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I.  ACTIONS  OR  SUITS  BETWEEN  PARTNERS  OR  THEIR 
REPRESENTATIVES.  — A.  Actions  at  Law.  — 1.  Transactions 
Involving  an  Account.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Except  to  the  extent  that 
the  common  law  action  of  account  may  be  still  available,^  the  general 
rule  is  that  one  partner  cannot  sue  his  coparlaier,^  nor  may  the  repre- 


1.  See  infra,  I,  C,  and  the  title 
"Account  and  Accounting." 

2.  Ala. — Merrill  v.  Smith,  158  Ala. 
186,  48  So.  495;  Broda  v.  Greenwald,  6ff 
Ala.  538.  Ark. — King  v.  Moore,  J2  Ark. 
469,  82  S.  W.  494  (partner  cannot  re- 
cover for  services  rendered  to  the  part- 
nership by  his  minor,  son);  fiuyet  Vi 
Meador,  24  Ark.  ISl.  Cfal; — Ferem  v. 
Olson,  169  Pae.  386;  Dukea  V.  KeTIoggv 
127  Cal.  563,  60  Pae".  44;  Fisher  p. 
Sweet,  67  Cal.  228,  T  Pae.  657;  Eos9 
V.  Cornell,  45  Cal.  133.  Colo; — ^Mason 
V.  Sieglitz,  22  Colo.  320,  44  Pae.  588. 
Conn. — Cole  v.  Fowler,  68  Conn.  450, 
36  Atl.  807;  Beach  v.  -Hotehkiss,  2 
Conn.  425,  428.  Del. — Bobinson  v. 
Green's  Admr.,  5  Harr.  115.  Pla. — ^Wills 
V.  Andrews,  75  So.  618;  White  v.  Boss, 
35  Fla.  377,  17  So.  640.  Ga.— Mfller 
V.  Freeman,  111  Ga.  654,  36  S.  E.  961, 
51  L.  B.  A.  504;  Panlk  v.  Creech,  8 
Ga.  App.  738,  70  S.  E.  145.  lU.— Bowzer 

Vol.  ZXI 


V.  Stoughton,  119  HI.  47,  9  N.  E.  208; 
Hanks  V.  Baber,  53  HI.  292.  Ind. 
Thomas  c.HoIIingsworth,  181  Ind.  411, 
103  jsr.  E.  *40;  Adams  V.  Shewalter,  139 
Ind.  178,  38  N.  E  607.  la.— Hansen 
V.  Morris,  87  Iowa  303,  54  N.  W.  223; 
Thompson  v.  Smith,  82  Iowa  598,  48 
N-WT-gHS.  Kan.— Palm  v.  Poponoe,  60- 
Kan.  297,  56  Pae.  480;  Clarke  v.  Mills, 
36  Kan,  393,  13  Pae.  569;  Pettingill 
V.  Jones,  28  .Kan.  749.  Ky. — ^Lawrence 
«..Grark,  9  Bana  257,  35  Am.  Dee.  133; 
Pritcliard  v.  Ford,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  543. 
Ba; — ^Eeddiok  v.  White,  46  La,  Ann. 
119"8,  15  Bo.  487;  McNair  v.  Gourrier, 
40  La.  Ann.  353,  4  So.  310.  Me.— Pray 
V.  Mitchell,  60  Me.  430;  Farrar  v  Pear- 
son, 59  Me.  561,  8  Am.  Bep.  439.  Md. 
Gusdorff  V.  Schleisner,  85  Md.  360.  37 
Atl.  170;  McSherry  v.  Brooks,  46  Md. 
103.  Mass.— Tyne  v.  Thayer,  8  Allen 
391;  Fanninsr  »■  Chadwick,  3  Pick.  420 
15  Am.  Dec.   233.      Mich.— Cookes    v 
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sentative  of  a  deceased  partner  sue  or  be  sued  by  the  surviving  part- 
ners ^  at  law  in  respect  of  any  matter  involving  the  partnership  account, 
until  the  partnership  affairs  are  adjusted,  either  by  a  judicial*  account- 


Lymperis,  178  Mieh.  299.  144  N.  W. 
514;  Miner  v.  Lorman,  56  MicS.  212, 
22  N.  W.  265.  Miss. — Morgan  v.  Nunes. 
54  Miss.  308;  Bonnaffe  v.  Fennor,  6 
Smed.  &  M.  212,  4'j  Am.  Dee.  278.  Mo. 
Willis  V.  Barron,  143  Mo.  450,  45  S. 
W.  289,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  673;  Johnson 
V.  Ewaia,  82  Mo.  App.  276.  Mont. 
Croft  V.  Bain,  49  Mont.  484,  143  Pae. 
960;  McMahon  v.  Thornton,  4  Mont. 
46,  1  Pac.  724.  Nelj. — Dorwart  v.  Ball, 
71  Neb.  173,  98  N.  W.  652,  8  Ann. 
Cas.  766;  Lord  v.  Peaks,  41  Neb.  891, 
60  N.  W.  353.  Nev. — Wicks  v.  Lipp- 
man,  13  Nev.  499.  N.  H. — Ordiorne  v. 
Woodman,  39  N.  H.  541;  Towle  v. 
Meserve,  38  N.  H.  9.  N.  J. — Davis  v. 
Minch,  80  N.  J.  L.  214,  76  Atl.  328. 
N.  J. — McCabe  v.  Sinclair,  66  N.  J. 
Eq.  24,  58  Atl.  412;  Hill  v.  Beach,  12 
N.  J.  Eq.  31.  N.  M.— Willey  v.  Ren- 
ner,  8  N.  M.  641,  45  Pae.  1132.  N.  Y. 
Arnold  v.  Arnold,  90  N.  Y.  580;  Smith 
17.  Fitchett,  56  Hun  473,  10  N.  Y.  Supp. 
459,  31  N.  Y.  St.  606.  N.  C— Ledford 
V.  Emerson,  140  N.  C.  288,  52  S.  E. 
641,  4  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  130,  6  Ann. 
Cas.  107;  Newby  v.  Harrell,  99  N.  C. 
149,  5  S.  E.  284,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  503. 
N.  D. — Devore  v.  Woodruff,  1  N.  D. 
143,  45  N.  W.  701.  Ohio. — Kunneke  v. 
Mapel,  60  Ohio  St.  1,  53  N.  E.  259. 
Okla.— Nation  v.  Savely,  168  Pac.  805; 
Baughman  v.  Hebard,  166  Pae.  88;  Cobb 
V.  Martin,  32  Okla.  588.  123  Pac.  422. 
Ore. — Li  Sai  Cheuk  v.  Lee  Lung,  79 
Ore.  563,  146  Pac.  94,  156  Pac.  254; 
McDonald  v.  Holmes,  22  Ore.  212,  29 
Pac.  735.  Pa. — Kutz  v.  Dreibelbis,  126 
Pa.  335,  17  Atl.  609;  Crow  v.  Green, 
111  Pa.  637,  5  Atl.  23;  In  re  Ainey's 
Appeal,  2  Penny.  192.  E.  I. — ^Dowling 
V.  Clarke,  13  E.  I.  134.  S.  0.— Huff- 
man V.  Huffman,  63  S.  C.  1,  40  S.  E. 
963.  Utah. — Jennings  v.  Pratt,  19  Utah 
129,  56  Pac.  951.  Vt.— Beede  v.  Eraser, 
66  Vt.  114,  28  Atl.  880,  44  Am.  St. 
Eep.  824;  Spear  v.  Newell,  13  Vt.  288. 
Va. — Summerson  v^  Donovan,  110  Va. 
657,  66  S.  E.  822,  19  Ann.  Cas.  253; 
Wright  V.  Michie,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.) 
354.  Wash. — Stevens  v.  Baiker,  1  Wash. 
Ter.  315.  Wis. — Schmidt  v.  Mertes,  145 
Wis.  468,  130  N.  W.  474;  Blakely  v. 
Smock,  96  Wis.  611,  71  N.  W.  1052. 
Eng. — Brierly  v.  Cripps,  7  Car.  &  P, 
709,  32  B.  0.  L.  833. 


[a]  Eeason. — "Until  such  final  set- 
tlement, the  general  rule  is  that  the 
firm  and  not  the  individual  partner  is 
the  debtor;  and  in  such  case  it  can- 
not be  said  correctly  that  there  is  a 
debt  due  from  one  partner  to  the 
other."  Sprout  v.  Crowley,  30  Wis. 
187.  To  same  effect  see  the  following 
cases:  King  v.  Moore,  72  Ark.  469,  82 
S.  W.  494;  Price  v.  Drew,  18  Ela. 
670. 

[b]  The  real  test  to  determine 
whether  one  partner  may  sue  another 
at  law  is  not  solely  whether  the  action 
can  be  tried  without  going  into  the 
partnership  accounts,  but  whether  the 
defendant  has  bound  himself  personally 
to  the  plaintiff.  Paulk  v.  Creech,  8 
Ga.  App.  738,  70  S.  E.  145. 

[e]  By  statute  assumpsit  is  a  proper 
remedy  for  the  settlement  of  accounts 
where  only  two  partners  are  involved. 
Mickle  V.  Peet,  43  Conn.  65. 

3.  Ala. — Calvert  v.  Marlow,  18  Ala. 
67,  6  Ala.  337.  la.— Stanberry  v.  Cat 
tell,  55  Iowa  617,  8  N.  W.  478.  Kan, 
Palm  V.  Poponoe,  60  Kan.  297,  56  Pac 
480.  Md.— Bruns  v.  Heise,  101  Md. 
163,  60  Atl.  604.  N.  H.— Harris  v.  Har- 
ris, 39  N.  H.  45.  Okla.— Cobb  v.  Mar. 
tin,  32  Okla.  588,  123  Pac.  422. 

[a]  Claim  Against  Estate.  —  The 
claim  of  a  surviving  partner  for  ad- 
vances to  the  partnership  should  not 
be  presented  to  the  administrator  of 
the  deceased  partner  for  allowance  un- 
til the  partnership  affairs  are  wound 
up;  and  it  may  be  presented  at  any 
time  within  ten  months  after  the  part- 
nership affairs  are  settled,  and,  if  re- 
jected, suit  may  be  brought  on  it  at 
any  timie  within  three  months  after  its 
rejection.  Gleason  v.  White,  34  Cal. 
258. 

As  to  actions  between  third  persons 
and  surviving  partners  or  their  repre- 
sentatives, see  infra,  III. 

4.  Cal. — ^Barnstead  v.  Empire  Min. 
Co.,  5  Cal.  299.  Colo. — Robinson  v. 
Compher,  13  Colo.  App.  343,  57  Pae. 
754.  Ga. — Elliott  v.  Deason,  64  Ga.  63. 
HI. — Newman  v.  Tichenor,  88  111.  App. 
1.  Ind. — Page  v.  Thompson,  33  Ind. 
137.  La. — Martin  v.  Seabaugh,  128  La. 
442,  54  So.  935.  Md.— Corner  v.  Gil- 
man,   53   Md.   364.      Mass.— Wilby    v. 
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ing,  or  by  an  agreement  reached  by  the  partners.^  The  fact  that  the 
partnership  between  the  parties  has  been  dissolved  does  not  change 
the  rule.* 

An  action  at  law  will  not  lie  for  contribution  for  advances  or  loans 
made  to  the  firm  or  for  money  paid  or  debts  settled  by  a  partner  out 
of  his  private  funds,  before  a  final  settlement  of  the  partnership  af- 
fairs.' And  the  same  is  true  of  an  action  by  a  partner  to  recover*  his 
share  of  the  partnership  profits,*  or  for  a  partial  division  of  the  firm 


Phinney,  15  Mass.  116.  N.  Y.— Fer- 
guson V.  Baker,  116  N.  Y.  257,  22  N.  E. 
400. 

As  to  actions  for  dissolution,  account- 
ing and  settlement  of  a  partnership,  see 
infra,  I,  G. 

5.  Ala. — Pope  V.  Eandolph,  13  Ala. 
214.  Ga.— Elliott  v.  Deason,'  64  Ga.  63. 
111.— Hanks  v.  Baber,  53  111.  292; 
Aldrich  v.  Mathias,  167  111.  App.  589. 
Ind. — Douthit  v.  Douthit,  133  Ind.  26, 
32  N.  E.  715;  Warring  v.  Hill,  89'  Ind. 
497.  La. — Jenkins  v.  Howard,  21  La. 
Ann.  597.  Me. — Pray  v.  Mitchell,  60 
Me.  430.  Mass. — Fanning  v.  Ohadwiek, 
3  Pick.  420,  15  Am.  Dec.  233;  Wilby 
V.  Phinney,  15  Mass.  116.  N.  Y.— Fer- 
guson V.  Baker,  116  N.  Y.  257,  22 
N.  E.  400;  Covert  v.  Henneberger,  53 
How.  Pr.  1;  Head  v.  King,  33  Misc. 
89,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  141.  Tex.— Beeves 
V.  Whit©  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  8.  W. 
43.  Wash. — Kilbourn  v.  Bathbun,  91 
Wash.  121,  157  Pac.  457. 

6.  Ala. — Philips  V.  Lockhart,  1  Ala. 
521.  Ind. — Lang  v.  Oppenheim,  96  Ind. 
47.  K  J. — Davis  v.  Mineh,  80  N.  J. 
L.  214,  76  Atl.  328;  Gulick  v.  Gulick, 
14  N.  J.  L.  578.  N.  Y.— Attwater  v. 
Fowler,  1  Hall  180.  Ore.— McDonald 
V.  Holmes,  22  Ore.  212,  29  Pac.  735. 
Pa. — Murray  v.  Herriek,  171  Pa.  21,  32 
Atl.  1125;  Leidy  v.  Messinger,  71  Pa. 
177.  R.  I.— Bowling  v.  Clarke,  13  E.  L 
134. 

7.  Ark. — Johnson  v.  Peck,  58  Ark. 
580,  25  S.  W.  865.  Conn.— Cole  v. 
Fowler,  68  Conn.  450,  36  Atl.  807; 
Bishop  V.  Bishop,  54  Conn.  232,  6  Atl. 
426;  Mickle  v.  Peet,  43  Conn.  65.  Fla. 
Price  V.  Drew,  18  Fla.  670.  Ga. — El- 
liott V.  Deason,  64  Ga.  63.  Idaho. 
Haskius  v.  Curran,  4  Idaho  573,  43 
Pac.  559.  lU.— Hartzell  v.  Murray,  224 
HI.  377,  79  N.  E.  674.  Ind.— Crossley 
V.  Taylor,  83  Ind.  337;  Coleman  v.  Cole- 
man, 78  Ind.  344.  Ky. — Kelley  v.  Kam- 
sey,  176  Ky.  584,  195  S.  W.  1111;  War- 
ring V.  Arthur,  98  Ky.  34,  32  S.  W. 
221,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  605;  Lawrence  v. 
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Clark,  9  Dana  257,  35  Am.  Dec.  133. 
La. — Eeddick  v.  White,  '46  La.  Ann. 
1198,  15  So.  487;  Hennegin  v.  Wil- 
coxon,  13  La.  Ann.  576.  Md. — Eruns 
V.  Heise,  101  Md.  163,  60  Atl.  604.  Mass. 
Starbuck  v.  Shaw,  10  Gray  492.  Mo. 
Bond  V.  Bemis,  55  Mo.  524;  Morin  v. 
Martin's  Admr.,  25  Mo.  360;  Eoss  v. 
Carson,  32  Mo.  App.  148.  N.  J. — Davis 
V.  Minch,  80  N.  J.  L.  214,  76  Atl. 
328;.  Sieghortner  v.  Weissenborn,  20  N. 
J.  Eq.  172.  N.  y. — Crater  v.  Bininger, 
45  N.  Y.  545;  Bouton  v.  Bouton,  40 
How.  Pr.  217.  Ore. — McDonald  v. 
Holmes,  22  Ore.  212,  29  Pac.  735.  Pa. 
Murray  v.  Herriek,  171  Pa.  21,  32  AtL 
1125;  Holbert  v.  Herriek,  171  Pa.  25, 
32  Atl.  1125;  Crow  v.  Green,  111  Pa. 
637,  5  Atl.  23;  Leidy  v.  Messinger,  71 
Pa.  177.  Tex. — Merriwether  v.  Harde- 
man, 51  Tex.  436;  Lockhart  v.  Lytle, 
47  Tex.  452;  Danforth  v.  Levin  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  156  S.  W.  569.  Va.— Sum- 
merson  v.  Donovan,  110  Va.  657,  66  S. 
E.  822,  19  Ann.  Cas.  253.  Eng.— Eich- 
ardson  v.  Bank  of  England,  4  Myl.  & 
C.  165,  8  L.  J.  Ch.  (N.  S.)  1,  2  Jur. 
(O.  S.)  911,  41  Eng.  Eeprint  65. 

[a]  An  exception  to  this  general 
rule  prevails  in  some  states.  See  Clarke 
V.  Mills,  36  Kan.  393,  13  Pac.  569, 
and  infra,  this  section. 

Such  issues  to  be  determined  in  ac- 
tion  for   accounting,    see   infra,   I,    C. 

As  to  advances  to  partner  as  an  in- 
dividual, see  infra,  I,  A,  6,  a. 

8.  Ala.— Merrill  v.  Smith,  158  Ala. 
186,  48  So.  495.  Ind.— Douthit  v. 
Douthit,  133  Ind.  26,  32  N.  E.  715. 
Md.— Morgart  v.  Smouse,  103  Md.  463! 
63  Atl.  1070,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  367! 
Mass.— Eyder  v.  Wilcox,  103  Mass.  24- 
GomersaU  v.  Gomersall,  14  Allen  6o' 
Mont.— Boehme  v.  Fitzgerald,  43  Mont! 
226,  115  Pac.  413.  Compare  McCor- 
mick  V.  Largey,  1  Mont.  158,  wherein 
the  court  sustained  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  a  certain  sum  as  the  share 
of  the  partnership  profits  as  the  de- 
fendant's answer  did  not  deny  that 
such  profits  were  made.    N.  Y.— Glover 
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assets,"  or  for  damages  for  the  loss  of  profits,"  or  neglect  of  partnership 
business.^^ 

But  after  a  final  and  complete  accounting  is  had,  an  action  at  law 
is  the  proper  remedy  to  obtain  the  payment  of  the  ascertained  bal- 
ance,i2  and  this  is  true  even  where  the  precise  sum  is  not  specified  if  it 
is  easily  capable  of  reduction  to  a  certainty.^^  In  some  jurisdictions, 
there  must  be  an  express  promise  of  the  defendant  to  pay  this  bal- 
ance -j^*  generally,  however,  no  such  express  promise  is  considered  neces- 
sary, but  a  promise  is  implied  from  the  circumstances.^^  And  in  one 
jurisdiction,  at  least,  an  action  of  assumpsit  will  lie,  to  recover  a  final 
balance  of  a  partnership  account  without  a  settlement  of  accounts  or  a 
promise  to  pay,  in  all  cases  in  which  the  rendition  of  the  judgment 
will  be  an  entire  termination  of  the  partnership  transactions,  so  that 
no  further  cause  of  action  can  grow  out  of  them.^°  And  in  some  states, 
where  only  a  money  judgment  is  sought^  and  the  account  is  simple 
and  all  the  partnership  affairs  settled  so  that  nothing  remains  but  to 


V.  Tuck,  24  Wend.  153;  Vickery  v. 
Stemm,  140  N.  Y.  Supp.  1007.  Ohio. 
Oglesby  v.  Thompson,  59  Ohio  St.  60, 
51  N.  E.  878. 

9.  Kruschke  v.  Stefan,  83  Wis.  373, 
53  N.  W.  679. 

10.  Buckmaster  v.  Gowen,  81  111. 
153. 

11.  Eyder  v.  Wilcox,  103  Mass.  24; 
Capen  i;.  Barrows,  1  Gray  (Mass.)  376. 

12.  Ala. — Pope  V.  Randolph,  13  Ala. 
214;  McGehee  v.  Dougherty,  10  Ala. 
863;  Clark  v.  Clark,  4  Port.  9.  Colo. 
Bean  v.  Gregg,  7  Colo.  499,  4  Pac.  903. 
Ga. — ^Benton  v.  Hunter,  119  Ga.  381, 
46  S.  E.  414;  Moore  v.  Stone,  50  Ga. 
157.  111. — Ridgway  v.  Grant,  17  111. 
117;  Rotramel  v.  Pord,  169  111.  App.  7. 
la. — Thompson  v.  Smith,  82  Iowa  598, 
48  N.  W.  988;  Wycoff  v.  Purnell,  10 
Iowa  832.  Mass. — Robinson  v.  Wil- 
liams, 8  Mete.  454.  Miss. — Hunt  v. 
Morris,  44  Miss.  314;  Lesley  v.  Rosson, 
39  Miss.  368,  77  Am.  Dec.  679;  Sturges 
V.  Swift,  32  Miss.  239.  Mo. — Brewer 
V.  Ewartz,  83  Mo.  App.  451.  Ohio. 
Masters  v.  Freeman,  17  Ohio  St.  323. 
Va. — Waggoner  v.  Gray's  Admr.,  2  Hen. 
&  M.  (12  Va.)  603.  Wfe. — Schmidt  v. 
Mertes,  145  Wis.  468,  130  N.  W.  474. 
Eng. — Rackstraw  v.  Imber,  1  Holt  368, 
3  E.  C.  L.  149;  Poster  v.  AUanson,  2 
T.  E.  479,  100  Eng.  Reprint  258. 

[a]  Balances  struck  preparatory  to 
a  ESutlement  are  not  sufficient.  They 
must  be  final  to  support  an  action  at 
law.  IT.  H. — Harris  v.  Harris,  39  N.  H. 
45.  Pa. — In  re  Ainey's  Appeal,  2 
Penny.  192.  Tex. — McKay  v.  Overton, 
65  Tex.  82. 


Kemedy  in  equity  where  the  existence 
of  fraud  or  mistake  in  securing  the 
account  is  alleged,  see  infra,  I,  C,  1,  b. 

13.  Ark. — Bailey  v.  Starke,  6  Ark. 
191.  Ga.— Pool  V.  Perdue,  44  Ga.  454; 
Paulk  V.  Creech,  8  Ga.  App.  738,  70 
S.  E.  145.  Ind. — Thompson  v.  Lowe, 
111  Ind.  272,  12  N.  E.  476. 

14.  Belanger.  v.  Dana,  52  Hun  39,  4 
N.  Y.  Supp.  776,  22  N.  Y.  St.  218; 
Lasky  v.  Coverdale,  84  Misc.  34,  145 
N.  Y.  Supp.  994.  See  Halsted  v. 
Schmelzel,  17  Johns.   (N.  Y.)   80. 

[a]  Where  the  ascertained  balance 
has  been  converted  into  a  promissory 
note,  an  action  thereon  will  lie.  Aid- 
rich  V.  Mathias,  167  111.  App.  589;  First 
Nat.  Bank  of  Champlain  v.  Wood,  128 
N.   Y.   35,   27   N.   E.   1020. 

15.  Ala. — McGehee  v.  Dougherty,  10 
Ala.  863.  Cal.— Ross  v.  Cornell,  45 
Cal.  133.  Colo. — Bean  v.  Gregg,  7  Colo. 
499,  4  Pac.  903.  Del. — Robinson  v. 
Green's  Admr.,  5  Harr.  115.  Fla. — Price 
V.  Drew,  18  Fla.  670.  111.— Purvines  v. 
Champion,  67  HI.  459.  la.— WycoflE 
V.  Purnell,  10  Iowa  332.  Me. — Lane  v. 
Tyler,  49  Me.  252.  Mass.— Wilby  v. 
Phinney,  15  Mass.  116.  N.  J. — Jaques 
V.  Hulit,  16  N.  J.  L.  38.  Vt.— Spear  v, 
Newell,  13  Vt.  288.  Wash.— Stevens 
V.  Baker,  1  Wash.  Ter.  315.  Wis. — Rose 
V.  Bradley,  91  Wis.  619,  65  N.  W.  509. 

16.  Wheeler  v.  Wheeler,  111  Mass. 
247;  Williams  v.  Henshaw,  11  Pick. 
(Mass.)  79,  23  Am.  Dee.  366;  Wilby  V. 
Phinney,  15  Mass.  116.  See  Dorwart  V, 
Ball,  71  Neb.  173,  98  N.  W.  652,  8 
Ann.  Cas.  766. 
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determine  the  amount  due  the  partners,  an  action  at  law  is  maintain- 
able." 

b.  Pleading  Such  Matters  Defensively.  —  In  an  action  upon  an 
individual  demand  of  one  partner  against  another,  the  defendant  can- 
not set  up  as  a  counterclaim  matters  arising  out  of  partnership  transac- 
tions before  there  has  been  an  accounting  and  a  balance  found  due 
to  the  defendant  after  the  liquidation  of  all  the  indebtedness  of  the 
firm.^^  It  has,  however,  been  held  to  the  contrary  where  the  partner- 
ship has  been  dissolved,'^  or  where  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  are 
the  only  members  of  the  firm.^"  And  it  would  seem  that  partnership 
transactions  might  be  used  as  a  set-off  or  counterclaim  if  they  be  other- 
wise proper  for  that  purpose,  whenever  an  action  at  law  could  be 
maintained  upon,  them.^^  And  where  an  equitable  defense  may  be 
made  to  an  action  at  law,  the  defendant  may  by  setting  forth  facts 
showing  an  equitable  necessity  therefor,  ask  for  an  accounting  of  the 
partnership  business  before  being  required  to  adjust  the  non-partner- 
ship transaction.^^ 

2.  Transactions  Not  Involving  an  Account.  —  One  partner  may 
maintain  any  action  at  law  against  a  co-partner  which  does  not  in- 
volve the  consideration  and  settlement  of  the  partnership  accounts.^* 


17.  Kan. — Clarke  v.  Mills,  36  Kan. 
393,  13  Pac.  569;  Pettingill  v.  Jones, 
28  Kan.  749.  Mich. — See  "Wheeler  v. 
Arnold,  30  Mich.  304.  But  see  Miner 
V.  Lorman,  56  Mich.  212,  22  N.  W. 
265.  Neh. — See  Dorwart  v.  Ball,  71 
Neb.  173,  98  N.  W.  652,  8  Ann.  Gas. 
766.  N.  C. — See  Ledford  v.  Emerson, 
140  N.  C.  288,  52  S.  E.  641,  4  L.  B.  A. 
(N.  8.)  130,  6  Ann.  Gas.  107.  UtaJi.— 
See  Mills  v.  Gray,  167  Pac.  358. 

Action,  at  law  on  account,  see  infra, 
I,  C,  and  the  title  "Account  and 
Accounting." 

18.  Cal. — Case  v.  Maxey,  6  Gal.  276. 
111. — Commons  v.  Snow,  194  111.  App. 
569;  George  v.  Pfeil,  158  111.  App.  261. 
Mich. — Eandall  v.  Baird,  66  Mich.  312, 
33  N.  W.  506;  Gardiner  v.  Fargo,  58 
Mich.  72,  24  N.  W.  655;  Elder's  Appeal, 
39  Mich.  474.  Hum. — Little  v.  Simonds, 
46  Minn.  380,  49  N.  W.  186.  Mo. 
Berthold  v.  O'Hara,  121  Mo.  88,  25  S. 
W.  845;  Leabo  v.  Eenshaw,  61  Mo.  292; 
Finney  v.  Turner,  10  Mo;  207.  N.  H. 
Ordiorne  v.  Woodman,  39  N.  H.  541; 
Harris  v.  Harris,  39  N.  H.  45.  N.  J. 
Eeim  v.  Bisainger,  75  N.  J.  L.  289,  68 
Atl.  88.  N.  C— Love  v.  Ehyiie,  86  N.  G. 
576.  Tex. — See  Eeeves  v.  White  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W.  43. 

But  see  Mills  v.  Carrier,  30  S.  C. 
617,  9  S.  Ei  350,  741,  where  a  counter- 
claim for  an  alleged  balance  arising' 
from  an  unsettled  partnership  was  held 
an  action  on  contract. 
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Set-off  of  individual  claims,  see  infra, 
I,  A,  6,  d. 

Set-off  in  actions  for  accounting,  see 
infra,  I,  G,  6,  b,  (II). 

19.  Irish  V.   Snelson,  16  Ind.   365. 
[a]    Plea  to  be  good  must  show  a 

balance  due  the  defendant  growing  out 
of  the  entire  partnership  transactions. 
Hendry  v.  Hendry,  32  Ind.  349. 

20.  Eeeves  v.  White  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  161   S.  W.  43. 

21.  As  to  when  an  action  at  law 
may  be  maintained  in  partnership  trans- 
actions, see  supra,  1,  A,  1,  a,  and  infra 
I,  G,  1,  a. 

22.  Foulks  V.  Ehodes,  12  Nev.  225, 
in  case  of  insolvency  of  plaintiff. 

[a]  Cross-Bill. — In  a  law  action  upon 
promissory  notes,  the  defendant,  if  his 
defense  at  law  is  not  adequate  or  prac- 
tical and  involves  the  settlement  of 
partnership  accounts,  may  file  a  cross- 
bill in  equity  to  procure  the  data 
necessary  to  justly  determine  the  issues 
of  the  action  at  law.  Jones  v.  Skites, 
85  Ore.  554,  167  Pac.  505.  As  to  right 
to  interpose  cross-bill  in  action  at  law, 
generally,  see  6  Standard  Proc.  268. 

23.  Ala. — Eobinson  v.  Bullock,  58 
Ala.  618;  Scott  v.  Campbell,  30  Ala. 
728.  111. — Tichenor  v.  Newman,  186 
HI.  264,  57  N.  E.  826;  Wells  v.  Car- 
penter, 65  111.  447;  Lintner  v.  Millikin, 
47  111.  178;  Vennum  v.  Palmer,  123 
111.  App.  619.  Me. — Lane  v.  Tyler,  49 
Me.   252.     Mich.— Cook  v.    Canny,   96 
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3.  Single  Unadjusted  or  Specially  Segregated  Item.  —  Where  the 
partnership  relation  has  been  terminated  and  settled  except  as  to  a 
single  item,  an  action  at  law  may  be  maintained  by  a  partner  for  a  bal- 
ance due  by  reason  of  this  item,^*  and  the  same  rule  is  applied  where 
the  partners,  by  agreement  have  segregated  some  item  from  the  gen-, 
eral  partnership  business  and  aceount.^^ 

4.  Partnership  Limited  to  a  Single  Transaction.  —  "Where  the  part- 
nership is  limited  to  a  single  transaction  or  venture'which  has  been  com- 
pleted, an  action  at  law  may  be  maintained  by  one  partner  against 
another  for  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  him  by  reason  of  the  transac- 
tion.^^ 


Mich.  398,  55  N.  W.  987;  Carpenter 
V.  Greenop,  74  Mich.  664,  42  N.  W. 
276,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  662,  4  L.  E.  A. 
241.  Mo. — Eussell  v.  Grimes,  46  Mo. 
410.  N.  Y. — Ferguson  v.  Baker,  116  N. 
Y.  257,  22  N.  E.  400;  Esdaile  v.  Wuy- 
tack,  25  Abb.  N.  C.  474,  11  N.  Y. 
Supp.  421,  33  N".  Y.  St.  145;  Mulligan 
V.  Kraus,  88  Misc.  538,  151  N.'Y.  Supp. 
401.  Tex. — McKay  v.  Overton,  65  Tex. 
82.  Vt. — Beede  v.  Eraser,  66  Vt.  114, 
28  Atl.  880,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  824.  Wis. 
Edwards  v.  Eemington,  51  Wis.  336,  8 
N.  W.  193. 

[a]  Wheie  a  person  is  defrauded 
into  buying  an  interest  in  a  firm,  he 
may  affirm  the  contract  of  partnership 
and  sue  for  damages  caused  by  the 
fraud  in  its  procurement,  such  right 
not'  being  dependent  upon  an  account- 
ing. 111. — Vennum  v.  Palmer,  123  111. 
App.  619.  Ind. — Cohoon  v.  Eisher,  146 
Ind.  583,  44  N.  E.  664,  45  N.  E.  787, 
36  L.  E.  A.  193.  Mo.— Pickett  v. 
Wren,  187  Mo.  App.  83,  174  S.  W. 
156,  fact  that  no  pecuniary  loss  was 
suffered  by  plaintiff  is  immaterial.  As 
to  right  to  maintain  a  suit  for  the 
rescission  of  such  a  contract,  see  infra, 
I,  B,  3. 

Non-partnership  transactions,  see  in- 
fra, I,  A,  6. 

24.  Colo. — Mason  v.  Sieglitz,  22  Colo. 
320,  44  Pac.  588.  111. — Purvines  v. 
Champion,  67  HI.  459.  Mass. — Shat- 
tuck  V.  Lawson,  10  Gray  405;  Eannilig 
V.  Chadwicik,  3  Pick.  420,  15  Am.  Dee. 
233,  two  unadjusted  items.  Mich. 
Cookes  V.  Lymperis,  178  Mich.  299,  144 
N  W  514.  Mo. — Bambrick  v.  Simms, 
132  Mo.  48,  33  S.  W.  445;  Buckner  v. 
Eies,  34  Mo.  357;  Johnson  v,  Ewald, 
82  Mo.  App.  276.  Neb. — Dorwart  v. 
Ball,  71  Neb.  173,  98  N.  W.  652,  8 
Ann.  Cas.  766.  N.  H. — Gibson  v.  Moore, 
6  N.  H.  547.  Tex. — Hutchinson  v.  Mur- 
ray (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  169  8    W.  640. 


25.  U.  S.— Van  Ness  v.  Forrest,  8 
Cranch  30,  3  L.  ed.  478;  Burhans  v. 
Jefferson,  76  Fed.  25,  22  C.  C.  A.  25. 
Ala. — Eowland  v.  Boozer,  10  Ala.  690". 
Fla. — Price  v.  Drew,  18  Fla.  670.  Ga. 
Miller  v.  Freeman,  111  Ga.  654,  36  S.  E. 
961,  51  L.  E.  A.  504;  Paulk  v.  Creech, 
8  Ga.  App.  738,  70  S.  E.  145.  Ind. 
Douthit  V.  Douthit,  133  Ind.  26,  32 
N.  E.  715.  Me. — Holyoke  v.  Mayo,  50 
Me.  385.  Mich. — Cookes  v.  Lymperis, 
178  Mich.  299,  144-  N.  W.  514.  Miss. 
Bonnaffe  v.  Fenner,  6  Smed.  &  M.  212, 
45  Am.  Dec.  278.  Mo.— Willis  v.  Bar- 
ron, 143  Mo.  450,  45  S.  W.  289,  65 
Am.  St.  Eep.  673.  N.  H. — Harris  v. 
Harris,  39  N.  H.  45;  Gibson  v.  Moore, 
6  N.  H.  547.  N.  Y.— First  Nat.  Bank 
of  Champlain  v.  Wood,  128  N.  Y.  35, 
27  N.  E.  1020;  Paine  v.  Thacher,  25 
Wend.  450.  Ohio. — Kunneke  v.  Mapel, 
60  Ohio  St.  1,  53  N.  E.  259;  Neil  v. 
Greenleaf,  26  Ohio  St.  567.  Ore.— Wil- 
son V.  Wilson,  26  Ore.  251,  38  Pac.  185; 
McDonald  v.  Holmes,  22  Ore.  212,  29 
Pac.  735.  Vt.— Beede  v.  Eraser,  66  Vt. 
114,  28  Atl.  880,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  824; 
Collamer  v.  Foster,  26  Vt.  754. 

26.  Ga. — Paulk  v.  Creech,  8  Ga.  App. 
738,  70  S.  E.  145.  Ky.— Kelley  v.  Eam- 
sey,  176  Ky.  584,  195  S.  W.  1111; 
Lawrence  v.  Clark,  9  Dana  257,  35  Am. 
Dec.  133.  Neb.— See  Dorwart  v.  Ball, 
71  Neb.  173,  98  N.  W.  652,  8  Ann. 
Cas.  766.  N.  J. — Jaques  v.  Hulit,  16 
N.  J.  L.  38.  N.  C— Ledford  v.  Emer- 
son, 140  N.  C.  288,  52  S.  E.  641,  4 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  130,  6  Ann.  Cas.  107. 
N.  D. — Devore  v.  Woodruff,  1  N.  D. 
143,  45  N.  W.  701.  Okla.— Eeiser  v. 
Johnston,  166  Pac.  723.  Ore. — McDon- 
ald V.  Holmes,  22  Ore.  212,  29  Pac.  735. 
Pa.— Kutz  V.  Dreibelbis,  126  Pa.  335, 
17  Atl.  609;  Knerr  v.  Hoffman,  65  Pa. 
126;  Meason  v.  Kaine,  63  Pa.  335;  Fin- 
lay  V.  Stewart,  56  Pa.  183  K.  I. — Fry 
V.  Potter,  12  E.  1.  542.     Utah.— Coffin 

Vol.  XXI 


12 


P£mNER8mP 


5.  Possession  of  Partnership  Property.  —  One  partner  cannot 
maintain  an  action  for  the  exclusive  possession  of  undivided  partner- 
ship property  as  against  the  others.^^  But  after  the  partners  have  by 
agreement  divided  the  partnership  property,  an  action  at  law  may  be 
maintained'  in  accordance  with  the  agreement.^* 

6.  Non-Partnership  or  Individual  Transactions.  —  a.  Generally. 
In  suits  upon  contracts  or  transactions  outside  of  the  partnership,  the 
partners  stand  in  the  same  relation  to  each  other  in  the  courts  as  other 
persons.^^  And  where  one  partner  has  made  advances  or  loans  to 
another  partner  as  an  individual  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  partner- 
ship,^" or  for  furthering  the  interests  and  welfare  of  the  partnership,^^ 
the  amount  of  such  advances  or  loans  is  a  personal  debt  of  the  promisor 
and  is  recoverable  in  an  action  at  law  without  regard  to  the  state  of 
the  partnership  accounts. 

b.  Preliminary  Contracts.  —  An  action  at  law  may  be  maintained 
for  the  breach  of  an  agreement  to  enter  into  a  partnership,^^  or  for 
the  breach  of  any  agreement  entered  into  to  assist  in  launching  the 


V.  McIntoBh,  9  Utah  315,  34  Pac.  247. 

Compare  McLauthlin  v.  Smith,  166 
Mass.  131,  44  N.  E.  125. 

As  to  joint  adventures,  see  moie 
fully  infra,  V. 

27.  Ark. — Allen  •».  Davis,  13  Ark. 
28.  Cai. — Buckley  v.  Carlisle,  2  Cal. 
420.  Ind. — Ferguson  v.  Day,  6  Ind. 
App.  138,  33  N.  E.  213.  Ky.— White- 
sides  V.  CollieT,  7  Dana  283.  Md. — An- 
derson V.  Stewart,  108  Md.  340,  70  AtL 
228.  Miss. — Hoff  v.  Eogers,  67  Miss. 
208,  7  So.  358,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  301. 
Mont.— Boehme  v.  Fitzgerald,  43  Mont. 
226,  115  Pac.  413.  JTeb.— Cinfel  v.  Ma- 
lena,  67  Neb.  95,  93  N.  W.  165.  N.  Y. 
Azel  V.  Betz,  2  E.  D.  Smith  188.  Wis. 
Shields  V.  Fuller,  4  Wis.  102,  65  Am. 
Dee.  293. 

As  to  Tigbt  of  surviving  partner  to 
maintain  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
partnership  property,  against  the  rep- 
resentative of  the  deceased  partner,  see 
infra,  III,  A,  4. 

28.  Hunt  V.  Morris,  44  Miss.  314. 

29.  Ala. — Rowland  v.  Boozer,  10  Ala. 
690.  Ark. — Huyck  v.  Meador,  24  Ark. 
191.  Cal.— Bull  V.  Coe,  77  Cal.  54,  18 
Pac.  808,  11  Am.  St.  Eep.  235;  Arn- 
heini  I?.  Gordon,  21  Cal.  App.  754,  132 
Pae.  840.  Ga. — Miller  v.  Freeman, 
111  Ga.  654,  36  8.  E.  961,  51  L.  E.  A. 
504;  Paulk  v.  Creech,  8  Ga.  App.  738, 
70  S.  B.  145.  III.-— Edens  v.  Williams, 
36  111.  252.  Ind.— Crossley  v.  Taylor, 
83'  Ind.  337.  Isi.— Newberry  v.  Gib- 
son, 125  Iowa  575,  101  N.  W.  428; 
Mullany  v.  Keenan,  10  Iowa.  224.  La. 
Succession  of  Alexander,  130  La.  7,  57 
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So.  534.  Me. — Marshall  v.  Winslow,  11 
Me.  58,  25  Am.  Dee.  264.  Md. — Roache 
V.  Pendergast,  3  Har.  &  J.  33.  Mo. 
Seehorn  v.  Hall,  130  Mo.  257,  32  S.  W. 
643,  51  Am.  St.  Eep.  562.  N.  Y.— Fer- 
guson V.  Baker,  116  N.  Y.  257,  22  N.  E. 
400.  Ohio. — Manufacturing  &  Mercan- 
tile Co.  V.  Sohoolly,  Tapp.  271.  Ore. 
McDonald  v.  Holmes,  22  Ore.  212,  29 
Pac.  735.  Utah. — Jennings  v.  Pratt,  19 
Utah  129,  56  Pac.  951.  Wis.— George 
V.  Benjamin,  100  Wis.  622,  76  N.  W. 
619,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  963;  Edwards  v. 
Eemington,  51  Wis.  336,  8  N.  W.  193. 
Transactions  not  involving  an  ac- 
counting, see  supra,  I,  A,  2. 

30.  Idaho. — Haskins  v.  Curran.  4 
Idaho  573,  43  Pac.  559.  lU.— Hartzell 
V.  Murray,  224  HI.  377,  79  N.  E.  674. 
Mass. — Wetherbee  v.  Potter,  99  Mass. 
354.  Vt. — CoUamer  v.  Foster,  26  Vt. 
754.  Wis. — Sprout  v.  Crowley,  30  Wis. 
187. 

31.  Cal.— Bull  V.  Cos,  77  Cal.  54,  18 
Pac.  808,  11  Am.  St.  Eep.  235.  Mass. 
Wetherbee  v.  Potter,  99  Mass.  354; 
Chamberlain  v.  Walker,  10  Allen  429. 
Va. — Wright  v.  Miehie,  6  Gratt.  (47 
Va.)  354.  Wis. — Edwards  v.  Eeming- 
ton, 51  Wis.  336,  8  N.  W.  193;  Sprout 
V.  Crowley,  30  Wis.  187. 

But  as  to  advances  to  the  partner- 
ship, see  supra,  I,  A,  1,  a. 

32.  Cal.— Prince  v.  Lamb,  128  Cal. 
120,  60  Pac.  689;  Powell  v.  Maguire,  43 
Cal.  11;  Taylor  v.  Nelson,  26  Cal.  App. 
681,  147  Pae.  1189.  Ga.— Lane  v. 
Lodge,  139  Ga.  93,  76  S.  E.  874;  Miller 
V.  Freeman,  111  Ga.  654,  36  8.  E.  961, 
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partnership,*^  without  regard  to  the  state  of  the  partnership  account. 

c.  Failure  To  Pay  Debts  Assumed.  —  "Where,  upon  the  sale  of  a 
partner's  interest  in  the  firm,  the  purchasers  assume  the  payment  of 
the  firm  obligations,  upon  their  failure  to  pay  such  debts,  the  seller 
may  maintain  an  action  against  them  upon  the  contract,^*  unless  the 
payment  was  to  be  made  out  of  the  firm  assets.'" 

d.  Set-off  or  Counterclaim.  —  In  an  action  between  partners  upon 
a  non-partnership  or  individual  transaction  the  defendant  may  use 
as  a  counterclaim  or  set-off  any  other  individual  claim  against  the 
plaintiff  not  based  upon  an  unsettled  partnership  which  is  otherwise 
a  proper  subject  of  set-off  or  counterclaim.^" 

7.  Breach  of  Partnership  Agreement.'^  —  Where  one  partner  vio- 
lates an  express  stipulation  in  the  partnership  articles,  an  action  at 
law  to  recover  the  damages  may  be  brought  against  him  by  his  co- 
partner,'^ where  the  damages,  if  recovered,  will  belong  to  the  plain- 


51  L.  E.  A.  504;  Mann  v.  Bowen,  85 
Ga.  616,  11  S.  E.  862.  HI.— Clark  v. 
Truitt,  183  111.  239,  55  N.  E.  683;  Buck- 
master  V.  Gowen,  81  111.  153;  Wilson 
V.  Campbell,  10  111.  383.  Ind.— Child 
V.  Swain,  69  Ind.  230.  Mass. — Williams 
V.  Henshaw,  11  Pick.  79,  22  Am.  Dec. 
366.  Miss. — Terry  v.  Carter,  25  Miss. 
168.  Mo.— Byrd  v.  Fox,  8  Mo.  574. 
N.  Y.— Eeed  v.  McConnell,  133  N.  Y. 
425,  31  N.  E.  22;  Manny  v.  Burke,  174 
App.  Div.  654,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  879. 
Pa. — Meason  v.  Kaine,  63  Pa.  335.  E.  L 
Eastman  v.  Dunn,  34  B.  I.  416,  83  Atl. 
1057.  Wis. — ^Hill  V.  Palmer,  56  Wis. 
123,  14  N.  W.  So,  43  Am.  Eep.  703. 
Breach  of  partnership  agreement, 
see  infra,  I,  A,  7. 

33.  U.  S. — Hyer  v.  Eichmond  Trac- 
tion Co.,  168  U.  S.  471,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
114,  42  L.  ed.  547.  Ga.— Miller  v.  Free- 
man, 111  Ga.  654,  36  S.  E.  961,  51  L. 
E.  A.  504;  Mann  v.  Bowen,  85  Ga.  616, 
11  8.  E.  862.  Mich. — Cook  v.  Canny, 
96  Mich.  398,  55  N.  W.  987.  Miss. 
Morgan  v.  Nunes,  54  Miss.  308.  N.  HI 
^eid  V.  McQuesten,  61  N.  H.  421;  Cur- 
rier V.  Eowe,  46  N.  H.  72;  Currier  v. 
Webster,  45  N.  H.  226.  N.  Y:- Glover 
V.  Tuck,  24  Wend.  153.  Ohio. — Vance 
V.  Blair,  18  Ohio  532,  51  Am.  Dec.  467. 
Pa.— Addams  v.  Tutten,  39  Pa.  447. 
Wis.— Hill-  V.  Palmer,  56  Wis.  123,  14 
N.  W.  20,  43  Am.  Eep.  703.  Eng. 
Venning  v.  Leckie,  13  East  7,  104  Eng. 
Eeprint  267;  Gale  v.  Leckie,  2  Stark. 
107,  3  E.  C.  L.  337. 

34.  Ala. — Tillis  v.  Folmar,  145  Ala. 
176,  39  So.  913,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  31; 
Hogan's  Exr.  v.  Calvert,  21  Ala.  194. 
m.— Schmidt  v.  Glade,  126  111.  485,  18 
N.  B.  762.    Kan.— Gillen  v  Peters,  39 


Kan.  489,  18  Pac.  613.  Md.— Martin 
v.  Good,  14  Md.  398,  74  Am.  Dec.  545. 
Mass. — Hunt  v.  Eogers,  7  Allen  469,  83 
Am.  Dec.  704;  Lesure  v.  Norris,  11 
Gush.  328.  Neb. — Meyer  v.  Shamp,  26 
Neb.  729,  42  N.  W.  757.  N.  Y.— Clough 
V.  Hoffman,  5  Wend.  499.  Ore. — Miller 
V.  Bailey,  19  Ore.  539,  25  Pac.  27. 
Pa.— Appeal  of  Clarke,  107  Pa.  436. 
Tex. — Pope  v.  Hays,  19  Tex.  375.  Vt. 
Beede  «.  I'raser,  66  Vt.  114,  28  Atl. 
880,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  824;  Hicks  v. 
Cottrill,  25  Vt.  80.  Wis.— Edwards  v. 
Eemington,  51  Wis.  336,  8  N".  W.  193; 
Lewis  V.  Woolfolk,  2  Pin.  209,  1  Chand. 
171. 

Bill  in  equity  for  specific  perform- 
ance, see  infra,  I,  B,  2. 

35.  Shattuck  v.  Lawson,  10  Gray 
(Mass.)  405,  in  which  ,a  final  settle- 
ment of  the  firm  business  must  be 
shown. 

36.  la. — ^Farwell  v.  Tyler,  5  Iowa 
535.  ,  Ky. — Stuart  v.  Harmon,  24  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1829,  72  S.  W.  365.  Mich.— Kin- 
ney V.  Eobison,  52  Mich.  389,  18  N.  W. 
120.  N.  Y.— Merrill  v.  Green,  55  N.  Y. 
270.  Wis. — Sprout  v.  Crowley,  30  Wis. 
187. 

See  generally  the  title  "Set-Off, 
Counterclaim  and  Recoupment." 

Setting  off  partnership  claim,  see 
supra,  I,  A,  1,  b. 

Set-off  in  suit  for  accounting,  see 
infra,  I,  C,  6,  b,   (II). 

37.  Breach  of  preliminary  agree>- 
ment,  see  supra,  I,  A,  6,  b. 

38.  Ala. — Eobinson  v.  Bullock,  58 
Ala.  618,  failure  to  furnish  logs  for 
mill.  Ga. — Lane  v.  Lodge,  139  Ga.  93, 
76  S.  E.  874;  Miller  v.  Freeman,  111 
Ga.   654,   36   S.   E.   961,   51    L.   E.  A. 
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tifif  as  an  individual  and  not  to  the  partnership.^^  Thus  one  partner 
may  maintain  an  action  at  law  against  another  for  the  breach  of  an 
agreement  to  contribute  to  the  capital  stock  of  the  partnership.*" 

Premature  Withdrawal.  —A  withdrawal  from  the  partnership  by  one 
partner  in  violation  of  the  partnership  agreement  gives  the  others  a 
right  to  maintain  an  action  against  him  for  such  breach.*^ 

8.  Action  for  Agreed  Salary.  —  One  partner  may  maintain  an 
action  to  'recover  for  his  salary  earned  in  the  management  or  employ 
of  the  partnership  where  there  is  an  agreement  to  pay  him  a  salary,*^ 
unless  the  salary  is  based  upon  the  profits  earned  by  the  partnership.*^ 

9.  Torts.  —  One  partner  may  maintain  an  action  at  law  against 
another  for  damages  due  to  the  latter 's  tortious  interference  with  the 
former's  rights  either  as  an  individual/*  or  as  a  partner,*^  as  for*^ 


504.  m. — Newman  v.  Tichenorj  88  111. 
App.  1.  Ind. — Ellison  V.  Chapman,  7 
Blaekf.  224.  Ky. — Thomas  v.  Pyke,  4 
Bibb  418.  Md. — Wadsworth  v.  Man- 
ning, 4  Md.  59.  Mass. — Byder  v.  Wil- 
cox, 103  Mass.  24.  Miss. — Morgan  v. 
Nunes,  54  Miss.  308.  Mo.— Whitehill 
V.  Sohickle,  43  Mo.  537.  N.  Y.— Glover 
V.  Tuck,  24  Wend.  153;  Duncan  v.  Lyon, 
3  Johns.  Ch.  351,  8  Am.  Dec.  513; 
Madge  v.  Puig,  12  Hun  15.  Ohio. 
Vance  v.  Blair,  18  Ohio  532,  51  Am. 
Dec.  467. 

39.  Miller  v.  Freeman,  111  Ga.  654, 
36  S.  E.  961,  51  L.  E.  A.  504;  Eyder 
V.  Wilcox,  103  Mass.  24. 

40.  Ala. — Scott  V.  Campbell,  30  Ala. 
728.  Ga. — Miller  v.  Freeman,  111  Ga. 
654,  36  S.  E.  961,  51  L.  B.  A.  504. 
Kan. — Truitt  v.  Baird,  12  Kan.  420. 
Me.— Wright  V.  Eastman,  44  Me.  220; 
Marshall  v.,  Winslow,  11  Me.  58,  25 
Am.  Dec.  264.  ]V[ass.^Wetherbee  v. 
Potter,  99  Mass.  354;  Williams  v. 
Henshaw,  11  Pick.  79,  22  Am.  Dec.  366. 
Mich.— Cook  V.  Canny,  96  Mich.  398, 
55  N.  W.  987.  Miss. — Morgan  v.  Nunes, 
54  Miss.  308.-  Vt. — CoUamer  v.  Foster, 
26  Vt.  754.  .    • 

41.  U.  S. — Karrick  v.  Hannaman, 
168  U.  S.  328,  18  Sup.  Ct.  135,  42 
L.  ed.  484;  Kebart  v.  Arkin,  232  Fed. 
454,  146  C.  0.  A.  448.  Md.— Wads- 
worth  V.  Manning,  4  Md.  59.  Mass. 
Dunham  v.  Gillis,  8  Mass.  462.  Mich. 
Solomon  v.  Kirkwood,  55  Mich.  256, 
21  N.  W.  336.  N.  Y.— Bagley  v.  Smith, 
10  N.  T.  489,  19  How.  Pr.  1,  61  Am. 
Dec.  756,  Seld.  Notes  109;  Sandias  v. 
Mustacchi,  153  App.  Div.  810,  138  N. 
Y.  Supp.  875.  Pa.— McCollum  v.  Car- 
lucci,  206  Pa.  312,  55  Atl.  979,  98  Am. 
St.  Bep.  780;  Belter  v.  Morton,  96  Pa. 
229;    Addams   v.    Tutton,    39    Pa.    447. 
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Wash. — Andreopulos  v.  Peresteredes,  95 
Wash.  282,  163  Pac.  770. 

42.  Ind.— McBride  v.  Stradley,  103 
lud.  465,  2  N.  E.  358;  Lassiter  v.  Jack- 
man,  88  Ind.  118.  La. — See  Alexander 
V.  Alexander,  13  La.  Ann.  588,  wherein 
the  court  allowed  one  partner  to  re- 
cover for  his  services  rendered  to  the 
partnership  as  a  clerk,  saying  that 
"the  duties  of  plaintiff  as  clerk  and 
general  agent  were  totally  distinct 
from  those  as  partner"  in  the  firm 
business.  Mass. — Eyder  v.  Wilcox,  103 
Mass.  24.  Mich. — Godfrey  v.  White,  43 
Mich.  171,  5  N.  W.  243.  Mo.— Gaston 
V.  Kellogg,  91  Mo.  104,  3  S.  W.  589. 
N.  Y.— Paine  v.  Thaeher,  25  Wend. 
450. 

43.  Kan.— O'Brien  v.  Smith,  42  Kan. 
49,  21  Pac.  784.  Ky.— Stone  v.  Mat- 
tingly,  14  Ky.  L.  Rep.  113,  19  S.  W. 
402.  Me.— Wright  v.  Troop,  70  Me. 
346.  N.  Y. — Lasky  v.  Coverdale,  84 
Misc.  34,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  994. 

44.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Injury  to  partner's  individual 
propeirty  used  in  partnership  business. 
Haller  v.  Willamowicz,  23  Ark.  566- 
Newby  v.  Harrell,  99  N.  C.  149.  5  s' 
E.  284,  6  Am.  St.  Bep.  503. 

45.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Where  one  partner  wrongfully 
and  maliciously  causes  an  attachment 
in  his  own  name  to  be  sued  out  and 
levied  on  the  partnership  business,  and 
ouists  his  co-partner -.from  the  busi- 
ness, an  action  for  damages  may  be 
maintained  by  the  partner  thus  ousted 
against  the  wrongdoer.  Newsom  v  Pit- 
man, 98  Ala.  526,  12  So.  412. 

46.  Montjoys  v.  Holden,  Litt.  Sel 
Cas.  (Ky.)  447,  12  Am.  Dee.  331; 
Newby  v.  Harrell,  99  N.  C.  149,  5  S.  E 
284,  6  Am.  St.  Bep.  503. 
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the  destruction,   or  conversion,*^  of  the  partnership  property. 

10.  Parties.  —  Actions  between  partners  are  governed,  as  to  par- 
ties by  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.** 

11.  Pleadings. — Complaint  or  Declaration In  an  action  at  law  be- 
tween partners,  involving  the  partnership  account,  plaintiff  must  al- 
lege facts  authorizing  such  an  aetion,^^  as  that  the  partnership  busi- 
ness has  been  adjusted  and  settled ;°''  and  that  the  balance  found  was 
in  the  favor  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant.'^  A  complaint  by  a 
partner  for  contribution  must  show  that  there  is  not  an  existing  or  un- 
settled partnership  between  the  parties,''^  and  that  there  is  nothing  due 


47.  N.  T. — Weiss  v.  Weiss,  75  Misc. 
644,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  1021,  sale  of  the 
partnership  property  in  hostility  to  and 
in  denial  of  the  partnership.  N.  C. 
Newhy  v.  Harrell,  99  N.  C.  149,  5  S.  E. 
284,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  503.  Can. — Doupe 
V.  Stewart,  28  IT.  C.  Q.  B.  192;  Eath- 
well  17.  Eathwell,  26  XJ.   C.  Q.  B.  179. 

48.  See  the  title  "Parties,"  and 
other  titles  dealing  with  specific  kinds 
and  classes  of  actions. 

[a]  Where  a  balaaice  has  been  ascer- 
tained to  be  due  to  a  partner  from  one 
of  several  co-partners,  only  the  part- 
ner owing  such  balance  is  a  proper 
party  defendant.  McGehee  v.  Dougher- 
ty, 10  Ala.  863. 

[b]  After  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership,  the  remaining  partners  can- 
not sue  jointly  for  the  recovery  of 
money  alleged  to  be  due  from  the  with- 
drawing partner.  Ross  v.  Cornell,  45 
Cal.  133;  Masters  v.  Freeman,  17  Ohio 
St.  323. 

[c]  Separate  Action  for  Illegal 
Withdrawal. — Where  one  of  three  or 
more  partners  withdraws  from  the  firm 
in  violation  of  the  partnership  agree- 
ment, each  of  the  co-partners  may  main- 
tain an  action  against  him  for  the 
fcreach  without  joining  thp'  other  part- 
ner.    Dunham  v.  Gillis,  8  Mass.  462. 

[d]  Action  for  Contribution. — In  an 
action  against  a  solvent  partner  for 
contribution  for  the  payment  of  a 
partnership  debt,  the  plaintiff  need  not 
join  the  other  partners  where  it  ap- 
pears that  they  were  insolvent  or  non- 
resident.    Scott  V.  Bryan,  96  N.  C.  289, 

3  S.  E.  235. 

[e]  An  action  for  the  breach  of  a 
partnership  agreement  may  be  brought 
against  any  one  of  the  offending  part- 
ners if  the  obligation  of  the  broken 
covenant  is  several.     Thomas  v.  Pyke, 

4  Bibb  (Ky.)  418. 

49.  Wben  action  at    law    may    be 


brought,  see  swpra,  1,  A,  1,  a. 

50.  Cal.— Dukes  v.  Kellogg,  127  Cal. 
563,  60  Pae.  44.  Colo.— Bean  v.  Gregg, 
7  Colo.  499,  4  Pac.  903.  Del. — Downs 
V.  Short,  6  Penne.  264,  66  Atl.  365; 
Eobinson  v.  Green  'a  Admr.,  5  Harr.  115. 
HI.— Smith,  V.  Eiddell,  87  111.  165.  Ind. 
Lang  V.  Oppenheim,  96  Ind.  47;  Krutz 
V.  Craig,  53  Ind.  561;  Cobble  v.  Tom- 
linson,  50  Ind.  550;  Powell  v.  Bennett, 
4  Ind.  App.  112,  29  N.  E.  926.  la. 
Wycoff  V.  Purnell,  10  Iowa  332.  Ky. 
Warring  v.  Arthur,  98  Ky.  34,  32  S.  W. 
221.  Mass. — Gomersall  v.  Gomersall,  14 
Allen  60.  Mont. — Boehme  v.  Fitzgerald, 
43  Mont.  226,  115  Pae.  413;  Eiddell 
V.  Eamsey,  31  Mont.  386,  78  Pac.  597. 
N.  Y. — Schulsinger  v.  Blau,  84  App. 
Div.  390,  82  N".  Y.  Supp.  686;  Covert 
V.  Henneberger,  53  How.  Pr.  1;  Mackey 
V.  Auer,  8  Hun  180.  E.  I. — Dowling  v. 
Clarke,  13  E.  I.  134.  Tex.— Glass 
V.  Wiles,  14  S.  W.  225.  Wash.— Stevens 
V.  Baker,  1   Wash.  Ter.  315. 

[a]  An  allegation  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  profits  plaintiff  claims  is  due  him 
is  not  suflicient  in  the  absence  of  an 
allegation  of  an  accounting  or  that  the 
partners  agreed  upon  such  amount. 
Schulsinger  v.  Blau,  84  App.  Div.  390, 
82  N.  Y.  Supp..  686. 

51.  Del. — Downs  v.  Short,  6  Penne. 
264,  66  Atl.  365;  Eobinson  v.  Green's 
Admr.,  5  Harr.  115.  lU. — Smith  v.  Eid- 
dell, 87  111.  165.  Ind.— Krutz  v.  Craig, 
53  Ind.  561;  Powell  v.  Bennett.  4  Ind. 
App.  112,  29  N.  E.  926.  la.— Wycoff 
V.  Purnell,  10  Iowa  332.  Ky. — War- 
rin  V.  Arthur,  98  Ky.  34,  32  S.  W.  221. 
Mass. — Gomersall  v.  Gomersall,  14  Al- 
len 60.  N.  Y. — Mackey  v.  Auer,  8  Hun 
180;  Covert  v.  Henneberger,  53  How. 
Pr.  1.  Wash. — Stevens  v.  Baker,  1 
Wash.  Ter.  315. 

52.  .Johnson  v.  Peck,  58  Ark.  580, 
25  S.  W.  865;  Houston  v.  Brown,  23 
Ark.  333;  Lang  v..  Oppenheim,  96  Ind. 
47;  Dale  v.  Thomas,  67  Ind.  570. 

Vol.  XXI 


16 


PARTNERSHIP 


to  the  firm  from  the  plaintiff  ;^'  and  it  must  show  the  amount  he  paid 
out."*  A  complaint  for  breach  of  the  contract  of  partnership  must 
set  forth  the  breach  relied  on.°=  Where  plaintiff  relies  on  the  breach 
of  a  contract  to  assume  and  pay  all  the  partnership  debts,  he  need  not 
allege  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  debtj^"  or  of  the  payment 
of  the  debt  by  the  plaintiff."^  A  complaint  for  conversion  of  partner- 
ship assets  must  show  the  facts  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules 
elsewhere  treated.^*  A  complaint  against  one  partner  for  maliciously 
attaching  the  firm  property,  need  not  allege  the  grounds  of  the  at- 
tachment,"^ or  the  nature  and  character  of  the  debt.^" 

Defensive  Pleading.  —A  party  must  by  some  appropriate  pleading 
urge  the  objection  that  the  action  involves  partnership  transactions 
upon  which  an  action  at  law  is  not  maintainable  without  a  previous 
accounting.^^  A  demurrer  will  not  lie  on  this  ground  unless  the  dec- 
laration or  complaint  affirmatively  shows  that  a  partnership  account 
is  involved.*^ 

Statutes  dispensing  with  proof  of  allegations  of  partnership  in  ac- 
tions by,  or  against  alleged  partners,  unless  the  denial  thereof  is  sworn 
to,"^  are  not  applicable  to  a  suit  by  one  individual  against  another, 
charging  a  partnership  relation  between  them."* 

12.  Trial  and  Subsequent  Proceedings.  —  The  rules  governing  the 
trial  and  proceedings  thereafter  in  actions  generally  apply  in  actions 
between  partners.''"     Where  law  and  equity  are  administered  in  the 


53.  Johnson  v.  Peck,  58  Ark.  580,  25 
S.  W.  865;  Lang  v.  Oppenheim,  96  Ind. 
47. 

54.  Coleman  v.  Coleman,  78  Ind.  344. 

55.  Belter  v.  Morton,  96  Pa.  229. 
Action   on   contract    generally,     see 

the  title  "Implied  and  Express  Agree- 
ments." . 

56.  Clough  t;.  Hoffman,  5  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  499. 

57.  Clough  V.  Hoffman,  5  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  499. 

58.  See  the  title  "Trover  and  Con- 
version." 

[a]  A  complaint  for  collecting  and 
converting  assets  of  the  partnership, 
should  allege  (1)  the  dates  when  the 
collections  were  made  (McCament  v. 
Gray,  6  Blackf.  [Ind.]  233),  and  (2) 
the  amount.  Davis  v.  Wimberly,  86  Ga. 
46,  12  S.  E.  208. 

[b]  Demand  need  not  be  alleged. 
Snyder  v.  Baber,  74  Ind.  47. 

59.  NewBom  v.  Pitman,  98  Ala.  526, 
12  So.  412,  since  a  partner  cannot  at- 
tach the  firm  property. 

60.  Newsom  v.  Pitman,  98  Ala.  526, 
12  So.  412. 

61.  Mills  V.  Gray  (Utah),  167  Pac. 
358,  otherwise  he  waives  it.  See 
Foulks  V.  Rhodes,  12  Nev.  22'5. 

[a]    On  the  plea  of  the  general  issue, 

Vol.  XXI 


the  defendant  may  avail  himself  of  the 
defense  that  the  parties  were  partners 
in  an  unsettled  partnership.  Noble  V. 
Martin,  7  Mart.  N.  S.  (La.)  282. 

[b]  It  is  too  late  after  trial  to  ob- 
ject that  the  case  was  one  in  which 
an  action  at  law  could  not, be  main- 
tained. Smith  V.  Allen,  18  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  245. 

Pleading  partnership  transactions  as 
set-off  or  counterclaim  to  individual 
claim,   see  supra,  I,  A,  1,  b. 

62.  Manufacturing  &  Mercantile  Co. 
V.  Schoolly,  Tapp.  (Ohio)  271. 

63.  See  infra,  II,  G,  2,  a,  and  II, 
H,  1. 

64.  Short  V.  Taylor,  137  Mo.  517,  38 
S.  W.  952,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  508. 

65.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial," 
and  numerous  other  titles  dealing  with 
particular  phases  of  proceedings  at  and 
after  trial. 

[a]  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact. 
(1)  Whether  a  written  promise  to  pay 
given  by  one  partner  to  his  co-partner 
relates  to  a  partnership  transaction  so 
as  to  prevent  the  maintenance  of  an 
action  at  law  thereon,  is  a  question  for 
the  jury.  Matheny  v.  Lees,  193  111. 
App.  503.  (2)  When  the  question 
whether  a  partnership  exists  is  a  mat- 
ter of  doubt,  to  be  decided  by  infer- 
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same  tribunal,  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  balance  due  the  plaintiff 
cannot  be  dismissed  merely  because  the  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled 
may  be  in  equity  for  an  accounting.*^ 

13.  Provisional  Rem,edies. — Arrest.  —The  remedy  of  arrest  on 
mesne  process  is  not  available  to  one  partner  against  another  for  al- 
leged fraudulent  misappropriation  of  the  -  partnership  assets.*^  But 
in  an  action  at  law  on  an  individual  or  other  transaction  on  which  such 
an  action  is  proper,  the  remedy  of  arrest  may  be  resorted  to  if  the 
facts  otherwise  justify  it.®* 

Attaclunent.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  one  partner  cannot  attach  the 
firm  property  in  an  action  against  the  other, ®^  at  least,  if  the  action 
involves  the  unsettled  partnership  account.""  In  others,  if  the  case 
be  otherwise  a  proper  one,  attachment  of  such  property  is  permissible.^^ 

B.  Suits  in  Equity.  —  1.  Generally.  —  Suits  in  equity  between 
partners  are  of  course  governed  by  the  general  principles  and  rules 
elsewhere  treated.'''  For  a  settlement  and  account  of  partnership 
transactions  resort  must  ordinarily  be  had  to  equity.''^ 

Where  a  person  has  been  induced  to  become  a  partner  through  the 
fraud  of  another,  equity  will  aid  him  to  rescind  the  contract.''* 

One  partner  may  resort  to  eqmty  to  establish  the  partnership  char- 
acter of  property  acquired  or  held  by  the  other  partner  in  his  own 
name/* 


ences  to  be  drawn  from  all  the  evi- 
dence, it  is  one  of  fact  for  the  jury. 
Nation  v.  Savely  (Okla.),  168  Pao. 
805. 

[b]  Under  a  general  denial  of  eon- 
version  of  partnership  property,  it  may 
be  shown  that  the  money  received  was 
expended  for  partnership  purposes. 
Hackney  v.  Winiams,  46  Ind.  413. 

[c]  Instructions. — See  Hutchinson  v. 
Murray  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  169  S.  "W". 
640,  and  generally  the  title  "Instruc- 
tions." 

[d]  Finding  by  jury  conclusive  that 
agreement  between  partners  did  not  re- 
late to  partilership  transaction.  Math- 
eny  v.  Lees,  193  111.  App.  503. 

66.  Schulsinger  v.  Blau,  84  App. 
Div.  390,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  686;  Mills 
V.  Gray  (Utah),  167  Pac.  358;  Morgan 
V.  Child,  Cole  &  Co.,  41  Utah  562,  128 
Pao.  521. 

67.  Cal. — Soule  v.  Hayward,  1  Cal. 
345.  La. — Hanna  v.  Auter,  4  Rob.  221. 
N.  T.— Smith  v.  Small,  54  Barb.  223; 
Cary  v.  Williams,  1  Duer  667. 

But  see  Com.  v.  Sumner,  5  Pick. 
(Mass.)    360,   and   infra,   I,   C,   5,   c. 

68.  Ledford  v.  Emerson,  140  N.  C. 
288,  52  S.  B.  641,  4  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
130,  6  Ann.  Cas.  107.  See  Com.  v. 
Sumner,  5  Pick.  (Mass.)  360. 

69.  Newsom  v.  Pitman,  98  Ala.  526, 


12  So.  412.  See  infra,  II,  C,  5,  a.  But 
see  Brinegar  v.  GrifBn,  2  La.  Ann.  154, 
in  case  of  a  partnership  in  a  single 
transaction. 

70.  See  infra,  ly  C,  5,  a,  and 
Brinegar  v.  GrifBn,  2  La.  Ann.  154; 
Levy  V.  Levy,  11  La.  577. 

71.  See  infra,  I,   C,  5,  a. 
Attachment    by    third    persons,    see 

infra,  II,  B. 

72.  See  the  title  "Equity  Jurisdic- 
tion and  Procedure,"  and  numerous 
other  titles  dealing  with  particular 
phases  of  equity  procedure. 

[a]  Where  one  partner  fraudulently 
makes  a  promissory  note  in  the  name 
of  the  firm  and  delivers  it  to  a  third 
person  who  has  knowledge  of  the  fraud, 
his  copartner  may  maintain  a  bill  in 
equity  requiring  the  partner  and  the 
third  person  to  cancel  the  note  and  to 
restrain  the  collection  of  it.  Fuller  v, 
Percival,  126  Mass.  381. 

73.  See  infra,  I,  C,  1,  b. 

74.  Ind. — Cohoon  «.  Fisher,  146 
Ind.  583,  44  N.  E.  664,  45  N.  E.  787, 
36  L.  R.  A.  193.  N.  J.— Powell  v.  Cash, 
54  N.  J.  Eq.  218,  34  Atl.  131.  Eng. 
llawlina  v.  Wickham,  1  Giff.  355,  65 
Eng.  Reprint  954;  Pillans  V.  HarknesS, 
Colles  442,  1  Eng.  Reprint  363. 

75.  Dikia  v.  Likis,  187  Ala.  218,  CS 
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2.  Specific  Performance.  —  The  contract  of  partnership  being  of 
an  esseutially  personal  character,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  lend  its 
aid  to  enforce  the  specific  performance  thereof/"  particularly  where 
the  partnership  is  not  for  a  definite  time,  but  is  merely  at  will/'  Equi- 
ty will  however,  where  there  is  no  adequate  legal  remedy,  secure  to  a 
partner  the  interests  in  property  to  which,  by  the  partnership  agree- 
ment, he  is  entitled,'*  and  will,  at  the  instance  of  a  retiring  partner, 
specifically  enforce  an  agreement  by  the  remaining  partners  or  a  pur- 
chaser, to  pay  the  firm  debts.'® 

3.  Injunction.  —  One  partner,  under  proper  circumstances,  may 
enjoin  a  copartner  from  violating  the  rights  arising  out  of  the  part- 
nership,*" as  by  using  the  partnership  property  in  a  manner  not  author- 
ized by  the  contract  of  partnership.*^  Equity  may,  for  a  time,  enjoin 
a  partner  from  dissolving  a  partnership  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  agreed  upon,  when  the  circumstances  are  such  that  a  dissolution 
would  be  specially  injurious.*^  But  a  court  of  equity  will  not  lend  its 
aid  by  injunction  to  one  partner  to  exclude  another  partner  from  the 
partnership  business.** 

C.    Proceedings  for  Dissolution,  Accounting  and  Settlement. 


So.   398;   Donohoe  v.  Rogers,  168   Cal. 
700,   144  Pac.   958. 

76.  U.  S. — Hyer  v.  Richmond  Trac- 
tion Co.,  168  U.  S.  471,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
114,  42  L.  ed.  547;  Karrick  v.  Hanna- 
man,  168  U.  S.  328,  18  Sup.  Ct.  135,  42 
L.  ed.  484;  Marble  Co.  v.  Ripley,  10 
Wall.  339,  19  L.  ed.  955.  111.— Clark 
V.  Truitt,  183  111.  239,  55  N.  E.  683. 
La. — ^Levins  v.  Michel,  35  La.  Ann. 
1121.  Mass. — Somerby  v.  Buntin,  118 
Mass.  279,  19  Am.  Rep.  459.  Mich. 
Buck  V.  Smith,  29  Mich.  166,  18  Am. 
Rep.  84.     Ohio. — Halladay  v.  Faurot,  8 

Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  633.     Pa Meaaon 

V.  Kaine,  63  Pa.  335. 

[a]  Mutuality  of  Remedy. — Where, 
by  the  partnership  agreement,  one  part- 
ner is  to  supply  the  capital,  and  the 
other  to  furnish  his  personal  services, 
the  agreement  cannot  be  specifically 
enforced  against  the  latter  and  will  not 
be  against  the  former.  Karrick  v.  Han- 
naman,  168  U.  S.  328,  18  Sup.  Ct.  135, 
42  L.  ed.  484. 

77.  111.— Clark  v.  Truitt,  183  111. 
239.  55  N.  E.  683.  Mass.— Somerby 
V.  Buntin,  118  Mass.  279,  19  Am.  Rep. 
459.  Mich.— Buck  v.  Smith,  29  Mich. 
166,  18  Am.  Rep.  84.  Miss. — Whit- 
worth  V.  Harris,  40  Miss.  483. 

78.  Somerby  v.  Buntin,  118  Mass. 
279,  19  Am.  Rep.  459. 

79.  Tillis  V.  Folmar,  145  Ala.  176, 
39  So.  913,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  31. 

80.  See  infra  this  note. 

[a]    Enjoining    competing   businiess 
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of  same  nature.  La. — Levine  v.  Michel, 
35  La.  Ann.  1121.  Md.— Crownfield  v. 
Phillips,  125  Md.  1,  92  Atl.  1033,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916  E,  991;  Norwood  v.  Norwood, 
4  Har.  &  J.  112.  Ohio — Halladay  v. 
Faurot,  8  Ohio  Dee.   (Reprint)   633. 

[b]  Injunction  against  interference 
with  performance  of  duties  assigned  to 
him  by  the  partnership  agreement. 
Marble  Co.  v.  Ripley,  10  Wall  (U.  S.) 
339,  19  L.  ed.  955;  MUler  v.  O 'Boyle, 
89  Fed.  140.  ' 

[c}  The  Use  of  the  Firm  Name  for 
Private  Purposes  May  Be  Enjoined. 
Page  V.   Vankirk,  1  Brewst.  (Pa.)   282. 

[dj  A  minority  of  the  members  of 
the  firm  may  enjoin  a  change  in  the 
location  of  the  partnership  works, 
where  it  is  fixed  by  the  contract  of 
partnership.  Appeal  of  Jennings,  2 
Monag.  (Pa.)  184,  16  Atl.  19,  2  L.  E. 
A.  43. 

81.  New  V.  Wright,  44  Miss.  202; 
Stockdale  v.  Ullery,  37  Pa.  486,  78  Am. 
Dec.  440,  using  partnership  assets  for 
payment  of  individual  debts. 

[a]  An  insolvent  partner  will  be 
enjoined  from  disposing  of  or  appro- 
priating the  effects  of  the  partnership 
against  the  will  of  the  copartner. 
Phillips  V.  Trezevant,  67  N.  C.  370; 
Grobe  v.  Roup,  44  W.  Va.  197,  28  S  e' 
699. 

82.  Solomon  v.  Kirkwood,  55  Mich. 
256,  21  N.  W.  336. 

83.  Salmon  v.  Salmon,  180  Ala.  252. 
60  So.  837.  ' 
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1.  In  What  Forum.  —  a.  At  Law.  —  Ordinarily  the  only  proper  or 
adequate  remedy  for  the  settlement  of  partnership  accounts  is  in  equi- 
ty." The  old  common  law  action  of  account  as  a  remedy  to  procure 
an  accounting  of  partnership  matters  has  largely  fallen  into  disuse 
on  account  of  the  more  complete  and  satisfactory  remedy  in  equity.*" 
Such  an  action  at  law  is  still  available,  however,  in  some  jurisdictions,*' 
being  limited  to  those  cases  where  only  two  partners  are  involved,*' 
though  some  statutes  have  extended  the  remedy  to  permit  of  an  ac- 
count between  partners  irrespective  of  their  number.**  The  action  of 
book  account  is  not  an  appropriate  remedy  for  the  purpose  of  closing 
a  general  and  extensive  partnership  account.*' 

The  adjustment  of  partnership  affairs  cannot  be  had  in  other  actions 
not  involving  any  partnership  matters  to  which  the  partners  or  the 


84.  See  swpra,  I,  A,  1,  a,  and  infra, 
I,  C,  1,  b. 

85.  Conn. — Gillett  v.  Hall,  13  Conn. 
426;  Eussell  v.  Green,  10  Conn.  269. 
III.— Bracken  v.  Kennedy  4  111.  558.. 
Mass. — Holmes  v.  Hunt,  122  Mass.  505, 
23  Am.  Rep.  381;  Bartlett  v.  Parks,  1 
Cush.  82;  Fowle  v.  Kirkland,  18  Pick. 
299  (abolished  by  statute);  Fanning 
V.  Chadwick,  3  Pick.  420,  15  Am.  Dec. 
233.  Miss.— Hunt  v.  Gorden,  52  Miss. 
194.  N.  Y. — MeMurray  v.  Eawson,  3 
Hill  59.  Pa. — ^Appeal  of  Ainey,  2 
Penny.  192. 

[a]  Remedy  Abandoned  Altogether 
In  England^ — Bovill  v.  Hammond,  6 
Barn.  &  C.  149,  13  E.  C.  L.  79,  9  D.  & 
R.  186,  5  L.  J.  K.  B.  (O.  S.)  145,  108 
Eng.  Reprint  408.  And  see:  Me. — ^Par- 
rar  v.  Pearson,  59  Me.  561,  8  Am. 
Rep.  439.  N.  Y. — ^MeMurray  v.  Rawson, 
3  Hill  59.  Pa. — Geary  v.  Cunningham, 
10  Serg.  &  R.  230.  See  generally  1 
Standabd  Peoc.  215. 

86.  m. — ^Bonney  v.  Stoughton,  122 
111.  536,  13  N.  E.  833,  concurrent  rem- 
edy. Me. — Parrar  v.  Pearson,  59  Me. 
561,  8  Am.  Rep.  439.  Md.— WUhelm  v. 
Caylor,  32  Md.  151,  concurrent  remedy. 
Miss. — Hunt  V.  Gorden,  52  Miss.  194, 
concurrent  remedy.  N.  J. — Lilliendahl 
V.  Stegmair,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  648,  18  Atl. 
216,  concurrent  remedy  with  bill  in 
equity.  Pa. — McCollum  v.  Carlucci, 
206  Pa.  312,  55  Atl.  979,  98  Am.  St. 
Rep.  780  (concurrent  remedy) ;  ^Knerr 
V.  Hoffman,  65  Pa.  126.  In  re  Ainey 's 
Appeal,  2  Penny.  192.  B.  I. — Chapman 
V.  Chapman,  13  R.  I.  680,  concurrent 
remedy.  Vt. — Stevens  v.  Coburn,  71 
Vt.  261,  44  Atl.  354;  Park  v.  McGowen, 
64  Vt.  173,  23  Atl.  855;  Newell  v. 
Humphrey,    37    Vt.    265;    Kendrick    V. 


Tarbell,  27  Vt.   512;   Spear  «.  Newell, 
13  Vt.  288  (concurrent  remedy). 

87.  Niles  v.  Williams,  24  Conn.  279; 
Gillett  V.  Hall,  13  Conn.  426;  Beach 
V.  Hotchkiss,  2  Conn.  425;  Wilhelm  v. 
Caylor,  32  Md.  151.  And  see  Ports- 
mouth V.  Donaldson,  32  Pa.  202,  72  Am. 
Dee.  782;  Whelen  v.  Watmiough,  15 
Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  153,  wherein  this 
form  of  action  was  held  not  to  be 
maintainable  by  one  partner  against 
two,  unless  a  joint  liability  to  account 
was  shown. 

[a]  This  Was  the  Oommon  Law 
Rule.— N.  Y. — Appleby  v.  Brown,  24 
N.  Y.  143,  23  How.  Pr.  207;  MeMurray 
V.  Rawson,  3  Hill  59.  Pa. — "Whelen  v. 
Watmough,  15  Serg.  &  R.  153.  Vt. 
Stevens  v.  Coburn,  71  Vt.  261,  44  Atl. 
354;  Poster  v.  Ives,  53  Vt.  458;  Green 
V.  Chapman,  27  Vt.  236. 

88.  Bonney  v.  Stoughton,  122  III. 
536,  13  N.  E.  833;  Stevens  v.  Coburn, 
71  Vt.  261,  44  Atl.  354;  Park  v.  Mc- 
Gowen, 64  Vt.  173,  23  Atl.  855;  Foster 
V.  Ives,  53  Vt.  458. 

[aj  The  law  court  has  all  the  pow- 
ers of  a  court  of  chancery  in  such  an 
action.  Foster  v.  Ives,  53  Vt.  458; 
Hydeville  Co.  ■».  Barnes,  37  Vt.  588; 
Green  v.  Chapman,  27  Vt.  236. 

[bj  No  action  by  third  persons  who 
are  not  members  of  the  partnership  is 
permitted  by  such  statute.  Green  «. 
Chapman,  27  Vt.  236. 

[cj  Against  Personal  Kepresenta^ 
tire. — The  action  may  be  brought  by 
one  partner  against  another  surviving 
partner  and  the  administrator  of  the 
deceased  partner.  Park  v.  McGowen, 
64  Vt.  173,  23  Atl.  855. 

89.  Hydeville  Co.  v.  Barnes,  37  Vt. 
588;  Duryea  v.  Whitcomb,  31  Vt.  395; 
Green  v.  Chapman,  27  Vt.  236. 
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firm  may  have  been  made  parties.'" 

An  action  of  assumpsit  will  not  lie  to  correct  or  revise  a  partnership 
settlement.'^ 

b.  In  Equity.  —  With  the  limitations  pointed  out  in  this  article, 
the  general  rule  is  that  proceedings  which  involve  the  settlement  of 
the  partnership  account  can  only  be  maintained  in  equity.'^  When- 
ever a  remedy  is  furnished  in  a  court  of  law  for  the  settlement  and 
adjustment  of  a  partnership,  it  is  generally  not  as  adequate  or  sat- 
isfactory as  the  remedy  by  a  bill  for  an  accounting  in  a  court  of  equi- 
ty."^ The  dissolution  and  adjustment  of  partnership  affairs  is  in- 
herently a  matter  for  the  intervention  of  a  court  of  equity,'*  although 
a  resort  thereto  is  not  necessary  where  the  partners  can  adjust  such 


90.  Colo.— Hatch  v.  Fritz,  48  Colo. 
530,  111  Pac.  74.  El.— Ives  v.  Vans- 
coyoc,  81  111.  120.  Mich. — Beardslee  v. 
Citizens'  Commercial  &  Sav.  Bank,  112 
Mich.  377,  70  N.  W.  1027;  Farwell  t;. 
Chambers,  62  Mich  316,  28  N.  W.  859; 
Elder's  Appeal,  39  Mich.  474.  N.  Y. 
Lord  V.  Hull,  178  N".  Y.  9,  70  N.  E.  69, 
102  Am.  St.  Eep.  484. 

91.  Johnson  v.  Wilson,  54  111.  419; 
Pfeiffer  v.  Bauer,  122  HI.  App.  625; 
Chase  v.  Garvin,  19  Me.  211. 

92.  See  supra,  I,  A,  1,  a;  I,  C,  1,  a; 
and  infra,  I,  C,  1,  c,  d,  e,  and  f. 

93.  Pla. — Wills  V.  Andrews,  75  So. 
618.  Ga.— Houston  v.  Polk,  124  Ga. 
103,  52  S.  E.  83;  Epping  v.  Aiken, 
71  Ga.  682.  111.— Smith  v.  Riddell,  87 
HI.  165;  Strong  v.  Clawson,  10  111. 
346.  Ind.— Horn  v.  Lupton,  182  Ind. 
355,  105  N.  E.  237,  106  N.  E.  708; 
Adams  v.  Carmony,  44  Ind.  App.  291, 
87  N.  E.  708,  89  N.  E.  327.  Kan.— 
Carter  v.  Christie,  57  Kan.  492,  46 
Pac.  964;  Anderson  v.  Beebe,  22  Kan. 
768.  Mass. — White  v.  White,  169  Mass. 
52,  47  N.  E.  499.  Ulich — McLean  v. 
McLean,  109  Mich.  258,  67  N.  W.  118. 
Miss. — Whitney  v,  Cotten,  53  Miss. 
689;  Hunt  v.  Gorden,  52  Miss.  194. 
Mo. — ^Bambrick  v.  Simms,  132  Mo.  48, 
33  S.  W.  445;  Ensworth  v.  Curd,  68  Mo. 
282  (is  proper  tribunal  in  which  to 
settle  the  aflEairs  of  a  copartnership 
between  the  living) ;  Johnson  v.  Ewald, 
82  Mo.  App.  276.  N.  Y.— Barclay  v. 
Barrie,  209  N.  Y.  40,  102  N.  E.  602, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  1143,  47  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  839;  Watts  v.  Adler,  130  N.  Y. 
46,  29  N.  E.  13X,  3  Silv.  585;  Simpson 
V.  Simpson,  44  ,App.  Div.  492,  60  N. 
Y.  Supp.  879;  Smith  v.  Pitchett,  56 
Hun  473,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  459,  31  N,  Y. 
St.  606.  Ore.— Gleason  v.  Van  Aernam, 
9  Ore.  343.  S.  C— Bouland  v.  Carpin, 
27  S.  C.  235,  3  S.  E.  219.    Va.— Slaugh- 

Vol.  XXI 


ter  V.  Banner,  102  Va.  270,  46  S.  E. 
289.  W.  Va.— Ballard  v.  Callison,  4 
W.  Va.  326.  Wis.— Schmidt  v.  Mertes, 
145  Wis.  468,  130  N.   W.  474. 

See  also  8  Standakd  Proc.  438. 

94.  U.  S.— Oteri  v.  Scalzo,  145  U.  S. 
578,  12  Sup.  Ct.  895,  36  L.  ed.  824; 
Ivinson  x>.  Hutton,  98  U.  S.  79,  25  L. 
cd.  66.  Ala.— Webb  v.  Butler,  192  Ala. 
287,  68  So.  369,  Ann.  C^s.  19161),  815; 
Haynes  v.  Short,  88  Ala.  562,  7  So.  157; 
Burney  &  Co.  v.  Boone,  32  Ala.  486. 
Ark. — Luke  v.  Ehodes,  117  Ark.  600, 
176  S.  W.  111.  Oal.— Prince  v.  Lamb, 
128  Cal.  120,  60  Pac.  689;  Stokes  v. 
Stevens,  40  Cal.  391.  Colo. — Tarabino  v. 
Nicoli,  5  Colo.  App.  545,  39  Pac.  362. 
Conn.— Gillett  v.  Hall,  13  Conn.  426. 
Fla.— White  v.  Eoss,  35  Fla.  377,  17 
So.  640.  Oa. — Printup  «.  ,Fort,  40  Ga. 
276.  111.- Strong  v.  Clawson,  10  111. 
346;  Bracken  v.  Kennedy,  4  III.  558; 
Aldrich  ».  Mathias,  167  111.  App.  589. 
Ind.— Horn  v.  Lupton^  182  Ind.  355, 
105  N.  E.  237,  106  N.  E.  708;  Lesh  v. 
Bailey,  49  Ind.  App.  254,  95  N.  E.  341. 
Md. — Bruns  v.  Heise,  101  Md.  163,  60 
Atl.  604.  Mich. — Dunlap  v.  Byers,  110 
Mich.  109,  67  N.  W.  1067.  N.  H.— Con- 
verse V.  Hobbs,  64  N.  H.  42,  5  Atl. 
S32.  N.  J. — Deveney  v.  Mahoney,  23 
K  J.  Eq.  247.  N.  Y.— Eickev  v.  Bowne, 
18  Johns.  131;  Kirkwood  v.  Smith,  47 
Misc.  301,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  ■  926.  Ore. 
Marx  V.  Goodnough,  16  Ore.  26,  16 
Pac.  918.  Va. — Jones  v.  Murphy,  93 
Va.  214,  24  S.  E.  825.  W.  Va.— Daniel 
V.  Gillespie,  65  W.  Va.  366,  64  S.  B 
254;  ChJlders  v.  Neely,  47  W.  Va  70 
34  S.  E.  828,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  77?' 
49  L.  R.  A.  468.  Wis.— Schmidt  v. 
Mertes,  145  Wis.  468,  130  N.  W.  474. 

[a]  Amoimt  In  Controversy. — Where 
there  is  a  minimum  limit  on  the  juris- 
diction of  equity,  the  matter  fairly 
and  bona  fide  in  controversy  between 
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matters  themselves.'"  Unless  exclusive  jurisdiction  has  been  conferred 
on  probate  courts,**  a  surviving  partner  may  be  compelled  to  account 
as  a  trustee,  in  a  court  of  equity,  at  the  instance  of  the  deceased  part- 
ner's representatives,*' 

In  the  absence  of  fraud,  mistake  or  other  ground  for  equitable  in- 
terference, a  final  settlement  arrived  at  by  the  partners  is  a  complete 
bar  to  a  suit  for  a  judicial  accounting,**  but  where  such  ground  exists, 
a  court  of  equity  still  has  jurisdiction  to  correct  and  determine  the 
acfcounts.**    Where  one  partner  has  been  defrauded  into  a  settlement. 


the  parties,  and  not  the  amount  of  the 
balance  ultimately  struck  by  the  mas- 
ter, is  to  determine  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court.  Washburn  v.  Washburn,  23 
Vt.  576.  See  generally  the  title  "Jur- 
isdiction," for  a  discu'Bsion  of  the 
amount  in  controversy. 

95.  111.— Hanks  v.  Baber,  53  HI.  292. 
Ky. — Garnett  v.  WUls,  24  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
617,  69  S.  W.  695.  Mich. — ^Beardslee  v. 
Citizens'  Commercial  &  Sav.  Bank,  112 
Mich.  377,  70  N.  W.  1027.  Wis.— Kom- 
merdahl  v.  Jackson,  102  Wis.  444,  78 
N.  W.  742. 

96.  See  infra,  I,  C,  1,  c. 

97.  Fried  v.  Burk,  125  Md.  500,  94 
Atl.  86;  Welbourn  v.  Kleinle,  92  Md. 
114,  48  Atl.  81;  Stokes  v.  Stokes,  59 
Hun  431,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  407,  36  N.  Y. 
St.  620. 

[a J  The  equity  jurisdiction  rests 
not  merely  upon  the  doctrine  concern- 
ing accounting,  but  upon  the  princi- 
ples applicable  to  the  administration 
of  trusts.  Fried  v.  Burk,  125  Md.  500, 
94  Atl.  86. 

98.  Alaska. — Pearee    v.    Sutherland, 

4  Alaska  120.  Cal. — Wallace  v.  Sisson, 
98  Cal.  xviii,  33  Pac.  496;  Cayton  v. 
Walker,  10  Cal.  450.  Colo. — Gibson  v. 
Glover,  3  Colo.  App.  506,  34  Pac.  687. 
Fla. — Durham  v.  Edwards,  50  Fla.  495, 
38  So.  926.  HI. — Raymond  v.  Vaughan, 
128  HI.  256,  21  N".  E.  566,  15  Am.  St. 
Rep.  112,  4  L.  R.  A.  440  (accounting 
must  be  final) ;  Kellogg  v.  Moore,  97 
HI.  282;  Correll  v.  Freeman,  29  111. 
App.  39.  Ind. — Meredith  v.  Ewing,  85 
Ind.  410.  Mich. — Harrison  v.  Dewey, 
46  Mich.  173,  9  N.  W.  152;  McGunn  v. 
Hanlin,  29  Mich.  476.  Miss.— Thorn- 
ton V.  McNeill,  23  Miss.  369.  Mo.— SU- 
ver  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  Mt.  &  S.  Ry.  Co., 

5  Mo.  App.  381,  72  Mo.  194.  N.  J. 
Harrison  v.  Farrington,  40  N.  J.  Eq. 
353,  3  Atl.  80.  IT.  Y.— Wild<)  v.  Jen- 
kins, 4  Paige  481;  Heartt  ».  Corning, 
3  Paige  566.  N.  C. — Eaton  v.  Eaton, 
43   N.   C.   102.    Ore.— Gleason  v.   Van 


Aernam,  9  Ore.  343,  settlement  must  be 
a  final  one.  Pa. — Appeal  of  Iredell, 
10  Sad.  127,  13  Atl.  752.  E.  I.— Chap- 
man V.  Chapman,  13  R.  I.  680.  S.  C. 
Dial's  Exrs.  v.  Rogers,  4  Desaus.  175; 
Burden  v.,  McElmoyle,  Bailey  Eq.  375. 
Tex. — Merriwether  v.  Hardeman,  51 
Tex.  436.  Wash. — Kilbourne  v.  Eath- 
lun,  91  Wash.  121,  157  Pac.  457. 
W.  Va.— Mahnke  v.  Neale,  23  W.  Va. 
57.  Wis.— Birkett  v.  Hird,  55  Wis.  650, 
13  N.  W.  686. 

[a  I  An  accounting  between  the 
surviving  partner  and  the  representa- 
tive of  the  deceased  partner  will  not 
be  disturbed  by  a  court  of  equity  upon 
a  bill  filed  by  the  heirs  in  the  ab.sence 
of  a  showing  that  it  is  fraudulent  or 
unfair.  Valentine  v.  Wysor,  123  Ind. 
47,  23  N.'E.  1076,  7  L.  R.  A.  788. 

99.  Alaska. — Pearee  v.  Sutherland, 
4  Alaska  120.  Cal. — ^Wallace  v.  Sisson, 
98  Cal.  xviii,  33  Pac.  496.  Fla.— Dur- 
ham V.  Edwards,  50  Fla.  495,  38  So. 
926.  Ga.— Oliver  v.  House,  125  Ga. 
637,  54  S.  E.  732.  111.— Ha^ks  v.  Baber, 
53  111.  292;  Hopkins  v.  Watt,  13  111. 
298.  Ky. — Loesser  v.  Loesser,  81  Ky. 
139;  Waggoner  v.  Minter,  7  J.  J. 
Marsh.  173.  Me. — Holyoke  v.  Mayo, 
50  Me.  385;  Chase  v.  Garvin,  19  Me. 
211.  Minn.— Cobb  v.  Cole,  44  Minn. 
278,  46  N.  W.  -364.  Mo.— Kammerman 
V.  Wiggington,  70  Mo.  App.  476;  Sil- 
ver V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  8.  Ry.  Co.,  5 
Mo.  App.  381,  72  Mo.  194.  N.  J.— Har- 
rison V.  Farrington,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  353, 
3  Atl.  80.  Pa.— Abrahams  v.  Hunt,  26 
Pa.  49.  Wis.— Birkett  v.  Hird,  55  Wis. 
650,  13  N.  W.  686. 

[a]  A  suit  at  the  instance  of  a 
trustee  In  bankruptcy  will  not  lie  to 
judicially  settle  a  partnership  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  fraudulently 
concealed  th©  assets  of  the  partncrahip 
at  the  time  of  the  settlement  between 
the  partners,  where  it  appears  that  the 
bankrupt  partner  had  no  creditors  and 
had  had  equal  means  of  knowing  the 

Vol.  XXI 


n 


PARTNEBSSIP 


he  may  bring  a  bill  for  a  judicial  accounting,  without  rescinding  the 
settlement  or  putting  the  defrauding  partner  in  statu  quo.^ 

Dissolution  Contemplated.  —Generally,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  en- 
tertain a  bill  for  an  account,  filed  by  one  co-partner  against  another, 
where  the  bill  does  not  contemplate  a  dissolution  and  a  final  settle- 
ment of  the  affairs  of  the  partnership,^  but  the  court  may  do  so,  though 
no  dissolution  is  prayed  for,  where  it  is  necessary  to  conform  the 
practice  of  the  court  to  the  wants  of  its  suitors,  and  to  prevent  a  fail- 
ure of  justice;^  thus,  where  one  partner  seeks  to  withhold  from  his 
copartner  the  profits  arising  from  a  secret  transaction,*  or  where  one 
partner  refuses  to  account  where  the  agreement  calls'  for  a  settlement 
periodically,''  or  where  the  partnership  is  for  a  term  of  years  still 
unexpired,  and  one  partner  refuses  to  permit  another  partner  to  take 
part  in  the  business  from  which  he  has  been  excluded,^  or  where  one 
partner  persists  in  misconduct  so  gross  as  to  threaten  destruction  to 
the  interests  of  all.'  Some  jurisdictions,  however,  do  not  recognize 
the  general  rule  and  remit  an  accounting  as  a  matter  of  course  without 
a  final  settlement  and  dissolution  of  the  firm.^ 


partnership    assets.     Steinfield    v.    Ep- 
stein, 256  Pa.  601,  100  Atl.  996. 

1.  Cal.— -Wallace  v.  Sisson,  98  Cal. 
xviii,  33  Pac.  496.  Ga.— Oliver  v. 
House,  125  Ga.  637,  54  S.  E.  732.  W. 
Va. — Daniel  v.  Gillespie,  65  W.  Va. 
366,   64  S.  E.  254. 

But  see  contra,  Pearee  v.  Sutherland, 
4  Alaska  120;  Farnsworth  v.  Whitney, 
74  Me.   370. 

2.  XT.  S. — Cropper  v.  Coburn,  2 
Curt.  465,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,416.  Ind. 
Valentine  v.  Wysor,  123  Ind.  47,  23 
N.  E.  1076,  7  L.  E.  A.  788.  N.  Y. 
Lord  V.  Hull,  178  N.  Y.  9,  70  N.  E.  69, 
102  Am.  St.  Rep.  484.  Ohio.— Gray  v. 
Kerr,  46  Ohio  St.  652,  23  N.  B.  136. 
W.  Va.— Childers  v.  Neely,  47  W.  Va. 
70,  34  S.  E.  828,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  777,  49 
L.  E.  A.  468;  Coville  v.  Gilman,  13 
W.  Va.  314. 

["a]  "The  reason  is,  that  the  bal- 
ance will  probably  fluctuate  while  the 
business  continues."  Cropper  v.  Co- 
burn,  2  Curt.  465,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,416. 

3.  U.  S. — Cropper  v.  Coburn,  2  Curt, 
465,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,416.  G-a.- Miller 
V.  Freeman,  111  Ga.  654,  36  S.  E.  961, 
51  L.  R.  A.  504,  where  articles  of  part- 
nership provided  for  annual  accounting. 
N".  Y.— Lord  v.  Hull,  178  N.  Y.  9,  70 
N.  E.  69,  102  Am.  St.  Eep.  484.  And 
see  Sanger  v.  French,  157  N.  Y.  213, 
51  N.  E.  979. 

[a]  As  where  the  partnership  has 
proved  a  failure,  and  the  partuersi  are 
too  numerous  to  be  made  parties  to 
the  action  and  a  limited  account  will 

Vol.  XXI 


result  in  justice  to  all.  Lord  v.  -Hull, 
178  N.  Y.  9,  70  N.  E.  69,  102  Am.  St. 
Eep.  484;  Wallworth  v.  Holt,  4  Myl.  & 
C.  619,  4  Jur.  814,  41  Eng.  Eeprint  238. 
[b]  "Extreme  necessity  only,  how- 
ever, will  justify  interference  without 
a  dissolution."  Lord  v.  Hull,  178  N 
Y.  9,  70  N.  E.  69,  102  Am.  St.  Eep. 
484.  ^ 

4.  Lord  V.  Hull,  178  N.  Y.  9,  70 
N.  E.  69,  102  Am.  St.  Eep.  484. 

5.  Miller  v.  Freeman,  111  Ga.  654 
36  S.  E.  961,  51  L.  E.  A.  504. 

6.  Hogau  V.  Walsh,  122  Ga.  283,  50 
S.  E.  84.  N.  Y.— Lord  v.  Hull,  178 
N.  Y.  9,  70  N.  E.  69,  102  Am.  St.  Eep. 
484.  Eng.— Fairthorne  v.  Weaton,  3 
Hare  387,  13  L.  J.  Ch.  263,  8  Jur.  353, 
67  Eng.  Eeprint  432;  Eichards  v. 
Davies,  2  Buss.  &  M.  347,  39  Ens. 
Eeprint  427. 

7.  Lord  V.  Hull,  178  N.  Y.  9,  70 
N.  E.  69,  102  Am.  St.  Eep.  484. 

8.  Ala.— Eeilly  v.  Woolbert,  196  Ala. 
191,  72  So.  10;  Webb  v.  Butler  192 
Ala.  287,  68  So.  369,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D, 
815.  Axk. — Luke  v.  Rhodes,  117  Ark 
600,  176  S.  W.  111.  Pa.-Hudson  v. 
Barrett,  1  Pars.  Eq.  Cas.  414.  ,  Eng. 
Richardson  v.  Hastings,  7  Beav  301 
13  L.  J.  Ch.  129,  8  Jur.  72,  49  Eng.  Re- 
print 1081;  Knowles  v.  Haughton,  11 
Ves.  Jr.  168,  32  Eng.  Eeprint  1052 
(wherein  the  object  of  the  accounting 
was  to  establish  the  partnership,  the 
existence  of  which  was  denied  by  the 
defendant);  Fairthorne  v.  Weston  3 
Hare  387,  13  L.  J.  Ch.  263,  8  Jur.  353, 


PAMNEnSBlP 


23 


e.  Probate  Court.  —  The  statutes  of  some  states  provide  that  the 
copartnership  affairs  may  be  fully  adjusted  and  settled  in  the  probate 
court,  upon  the  death  of  either  partner.'  These  statutes  are  construed, 
in  some  jurisdictions,  to  give  the  probate  court  exclusive  jurisdiction 
over  the  settlement  of  the  affairs  of  the  partnership,"  while  in  others, 
it  is  a  concurrent  remedy  with  a  resort  to  a  court  of  equity.^^  In  the 
absence  of  such  a  statute,  the  only  remedy  is  in  equity.^^ 

d.  Bankruptcy  Court.  —  Although  some  of  the  partners  are  ad- 
judged bankrupt  the  partnership  assets  are  administered  by  the  solvent 
partners. ^^  The  filing  of  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  by  one  of  the  part- 
ners after  the  commencement  of  a  suit  to  settle  the  partnership  accounts 
will  not  divest  the  jurisdiction  of  the  first  court.^* 

e.  Admiralty  Courts.  —  Courts  of  admiralty  have  no  general  juris- 
diction to  administer  relief  as  courts  of  equity,^°  and  cannot  assume 
jurisdiction  in  matters  of  account  between  partners  in  a  vessel,  but 
will  leave  them  to  their  remedy  in  equity.^" 


67  Eng.  Eeprint  432.  But  -compar-e  ear- 
lier cases  holding  that  accounting  could 
not  be  had  without  a  dissolution. 
Knebell  v.  White,  2  Younge  &  C.  Exch. 
15;  Loscombe  v.  Eussell,  4  Siinons  8, 
58  Eng.  Eeprint  4;  Eorman  v.  Homfray, 
2  Ves.  &  B.  329,  35  Eng.  Eeprint  344. 

9.  U.  S.— Esterly  v.  Eua,  122  Fed. 
609,  58  C.  C.  A.  548,  Alaska.  Ind. 
Harrah  v.  State  ex  rel.  Dyer,  38  Ind. 
App.  495,  76  N.  E.  443,  77  N.  E.  747. 
Kan. — ^Carter  v.  Christie,  57  Kan.  492, 
46  Pac.  964;  Anderson  v.  Beebe,  22 
Kan.  768.  Mo. — ^Caldwell  v.  Hawkins, 
73  Mo.  450;  Ensworth  v.  Curd,  68  Mo. 
282.  N.  H.— Scott  V.  Buffum,  52  N.  H. 
345.  N.  Y. — Simpson  v.  Simpson,  44 
App.  Div.  492,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  879. 

10.  Harrah  v.  State  ex  rst.  Dyer,  38 
Ind.  App.  495,  76  N.  E.  443,  77  N.  E. 
747;  Caldwell  v.  Hawkins,  73  Mo.  450; 
Ensworth  v.  Curd,  68  Mo.  282. 

11.  Cal.— Griggs  V.  Clark,  23  Cal. 
427.  Kan. — Carter  v.  Christie,  57  Kan. 
492,  46  Pac.  964.  Mich. — ^Perrin  v. 
Lepper,  49  Mich.  347,  13  N.  W.  768. 
N.  H.— Scott  V.  Buffum,  52  N.  H.  345. 

12.  Ala. — Vincent  v.  Martin,  79 
Ala.  540;  Eoulston  v.  Washington,  79 
Ala.  529.  Axk. — Luke  v.  Ehodes,  117 
Ark.  600,  176  S.  W.  Ill;  Choate  v. 
O'Neal,  57  Ark.  299,  21  S.  W.  470; 
Culley  &  Son  v.  Edwards,  44  Ark.  423, 
51  Am.  Eep.  614.  Cal. — Andrade  v. 
Superior  Court,  75  Cal.  459,  17  Pac.  531 ; 
Theller  v.  Such,  57  Cal.  447.  la.— Fred- 
erick V.  Cooper,  3  Iowa  171.  La. 
Gordon  v.  Dick,  15  La.  33.  N.  Y. 
Blake  v.  Barnes,  63  Hun  633,  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  471,  28  Abb.  N.  C.  401,  45  N".  Y. 


St.  130.  Pa.— Wiley's  Exrs.,  Appeal, 
84  Pa.  270.  But  compare  Estate  of 
Unruh,  13  Phila.  337,  wherein  it  was 
held  that  the  orphans'  court  had  jur- 
isdiction where  the  surviving  partner 
was  the  executor  of  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  partner. 

[a]  May  Compel  But  Not  Adjust 
Account. — -While  the  probate  court  has, 
by  virtue  of  the  statute,  power  to 
compel  the  surviving  partner  to  ac- 
count to  the  personal  representative  of 
the  deceased  partner,  it  has  no  power 
to  settle  or  adjust  such  account.  An- 
drade V.  Superior  Court,  75  Cal.  459, 
17  Pac.  531. 

[b]  AUo wanes  by  Probate  Court. 
Upon  obtaining  a  decree  of  the  court 
of  equity  in  his  favor,  a  surviving 
partner  who  h.as  paid  a  firm  debt  out 
of  his  separate  means  should  have  it 
allowed  in  the  probate  court  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  deceased  pafrt- 
ner's  estate.  Choate  v.  O'Neal,  57  Ark. 
299,  21  S.  W.  470. 

13.  See  3  Standaed  Pboc.  993,  and 
Williams  v.  Lane,  158  Cal.  39,  109 
Pac.  873. 

14.  Williams  v.  Lane,  158  Cal.  39, 
109  Pac.  873. 

[a]  The  trustee  in  bankruptcy  may 
be  compelled  to  account  by  the  solvent 
partner  for  partnership  property,  in  th« 
state  courts.  Williams  v.  Lane,  158 
Cal.  39,  109  Pac.  873. 

15.  See  1  Standard  Pboc.  373  and 
375. 

16.  Ward  v.  Thompson,  22  How. 
(U.  S.)  330,  16  L.  ed.  249;  Grant  v. 
Poillon,  20  How.  (U.  S.)  162,  15  L.  ed. 
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f.  Justice's  Court."  —  The  settlement  of  a  partnership  being  an 
equitable  matter,  is  one  over  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  juris- 
diction,^' and  when  an  action  of  account  at  law  is  not  expressly  given 
him  by  statute,  he  has  no  jurisdiction  to  settle  the  partnership  affairs 
by  such  an  action.^* 

2.  Place  of  Bringing  Suit.  —  In  a  suit  for  an  accounting,  juris- 
diction of  the  court  does  not  depend  upon  the  location  of  the  part- 
nership property,^"  but  upon  the  residence  of  the  defendant  partners.^^ 
Where,  however,  the  chief  purpose  of  an  action  is  to  compel  a  con- 
veyance of  lands  it  is  subject  to  a  statute  requiring  actions  to  be 
brought  where  the  land  is  situated,  even  though  the  bill  also  asks  fop 
a  dissolution  and  accounting  of  a  partnership.'^ 

3.  Parties.  —  a.  Who  May  Maintain  Suit.— (X.)  Partners.  —Any 
partner  may  maintain  a  bill  for  an  accounting  of  the  partnership 
business,'^  unless  his  right  has  been  lost  by  his  negligence  or  by  laches 


871;    Vandewater    v.    Mills,    19    How. 
(U.  S.)  82,  15  L.  ed.  554. 

17.  See  generally  the  title  '  'Justices 
of  the  Peace." 

18.  Cal. — Rotjinson  •».  Compher,  13 
Colo.  App.  343,  57  Pac.  754.  Mo.— Ean- 
kin  V.  Fail-ley,  29  Mo.  App.  587.  N.  0. 
Love  V.  Ehyne,  86  N.  C.  576. 

19.  Eickey  v.  Bowne,  18  Johns.  (N". 
T.)  131;  Stevens  v.  Coburn,  71  Vt. 
261,  44  Atl.  354. 

20.  Cal.— Clark  v.  Brown,  83  Cal. 
181,  23  Pac.  289,  where  it  was  not 
necessary  to  determine  the  interests  of 
the  parties  in  the  realty.  111. — Quinn 
V.  McMahan,  40  111.  App.  593.  Mich. 
Diinlap  V.  Byers,  110  Mich.  109,  67 
N.  W.  1067;  Godfrey  r>.  White,  43 
Mich.  171,  5  N.  W.  243.  Minn. 
Shackletou  v.  Kneisley,  48  Minn.  451, 
51  N.  W.  470.  N.  Y.— Williams  v. 
Williams,  83  Misc.  560,  145  N.  Y.  Supp. 
564.  Pa. — Eshbach  «.  Stonaker,  1  Pa. 
Dist.  32. 

[a]  "The  proceeding  is,  Jn  its  es- 
sence, a  personal  and  not  a  real  con- 
troversy. It  could  hardly  be  claimed 
that  a,  partner  could  get  an  accounting 
in  any  state  or  region  where  lands 
were  to  be  found,  and  proceed  to  a 
decree  without  personal  service  or  ap- 
pearance, and  without  a  personal  ac- 
counting. The  decree,  when  it  reaches 
lands,  does  it  incidentally  .and  its  chief 
purpose  is  different."  Godfrey  v. 
White,  43  Mich.  171,  5  N.  W.  243. 

[b]  In  Louisia,na  the  action  should 
be  at  the  domlcil  of  the  partnership. 
Lobdell  j;.  Bushnell,  24  La.  Ann.  295. 
See  Brinegar  v.  Griffin,  2  La.  Ann.  154. 

Extraterritorial    Jurisdiction    over 
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lands,  see  generally,  17  Standard  Peoc. 
776,  780,  783. 

21.  Ga. — Cox  V.  Manning,  13  Ga. 
App.  518,  79  S.  E.  484.  lU.— Quinn  v. 
McMahan,  40  111.  App.  593,  Ky. 
Maude  v.  Rodes,  4  Dana  144.  Mich. 
Godfrey  v.  Whitei,  43  Mich.  171,  5 
N.  W.  243.  N.  Y.— Williams  «.  Wil- 
liams, 83  Misc.  560,  145  N.  Y.  Supp. 
564.  Pa.— Eshbach  v.  Slonaker,  1  Pa. 
Dist.  32.  1 

[a]  Where  the  defendant  is  a  non- 
resident of  the  state,  (1)  the  action 
may  nevertheless  be  brought  within 
the  state  where  the  business  is  trans» 
acted.  Brinegar  v.  Griffin,  2  La.  Ann. 
354.  (2)  In  which  event,  if  the  statute 
requires  actions  against  nonresidents  to 
be  in  the  county  where  the  cause  of 
action  arose,  the  action  should  be  in 
the  county  where  the  business  is  trans- 
acted. Wells  V.  Collins,  11  Lea  (Tenn.) 
213. 

22.  Falls  of  Neuse  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Brower,  105  N".  C.  440,  11  S.  E.  313, 
under  §  190  of  the  Code. 

23.  Webb  v.  Butler,  192  Ala.  287, 
68  So.  369,  Ann.  Oas.  1916  D,  815; 
Burney  &  Co.  v.  Boone,  32  Ala.  486. 
Ark. — Nichol  v.  Stewart,  36  Ark.  612. 
Cal.— Blood  V.  Fairbanks,  48  Cal.  171; 
Clark  V.  Gridley,  41  Cal.  119;  Rassaert 
V.  Mensch,  17  Cal.  App.  637,  120  Pac. 
1072.  m. — Bonney  v.  Stoughton,  122 
111.  536,  13  N.  E.  833.  Ind.— Douthit 
V.  Douthit,  133  Ind.  26,  32  N.  E.  715; 
Warring  v.  Hill,  89  Ind.  497;  Meredith 
V.  Ewing,  85  Ind.  410.  Ky. — Broeg  v. 
Pool's  Admr.,  22  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1354,  60 
S.  W.  518.  La. — New  Orleans  v. 
Gauthreaux,  32  La.  Ann.  1126.  Md. 
Glenn  v.  Hebb,  12  Gill  &  J.  271.  Mich, 
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on  his  part,^*  even  after  a  withdrawal  from  the  partnership.^" 

The  surviving  partner  may  under  certain  circumstances  maintain  a 
bill  for  an  accounting  against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  partner,  accord- 
ing to  some  authorities,^^  but  generally  he  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in 
equity  for  an  accounting  and  settlement,  since  he  has  the  legal  right 
to  take  possession  of  the  partnership  assets  and  wind  up  its  affairs.^' 

(II.)  Transferee,  Assignee  or  Mortgagee,  etc.  — A  transferee,  assignee 
or  mortgagee  of  the  share  of  a  partner  may  demand  an  accounting  to 
determine  his  proportionate  share  of  the  net  firm  property  after  such 
accounting.^^ 

(III.)  Personal  Representative  of  Deceased  Partner.  —  The  personal  rep- 
resentative of  a  deceased  partner  may  maintain  a  bill  for  an  account- 
ing against  the  surviving  partners.^^ 


Eussell  V.  White,  63  Mich.  4091,  29 
N.  W.  865  (partner  who  had  sold  his 
interest  but,  by  agreement,  was  to 
remain  a  partner  until  purchaser  had 
fully  paid  for  the  interest);  Near  v. 
Lowe,  49  Mich.  482,  13  N.  W.  825. 
Minn.— Palmer  v.  Tyler,  15  Minn.  106, 
failure  to  contribute  the  full  amount 
agreed  upon  does  not  afEect  his  right. 
Miss. — Pelder  v.  Wall,  26  Miss.  595. 
Mo.— Eeilly  v.  Eeilly,  14  Mo.  App.  62. 
N.  J.— Sharp  v.  Hibbens,  42  N.  J.  Eq. 
543,  9  Atl.  113;  I>eveney  v.  Mahoney, 
23  N.  J.  Eq.  247.  N.  Y.— Watts  v. 
Adler,  130  N.  Y.  646,  29  N.  E.  131, 
3  Silv.  585,  41  N.  Y.  St.  325;  Greenwood 
V.  Brodhead,  8  Barb.  593;  Maddock  v. 
Steel,  68  Hun  522,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  61, 
52  N.  Y.  St.  754,  extent  of  interest 
immaterial.  S.  0. — Jones  v.  Smith,  31 
S.  C.  527,  10  S.  E.  340.  Tex. — Eische 
V.  Eische,  46  Tex.  Oiv.  App.  23,  101 
S.  W.  849.  Va. — Jones  v.  -Murphy,  93 
Va.  214,  24  S.  E.  825. 

[a]  After  Transfer  of  Property.— 
"A  partner  has  a  right  to  file  a  bill 

■for  a  settlement  of  the  affairs  of  the 
firm,  and  a  due  application  of  the 
assets,  and  connected  with  that  set- 
tlement to  impeach  any  disposition  of 
th«  property,  even  after  an  absolute 
transfer  by  himself  to  his  co^partner 
of  the  property  charged  with  the 
debts."  Ketchum  v.  Durkee,  Hoffm. 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  538. 

[b]  A  partner  -who  had  received  his 
share  of  the  profits  and  had  no  capital 
invested  in  the  firm  held  not  entitled 
to  an  accounting.  Brenner  v.  Brenner, 
9  Pa.  Dist.  511. 

24.  Ky.— Garnett  v.  WUls,  24  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  617,  69  8.  W.  695.  Md.— Glenn 
v.  Hebb,  12  Gill  &  J.  271.  Mass.- Lamb 
V.  Kowan,  83  Miss.  45,  35  So.  427,  690. 


Ohio.— Gray  v.  Ken,  46  Ohio  St.  652, 
23  N.  E.  136.  Pa.— Eyre  v.  Lesher,  14 
Montg.  Co.  Eep.  189.  Vt.— Spear  v. 
Newell,  13  Vt.  288. 

25,  Colo. — Tarabino  v,  Nieoli,  5 
Colo.  App.  545,  39  Pac.  362.  La.— Grid- 
ley  V.  Conner,  2  La.  Ann.  87.  N.  J. 
Sharp  V.  Hibbens,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  543, 
9  AtL  113. 

29.  Mass. — Burnside  v.  Merrick,  4 
Meto.  537,  assignee,  as  the  representa- 
tive of  the  insolvent  surviving  partner, 
may  maintain  the  bill  for  an  account- 
ing against  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
partner.  Miss. — Felder  v.  Wall,  26 
Miss.  595.  Vt.— King  v.  White,  63  Vt. 
158,  21  Atl.  535,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  752. 

27.  Gleeson  v.  Costella  (Ariz.),  138 
Pac.  544;  McGay  v.  Joy,  70  Cal.  581, 
11  Pac.  832. 

28.  U.  S.— Fourth  National  Bank  v. 
New  Orleans  &  C.  E.  Co.,  11  Wall.  624, 
20  L.  ed.  82.  Ala. — ^Farley,  Spear  & 
Co.  V.  Moog,  79  Ala.  148,  58  Am.  Eep. 
585.  Ark. — Nichol  v.  Stewart,  36  Ark. 
612.  Cal.— Wright  v.  Ward,  65  Cal.  525, 
4  Pac.  534;  MUler  v.  Brigham,  50  Cal. 
615.  111.— Gerard  v.  Bates,  124  111.  150, 
16  N.  E.  258,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  350; 
Strong  V.  Clawson,  10  111.  346.  Ind. 
Smith  V.  Evans,  37  Ind.  526,  mort- 
gagee. N.  M. — De  Manderfield  v.  Field, 
7  N.  M.  17,  32  Pac.  146.  N.  Y.— Stokes 
v.  Stokes,  59  Hun  431,  13  N.  Y.  Supp. 
407,  36  N.  Y.  St.  620.  Ore.— Marx  v. 
Goodnough,  16  Ore.  26,  16  Pac.  918. 
Pa.— McGlensey  v.  Cox,  1  Phila.  387. 
R.  I. — Stiueas  v.  Pierce,  13  E.  I.  452. 
W.  Va.— Ballard  v.  Callison,  4  W.  Va. 
326.  Wis. — Eommerdahl  v.  Jackson,  102 
Wis.  444,  78  N.  W.  742;  Driggs  v. 
Morely,  2  Pin.  403,  2  Chand.  59. 

29.  U.  S.— Denver  v.  Eoane,  99  U. 
S.  355,  25  L.  ed.  476.     Ala.— Word  v. 
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(IV.)  Heirs,  Legatees  or  Devisees  of  Deceased.  Partner.  —Although,  gen- 
erally, the  heirs,  legatees,  or  devisees  of  a  deceased  partner  have  no 
standing  in  court  against  the  surviving  partner  for  an  accounting,^" 
even  for  the  sole  purpose  of  compelling  him  to  account  and  settle  with 
the  personal  representative  of  the  deceased  partner,^^  exceptional  cir- 
cumstancs  may  exist  in  the  particular  case  rendering  it  proper  for 
such  persons  to  maintain  the  suit.'^    But  it  has  been  held  that  the 


Word,  90  Ala.  81,  7  So.  412;  Farley, 
Spear  &  Co.  v  Moog,  79  Ala.  148,  58 
Am.  Eep.  585;  Costley  «.  Towles,  46 
Ala.  660.  Ark. — Tate  v.  Tate,  35  Ark. 
289.  D.  C. — Consaul  v.  Cummings,  24 
App.  Gas.  36.  Ind. — Valentine  v.  Wysor, 
123  Ind.  47,  23  N.  E.  1076,  7  L.  E.  A. 
788;  Skillen  v.  Jonefi,  44  Ind.  136. 
la. — Hutton  v.  Laws,  55  Iowa  710,  8 
N.  W.  642.  Me.^Warren  v.  Warren, 
56  Me.  360.  Md.— Pried  v.  Burke,  125 
Md.  500,  94  Atl.  86;  Eosenzweig  v. 
Thompson,  66  Md.  593,  8  Atl.  659; 
Glenn  v.  Hebb,  12  Gill  &  J.  271.  Mass. 
Freeman  v.  Freeman,  136  Mass.  260; 
Dyer  v.  Clark,  5  Mete.  562,  39  Am.  Dec. 
697,  survivor  must  account  to  the  rep- 
resentative after  the  partnership  is 
liquidated.  N.  Y. — Murray  v.  Mum- 
ford,  6  Cow.  441;  Hyer  v.  Burdett,  1 
Edw.  Ch.  325;  Eeinhardt  v.  Eeinhardt, 
134  App.  Div.  440,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  285; 
Secor  V.  Tradesmen's  N,at.  Bank,  92 
App.  Div.  294,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  181; 
Krumbeck  v.  Clancy,  41  App.  Div.  397, 
58  N.  Y.  Supp.  727;  Blak«  v.  Barnes, 
63  Hun  633,  18  N.  Y'.  Supp.  471,  28 
A.bb.  N.  C.  401,  45  N.  Y.  St.  130.  N.  C. 
Pitt  V.  Moore,  99  N.  C.  85,  5  S.  E.  389, 
6  Am.  St.  Eep.  489.  Ohio. — Ludlow's 
Heirs  v.  Cooper's  Devisees,  4  Ohio  St.  1. 
Pa. — In  rs  Dampf 's  Appeal,  106  Pa.  72. 
Tenn.— Watkins  v.  Fakes,  5  Heisk.  185. 
Vt. — Newell  v.  Humphrey,  37  Vt.  265, 
action  of  account  at  law.  Eng. — ^Betje- 
mann  v.  Betjemann,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  641, 
(1895)  2  Ch.  474,  12  Eep.  455,  73  L.  T. 
N.  S.  2,  44»  W.  E.  182. 

[a]  Single  Favorable  Item. — The 
representatives  cannot  call  the  survivor 
to  account  for  any  single  item  which 
might  appear  to  the  credit  of  the  de- 
ceased. Walmsley  v.  Mendelsohn,  31 
La.  Ann.  152. 

[b]  Rule  Stated. — "The  law  gov- 
erning the  relations  of  the  administra- 
tor of  a  deceased  partner  to  the  sur- 
viving partners  *  *  *  is  well  settled. 
Primarily,  the  administrator  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  either  the  partnership 
assets  or  the  partnership  debts.  The 
surviving  partners  take  the  exclusive 
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legal  title  to  the  former  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  latter.  If  any  assets  re- 
main in  their  hands  after  payment  of 
all  liabilities,  they  should  account  to 
the  administrator  for  the  distributive 
share  of  the  deceased,  which  then  be- 
comes, for  the  first  time,  assets  in  his 
hands  as  administrator.  If,  however, 
there  is  an  unreasonable  delay  on  the 
part  of  the  surviving  partners  in 
closing  the  affairs  of  the  partnership, 
or  if  they  are  wasting  the  partnership 
property,  it  is  then  the  right  and  duty 
of  the  administrator,  if  the  partner- 
ship creditors  remain  inactive,  to  file 
a  bill  *  *  *  calling  the  survivors  to 
account  and  praying  for  *  *  *  the 
complete  adjustment  of  the  partnership 
affairs. ' '  Miller  v.  Jones,  39  111.  54. 

[c]  Administrator  De  Bonis  Non. 
Worthy  o.  Brower,  93  N.  C.  344. 

Joinder  of  heirs,  see  12  Standabd 
Proc.  990. 

30.  See  12  Standabd  Pkoc.  990,  and 
the  following  cases:  Ark. — Tate  v. 
Tate,  35  Ark.  289.  Ind.— Valentine 
V.  Wysor,  123  Ind.  47,  23  N.  E.  1076,  7 
L.  E.  A.  788.  la.— Hutton  v.  Laws, 
55  Iowa  710,  8  N.  W.  642.  Ky. 
Hackett  v.  State  Bank  &  Trust  Co., 
155  Ky.  392,  159  S.  W.  952.  Me.— War- 
ren V.  Warren,  56  Me.  360.  Md. — Eos- 
enzweig V.  Thompson,  66  Md.  593,  8 
Atl.  659.  N.  Y.— Hyer  v.  Burdett,  1 
Edw.  Ch.  325;  Blake  v.  Barnes,  63  Hun 
633,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  471,  28  Abb.  N.  C. 
401,  45  N.  Y.  St.  130.  Ohio.— Ludlow's 
Heirs  v.  Cooper's  Devisees,  4'  Ohio  St.  1. 
Va.—In  re  Dampf 's  Appeal,  106  Pa.  72. 
Wis.— Blakely  v.  Smock,  96  Wis.  611, 
71  N.  W.  1052.  Eng.— Travis  v.  Milne, 
9  Hare  141,  150,  20  L.  J.  Ch.  665.  68 
Eng.  Eeprint  449;  Stainton  v.  The 
Carron  Co.,  18  Beav.  146,  157,  23  L.  J. 
Ch.  299,  18  Jur.  137,  2  Eq.  E.  466,  2 
W.  E.  176,  52  Eng.  Eeprint  58. 

31.  Harrison  v.  Eighter,  11  N.  J  Ea 
389.  ^ 

32.  Ind. — Valentine  v.  Wysor,  123 
Ind.  47,  23  N.  E.  1076,  7  L.  R.  A.  788. 
Kan — Eavenscraft  v.  Pratt,  22  Kan.  20. 
Me.— Warren   v.   Warren,   56   Me.   360, 
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mere  fact  that  the  surviving  partner  is  also  the  legal  representative 

of  the  deceased  partner,  is  not  alone  sufficient  to  justify  such  action.^^ 

(V.)    Creditor.  —  Equity  will,  where  the  legal  remedy  is  inadequate, 

-compel  an  accounting  and  settlement  of  partnership  matters  at  the 

instance  of  a  creditor.^* 

b.  Necessary  and  Proper  Parties.  —  (!•)  Generally.  —  The  general 
rules  governing  parties  in  equity,'^  are  applicable  to  suits  for  an 
accounting  and  settlement  of  a  partnership.  Any  person  whose  pres- 
ence is  necessary  to  a  complete  determination  of  the  partnership  ac- 
counting should  be  made  a  party ,^°  while  persons  whose  presence  are 


wherein  th©  heirs  had  been  admitted 
into  partnership  before  the  death  of 
their  testator,  but  the  purpose  of  the 
suit  was  to  secure  an  accounting  of  the 
old  copartnership  to  determine  the  in- 
terest they  acquired.  Md. — Roseiizweig 
1?.  Thompson,  66  Md.  593,  8  Atl.  659. 
Mo. — ^Byers  v.  Weeks,  105  Mo.  App.  72., 
79  S.  W.  485,  if  the  defendant  has  an 
unsettled  partnership  estate  in  his 
hands  which  he  has  failed  to  adminis- 
ter and  for  which  he  has  failed  to 
account,  and  which  the  deceased  part- 
ner 's  administrator  failed  to  administer 
while  in  office,  and  there  being  no 
authority  to  appoint  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non,  the  plaintiffs  have  the 
right  to  sue  in  their  own  names  as 
heirs  at  law.  N.  J. — Harrison  v. 
Eighter,  11  N.  J.  Bq.  389.  N.  Y.— Blake 
V.  Barnes,  63  Hun  633,  18  N.  Y.  Supp. 
471,  28  Abb.  N.  C.  401,  45  N.  Y.  St.  130. 
S.  0.— -Wagner  v.  Sanders,  49  S.  C.  192, 
27  S.  E.  68. 

[a]  Rule  Stated. — "While  it  is  un- 
doubtedly true,  as  a  general  rule,  that 
an  action  to  compel  a  surviving  part- 
ner to  account  can  only  be  maintained 
by  the  personal  representative  of  the 
deceased  partner,  yet  eircumstanees 
may  appear  which  create  an  exception 
to  the  general  rule  and  make  it  proper 
that  a  court  of  equity  should  entertain 
an  action  on  behalf  of  the  heirs.  Where 
it  is  shown  that  there  is  collusion  be- 
tween the  surviving  partner  and  the 
executor,  the  latter  refusing  to  compel 
an  accounting  by  the  former,  or  where 
there  has  been  such  dealing  between 
the  two  as  renders  it  probable  that  the 
executor  will  not  make  a  bona  fide 
effort  to  secure  an  accounting,  or 
other  like  circumstances  appear,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  heirs  may  maintain 
the  action."  Valentine  v.  Wysor,  123 
Ind.  47,  23  N.  B.  1076,  7  L.  R.  A.  788. 
And  see  to  the  same  effect,  Stainton 
V.  The  Carron  Co.,  18  Beav.  146,  157, 


23  L.  J.  Ch.  299,  18  Jur.  137,  2  Eq. 
R.  466,  2  W.  R.  176,  52  Eng.  Reprint  58; 
Davies  v.  Davies,  2  Keene  534,  1  Jur. 
446,  48  Eng.  Reprint  733;  Bowsher  v. 
Watkins,  1  Russ.  &  M.  277,  39  Eng. 
Reprint  107. 

33.  la. — Hutton  V.  Laws,  55  Iowa 
710,  8  N.  W.  642,  remedy  of  the  heirs 
is  to  have  the  survivor  removed  as 
administrator,  and  another  appointed 
who  would  maintain  the  action  against 
the  surviving  partner.  N.  Y. — Hyer  v. 
Burdett,  1  Edw.  Ch.  325.  Pa.— See  In  re 
Dampf's  Appeal,  106  Pa.  72. 

34.  O.  S.  Kelly  Co.  v.  Zarecor 
(Tex.),  62  S.  W.  189. 

35.  See  the  title  "Parties." 

36.  U.  S.— Hoxie  V.  Carr,  1  Sumn. 
178,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,802.  Ark. 
Hirsch  v.  Adler,  21  Ark.  338;  Howell 
V.  Harvey,  5  Ark.  270,  39  Am.  Dec. 
376.  Cal. — Cuyamaca  Granite  Co.  v. 
Pacific  Pav.  Co.,  95  Cal.  252,  30  Pac 
525;  Roach  v.  Caraffa,  85  Cal  436, 
25  Pac.  22;  Doudell  v.  Shoo,  20  Cal. 
App.  424,  129  Pac.  478,  vendee  of  prop- 
erty which  was  alleged  to  be  partner- 
ship a,ssets.  Ind. — Dehority  v.  Nelson, 
56  Ind.  414.  Mass. — Bartlett  v.  Parks, 
1  Gush.  82.  Mich. — Houghton  v.  State 
Mut.  Life  Assur.  Co.,  110  Mich.  308, 
68  N.  W.  142  (insurance  company  which 
consented  to  its  general  agent  taking 
plaintiff  in  as  partner) ;  Glynn  v. 
Phetteplace,  26  Mich.  383,  assignee. 
Mo. — Anable  v.  McDonald  Land  &  Min. 
Co.,  144  Mo.  App.  303,  128  S.  W.  38, 
participant  in  fraudulent  combination 
against  plaintiff.  Nov. — Rhodes  v. 
Williams,  12  Nev.  20.  N.  H.— Penniman 
V.  Jones,  58  N.  H.  447  (a  confederate  of 
a  fraudulent  partner);  Raymond  v. 
Putnam,  44  N.  H.  160.  N.  Y.— Wade  v 
Rusher,  4  Bosw.  537  (confederate  of 
fraudulent  partner) ;  Johnson  v.  Snyder, 
7  How.  Pr.  395  Cassignee) ;  Jennings  v. 
Whittemore,  2  Thomp.  &  C.  377  (eon- 
federate  of  fraudulent  partner);  Webb 
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not  necessary  should  not  be  made  parties  thereto.'' 

(II.)  Partners  and  Their   Bepreaentsvtives.  —  Generally,  all  the  partners,^* 


V.  Helion,  3  Eobt.  625,  fraudulent 
vendee.  Pa. — Parker  v.  Broadbentj  134 
Pa.  322,  19  Atl.  631.  S.  O.— Wagner  v. 
Sanders,  49  S.  C.  192,  27  S.  E.  68.  Vt. 
Stimson  v.  Lewis,  36  Vt.  91. 

[a]  Others  Clatmiug  Interest  in 
Firm  Assets. — Where  a  surviving  part- 
ner has  used  the  partnership  assets  in 
another  partnership  formed  by  him 
and  subsequently  dies,  his  representa- 
tive and  the  surviving  partner  of  the 
second  partnership  should  be  made 
parties  defendant  to  a  bill  filed  by  the 
administrator  of  the  first  deceased 
member  of  the  original  firm.  Costley 
V.  Towles,  46  Ala.  660. 

[b]  A  person  in  possession  of  part- 
nership property  is  not  a,  necessary 
party  to  a  suit  for  an  accounting  be- 
tween partners.  Duden  «.  Maloy,  37 
Fed.  98.  But  see  Wagner  v.  Sanders, 
49  S.  C.  192,  27  S.  E.  68. 

[c]  Corporation  Acting  as  Partner- 
ship Trustee. — A  corporation  organized 
by  a  partnership  for  the  purpose  of 
acting  as  its  trustee  is  a  proper  de- 
fendant to  a  suit  for  an  accounting. 
Pearee  v.  Sutherland,  164  Tod.  609, 
90  C.  C.  A.  519. 

37.  Ala.— Webb  v.  Butler,  196  Ala. 
181,  72  So.  31.  Conn. — Bissell  v.  Ames, 
17  Conn.  121.  Pa. — ^Luzier  v.  Naylor 
Line  &  T"wine  Co.,  8  Pa.  Dist.  632. 

[a]  Stranger  Entitled  to  Share  of 
Partner's  Profits. — The  fact  that  an- 
other person,  not  a  member  of  the  part- 
nership, is  entitled  to  a  share  in  the 
complainants'  portion  of  the  partner- 
ship assets  does  not  make  him  a  proper 
party.  Sanger  v.  French,  157  N.  Y. 
213,  51  N.  B.  979.  Compare  Steele  v. 
Schaffer,  107  111.  App.  320. 

38.  U.  S.— Fourth  Nat.  Bank  «.  New 
Orleans  &  C.  E.  Co.,  11  Wall.  624,  20 
L.  ed.  82;  Gaddie  v.  Mann,  147  Fed. 
960;  Vose  V.  Philbrook,  3  Story  335, 
28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,010;  Gray  v.  Larri- 
more,  4  Sawy.  638,  2  Abb.  542,  10 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,721.  Ala.— Webb  v. 
Butler,  196  Ala.  181,  72  So.  31;  For- 
cheimer  v.  Foster,  192  Ala.  218,  68  So. 
879.  Ark. — Howell  v.  Harvey,  5  Ark. 
270,  39  Am.  Dec.  376.  Cal.- Cuyamaca 
Granite  Co.  v.  Pacific  Pav.  Co.,  95  Cal. 
252,  30  Pac.  525;  Wright  v.  Ward,  65 
Cal.  525,  4  Pae.  534;  Blood  v.  Fair- 
banks, 48  CaL  171;  Settembre  v. 
Putnam,  30  Cal.  490.    Oolo, — Lynch  v. 
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Foley,  32  Colo.  110,  76  Pae.  370.  Conn. 
Townsend  v.  Auger,  3  Conn.  354.  G-a. 
Elliott  V.  Deason,  64  Ga.  63;  Wells  v. 
Strange,  5  Ga.  22.  111. — Gerard  v. 
Bates,  124  IV.  150,  16  N.  E.  258,  7  Am. 
St.  Eep.  r"n;  Braekca  v.  Kennedy,  4 
111.  C'A;  Yer-Vr  v.  Kaufmann,  176 
111.  App.  364.  La. — Fran  c  is  v.  Lavine, 
21  La.  Ain.  C?");  Pufau  v.  Massicot's 
Heirs,  0  Mart.  (N.  S.)  182.  Me.— Farrar 
V.  Pearson,  TD  Me.  561,  8  Am.  Rep.  439; 
Warren  v.  Warren,  56  Me.  360.  Md, 
Fried  v.  Burk,  125  Md.  500,  94  Atl.  86; 
Bruns  v.  Heise,  101  Md.  163,  60  Atl.  604. 
Mass. — Towle  v.  Pierce,  12  Mete.  329, 
46  Am.  Dec.  679.  ISUch. — Glynn  v. 
Phetteplace,  26  Mich.  383.  Minn. 
Wilcox  V.  Comstock,  37  Minn.  65,  33 
N.  W.  42.  N.  H.— Eaymond  v.  Putnam, 
44  N.  H.  160.  N.  M.— De  Manderfield 
V.  Field,  7  N.  M.  17,  32  Pac.  146.  N.  C. 
Allison  V.  Davidson,  17  N.  C.  79.  Tex.' 
Boyd  V.  Boyd,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  57, 
78  S.  W.  39;  Santleben  v.  Froboese, 
17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  .626,  43  S.  W.  571. 
Vt. — Stimson  v.  Lewis,  36  Vt.  91.  Va. 
Waggoner  v.  Gray's  Admr.,  2  Hen.  & 
M.  (12  Va.)  603.  Eng.— Ehrmann  v. 
Ehrmann,  72  L.  T.  N.  S.  17,  43  Wkly. 
Eep.  125;  Ireton  v.  Lewes,  Eep.  Temp. 
Finch  96,  23  Eng.  Eeprint  52. 

[a]  Even  though  the  members  have 
split  into  two  divisions  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  on  separate  parts  of  the 
general  enterprise.  Forcheimer  v.  Fos- 
ter, 192  Ala.  218,  68  So.  879. 

[b]  Partner  whose  interest  in  the 
paitnersbip  is  sold  under  an  execution 
upon  a  judgment  against  him  person- 
ally is  a  necessary  party.  Wright  tv 
Ward,  65  Cal.  525,  4  Pae.  534;  Gerard 
V.  Bates,  124  111.  150,  16  N.  E.  258, 
7  Am.  St.  Eep.  ,350. 

[c]  Partner  with  whom  complain- 
ant had  adjusted  accounts  and  suc- 
ceeded to  his  interests  is  necessary 
party  to  accounting  with  the  third 
partner.     Bracken   v.   Kennedy,    4   HI. 

[d]  Retired  partner  (1)  whose 
rights  and  interests  have  all  passed  by 
assignment  to  one  who  has  taken  his 
place  in  the  firm  with  the  consent  of 
the  other  members,  need  not  be  made 
a  party.  Howell  v.  Harvey,  5  Ark.  270 
39  Am.  Dee.  376.  But  (2)  in  an  action 
by  the  assignee  of  a  partner  for  an 
accounting  by  the  other  partner,  the 
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or  their  representatives,^*  should  be  made  parties,  either  as  plain- 
tiffs or  defendants,  to  a  suit  for  a  dissolution  and  accounting 
of  the  partnership,  and  this  same  rule  applies  where  the  statute  provides 
that  the  law  action  of  account  may  be  used*"  or  where  the  accounting 
iC  had  in  the  probate  court.*^ 

Where  the  partners  are  very  numerous,*^  or  some  are  out  of  the 
;;urisdiction,*'  a  court  of  equity  may,  within  the  exercise  of  its  sound 
discretion,  dispense  with  their  being  made  parties,  if  their  interests 
will  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  decree,  or  their  absence  affect  the  just 
and  final  determination  of  the  merits  of  the  case. 

(III.)  Transferee,  Assignee  or  Mortgagee,  etc.  —The  transferee,  pur- 
chaser or  other  person  acquiring  an  interest  in  a  partnership  should  be 
made  a  party  to  a  settlement  of  the  partnership,**  unless  the  account- 
ing is  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  previous  partnership  matters  with 
which  he  is  not  concerned  or  connected.*^ 

(IV.)  Creditors.  —  While  a  creditor  of  the  partnership  is  not  a  neces- 
sary, nor  generally,  a  proper  party  to  an  action  between  the  partners 
for  a  settlement  of  the  firm  affairs,*^  yet  he  may  be  allowed  to  inter- 


assignor  must  be  made  a  party.  Pine 
Cliffs  Farms  v.  Collier,  92  Misc.  269, 
156  N.  Y.  Supp.  293.  And  see  3 
Standard  Proc.  117,  118. 

39.  TJ.  S. — ^Brew  v.  Cochran,  141 
Fed.  459:  Gray  v.  Larrimore,  4  Sawy. 
638,  2  Abb.  542,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,721. 
Ala.— Webb  v.  Butler,  196  Ala.  181,  72 
So.  31;  Cannon  v.  Copeland,  43  Ala. 
201.  Colo. — Lynch  v.  Foley,  32  Colo, 
no,  76  Pac.  370.  Me. — Fuller  v.  Ben- 
jamin, 23  Me.  255.  Mich. — Carpenter 
V.  St.  Clair  Cire.  Judge,  122  Mieh.  323, 
81  N.  W.  95 ;  Jenness  v.  Smith,  58  Mich. 
280,  25  N.  W.  191.  Miss. — Dilworth  v. 
Mayfield,  36  Miss.  40.  N.  M.— De 
Manderfield  v.  Field,  7  N.  M.  17,  32 
Pac.  146.  S.  O. — Manship  v.  Newton, 
94  S.  C.  260,  77  S.  B.  941.  Vt.— Mason 
V.  Mason's  Exrs.,  76  Vt.  287,  56  Atl. 
1011.  Wis.— Blakely  v.  Smock,  96  Wis. 
611,  71  N.  W.  1052. 

Contra,  Parry  v.  Parry,  155  N.  T. 
Supp.  1072,  in  the  absence  of  an  al- 
legation of  the  insolvency  of  the  firm. 

[a]  Am  administrator  de  bonis  non 
appointed  in  another  state  is  not  a 
necessary  party  to  a  suit  for  the  set- 
tlement in  another  state  of  a  partner- 
ship of  which  the  deceased  was  a  mem- 
ber. Manship  v.  Newton,  94  S.  C.  260, 
77  8.  E.  941. 

40.  Foster  v,  Ives,  53  Vt.  458. 

[aj  Married  woman  who  is  a  partner 
must  be  joined.  Foster  v.  Ives,  53  Vt. 
458. 

41.  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  90  N.  T.  580. 

42.  Thickson  v.  Barry,  138  HI.  App. 


100;  Stimson  v.  Lewis,  36  Vt.  91. 

43.  U.  S.— Vose  v.  Philbrook,  3  Story 
335,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,010.  Ala, 
Webb  V.  Butler,  196  Ala.  181,  72  So. 
31.  Cal.— Wright  V.  Ward,  65  Cal.  525, 
4  Pac.  534.  Colo.— Lynch  v.  Foley,  32 
Colo.  110,  76  Pac.  370.  Me.— Mudgett 
V.  Gager,  52  Me.  541.  Mass. — Towle 
V.  Pierce,  12  Mete.  329,  46  Am.  Dec. 
679.  Nev. — Beck  v.  Thompson,  22  Nev. 
109,  36  Pac.  562.  Eng.— Duxbury  v. 
Isherwood,  10  L.  T.  N.  S.  712. 

44.  U.  S. — Hoxie  v.  Carr,  1  Sumn. 
173,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,802.  Ark. 
Howell  V.  Harvey,  5  Ark.  270,  39  Am. 
Dec.  376.  HI. — Eosenstiel  v.  Gray,  112 
111.   282. 

[a]  The  assignee  of  a  bankrupt 
partner  should  be  made  a  party  in  his 
place.    Fuller  v.  Benjamin,  23  Me.  255. 

[b]  If  the  transferee  has  no  real 
interest^  he  need  not  be  made  a  party, 
if  the  real  person  in  interest  is  a 
party.  Janney  v.  Brown,  36  La.  Ann. 
118. 

45.  Harper  v.  Anderson,  104  Gal. 
xvii,  37  Pac.  926. 

46.  U.  S. — Kilbourn  v.  Sunderland, 
130  U.  S.  505,  9  Sup.  Ct.  594,  32  L. 
ed.  1005;  Hoxie  v.  Carr,  1  Sumn.  173, 
12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,802.  CaL — Adams 
V.  Woods,  8  Cal.  152,  68  Am.  Dee.  313. 
La. — Gridley  v.  Conner,  2  La.  Ann.  87. 
N.  Y.— Fielding  v.  Lucas,  87  N.  Y.  197, 
plaintiff  partner  cannot  join  the  judg- 
ment creditors  of  his  copartner  in  a 
bill  for  an  accountine  for  the  purpose 
of  having  them  enjoined  from  satisfy- 
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vene  to  establish  his  ckim,*^  although  some  courts  will  not  permit 
this,*'  but  will  leave  him  to  his  remedy  of  filing  a  creditor's  bill;*'* 
and  it  is  really  not  necessary  for  the  protection  of  his  interests  that 
he  intervene,  as  the  court  will  see  that  his  interests  are  protected.®" 

c.  Change  in  Parties  Pendente  Lite.^^  —  Where  one  of  the  partners 
dies  during  the  pendency  of  the  action  for  account,  his  representative 
should  be  substituted  as  a  party  ;®^  a  partner  who  assigns  his  interest 
in  the  partnership  pending  the  accounting  should  still  remain  a  party 
thereto,®^  and  his  assignees  should  thereupon  be  made  parties.^* 

4.  Process  and  Appearance.®^  —  To  give  a  court  of  chancery 
jurisdiction,  a  real  defendant  against  whom  the  complainant  is  en- 
titled to  a  decree,  must  be  personally  served  with  process  within  the 
jurisdiction,®^  or  some  property  must  be  found  there,  upon  which  the 
court  can  proceed  in  rem,®^  in  which  event  service  by  publication  may 
be  made  upon  a  non-resident  partner.®' 

5.  Provisional  Remedies.  —  a.  Attachment. ^^  —  In  some  jurisdic- 
tions the  remedy  of  attachment  may  be  resorted  to  in  suits  for  part- 
nership accounting,  at  least  whenever  the  circumstances  bring  the  case 
within  some  ground  specified  in  the  statute,™  in  others  a  contrary  rule 


ing  their  judgment  as  against  the  part- 
nership property.  R.  I. — ^Updike  v. 
Doyle,  7  E.  I.  446. 

47.  Oal. — Grossini  v.  Perazzo,  66 
Cal.  545,  6  Pae.  450.  But  compare 
Isaacs  V.  Jones,  121  Cal.  257,  53  Pae. 
793,  1101,  attaching  creditor  will  not 
^e  allowed  by  intervening,  to  delay 
the  suit  for  an  accounting  until  his 
suit  is  determined.  Mass. — White  v. 
White,  169  Mass.  52,  47  N.  E.  499; 
Harvey  v.  Varney,  98  Mass.  118;  Wash- 
burn V.  Goodman,  17  Picli.  519.  Neb. 
Clark  V.  Hall,  54  Neb.  479,  74  N.  W. 
856.  N.  J. — Ross  V.  Titsworth,  37  N.  J. 
Eq.  333.  Ohio.— Bell  v.  Miller,  11  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  163.  25  Wkly.  L.  Bui. 
126.  R.  I.— Updike  v.  Doyle,  7  E.  I. 
446.  Tex. — Holder  v.  Shelby  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  118  S.  W.  590.  Wis.— Jacobson 
V.  Landolt,  73  Wis.  142,  40  N.  W.  636, 
9  Am.  St.  Eep.  767. 

As  to  intervention  of  creditors  in 
general,  see  14  Standard  Peoc.  300. 

48.  Burden  v.  Burden,  193  ni.  App. 
102;  Lvons  v.  Murray,  95  Mo.  23,  8 
S.  W.  170,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  17. 

49.  Burden  v.  Burden,  193  111.  App. 
102.  See  generally  the  title  "Creditors' 
Suits." 

50.  TJ.  S. — Hoxie  v.  Carr,  1  Sumn. 
173,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,802.  Cal.— Isaacs 
V.  Jones,  121  Cal.  257,  53  Pac.  793,  1101. 
La. — G-ridley  v.  Conner,  2  La.  Ann. 
87.  E.  I.— Updike  v.  Doyle,  7  E.  I. 
446, 

Vol.  XXI 


51.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties." 

52.  Krumbeck  v.  Clancy,  41  App. 
Div.  397,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  727. 

[a]  Even  taougli  the  deceased  had 
defaulted  in  his  appearance  and  an- 
swer. Krumbeck  v.  Clancy,  41  App. 
Div.  397,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  727. 

53.  Nichol  V.  Stewart,  36  Ark.  612. 

54.  Hoxie  v.  Carr.  1  Sumn.  173,  12 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,802;  Nichol  v.  Stewart, 
36  Ark.  612. 

55.  See  generally  the  titles  "Ap- 
pearamces;""  Process. ' ' 

56.  Maude  v.  Eodes,  4  Dana  (Ky.) 
144. 

57.  Maude  v.  Eodes,  4  Dana  (Ky.) 
144. 

58.  Parsons  v.  Howard,  2  Woods  1, 
18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,777;  Gray  v.  Larri- 
more,  4  Sawy.  638,  2  Abb.  542,  10  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  5,721. 

[a]  A  "partnership"  is  not  prop- 
erty within  the  meaning  of  an  act 
authorizing  service,  by  direction  of 
court,  on  parties  beyond  its  jurisdiction, 
where  a  proceeding  in  equity  is  in- 
stituted concerning  property  within  the 
jurisdiction.  Eshbach  v.  Slonaker,  1 
Pa.  Dist.  32. 

59.  Attachment  by  third  persons, 
see  infra,  TI.  B. 

60.  m. — Humphreys  v.  Matthews,  11 
111.  471,  action  of  account.  la. — Han- 
sen v:  Morris,  87  Iowa  303,  54  N.  W. 
223;  Curry  v.  Allen,  55  Iowa  318,  7 
N.  W.  635.     Kau.— Stone  v.  Boone,  24 
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prevails.®^  The  conflict  in  the  authorities  is  due  partly  to  difference 
in  the  statutes  and  partly  to  different  interpretation  of  similar  stat- 
utes, °^  the  principles  governing  which  are  not  peculiar  to  partnership 
cases  and  are  fully  treated  elsewhere."^  Generally  the  complainant 
cannot  proceed  by  attachment  where  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  swear 
as  to  the  amount  which  will  be  due  him  upon  a  final  settlement.'* 

b.  Sequestration.  —  The  remedy  of  sequestration  is  available  in  a 
suit  for  accounting.*^ 

c.  Arrest."^  —  One  partner  cannot  secure  the  arrest  of  another 
for  a  failure  to  account  for  partnership  assets  in  his  hands."' 

d.  Injunction.  —  The  general  rule  that  the  granting  of  an  injunc- 
tion is  within  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  governed  by  the 
nature  of  the  ease,*^  applies  in  suits  between  partners  for  an  account- 
ing and  settlement  of  the  partnership."^    An  injunction  will  not  be 


Kan.  337  (nonresidence  of  defendant, 
the  cause  of  action  arisiue  wholly  with- 
in the  jurisdiction) ;  Treadway  v.  Eyan, 
3  Kan.  437,  not  an  action  on  contract 
within  attachment  statute.  La. — Bar- 
row V.  McDonald,  12  La.  Ann.  110. 
Mass. — See  Com.  v.  Sumner,  5  Pick. 
360.  Ohio. — Goble  v.  Howard,  12  Ohio 
St.  165,  even '  though  the  action  be 
equitable  in  its  nature.  Wash.-— Bing- 
ham V.  Keylor,  19  Wash.  555,  53  Pac. 
729. 

[a]  The  obligation  is'not  fraudulent- 
ly incurred  within  the  meaning  of  the 
attachment  statute,  where  a  partner 
merely  refuses  to  account  for  partner- 
ship funds  collected  by  him.  Stone  v. 
Boone,  24  Kan.  337. 

61.  Ala. — NewBom  v.  Pitman,  98 
Ala.  526,  12  So.  412.  Cal.— Wheeler  v. 
Farmer,  38  Cal.  203.  But  see  cases 
cited  in  3  Standard  Pboc.  349,  note 
36.  Ky. — Kennaird  v.  Adams,  11  B; 
Mon.  102.  N.  Y. — Ketchum  v.  Ketchum, 

1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  157,,  tuffirmed  in  46 
Barb.  43. 

[a]  Not  an  Action  for  Eecovery  of 
Money. — An  action  for  the  dissolution 
of  the  firm  and  the  settlement  of  its 
affairs,  and  of  the  accounts  of  the  sev- 
eral partners  with  the  firm,  is  not  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  money 
wherein  an  attachment  may  be  issued. 
Ketchum  v.  Ketchum,  1  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  Y.)  157,  affirmed  in  46  Barb.  43. 

62.  See  cases  in  preceding  notes. 

63.  See  the  title  "Attachment." 

64.  111. — Humphreys  v.  Matthews,  11 
111.  471.  Kan. — Treadway  v.  Eyan,  3 
Kan.  437.  La. — ^Barrow  v.  McDonald, 
12   La.   Ann.   110;   Brinegar  v.  Griffin, 

2  La.  Ann.  154;  Johnson  v.  Short,  2 
La,  Ann.  277;  Levy  v.  Levy,  11  La. 


577.     Wash. — Bingham    v.    Keylor,    19 
Wash.  555,  53  Paq.  729. 

But  see  Hansen  v.  Morris,  87  Iowa 
303,  54  N.  W.  223;  Goble  «.  Howard, 
12  Ohio  St.  165. 

65.  Blanehard  v.  Luce,  19  La.  Ann. 

46.  See  the  title  "Sequestration." 

66.  Arrest  on  mesne  process,  see 
generally  the  title  "Arrest  in  Civil 
Cases." 

Arrest  on  final  processi,  see  the  title 
"Judgments  and.  Decrees,  Enforcement 
of." 

67.  Soule  V.  Hayward,  1  Cal.  345. 
See  Com.  v.  Sumner,  5  Pick.  (Mass.) 
360,  arrest  not  available  in  equity  ac- 
counting. 

68.  See  the  title  "Injunctions." 

69.  U.  S. — Eowland  v.  Auto  Car  Co., 
133  Fed.  835.  Fla.— Allen  v.  Hawley, 
6  Fla.  142,  63  Am.  Dec.  198.  Ga. 
Joselove  v.  Bohrman,  119  Ga.  204,  45 
S.  E.  982.  Md.— GusdorfE  v.  Schleis- 
ner,  85  Md.  360,  37  Atl.  170.  N.  J. 
Wagoner  v.  Warne  (N.  J.  Eq.),  14  Atl. 
215;  Sutro  V.  Wagner,  23  N.  J.  Bq. 
388;  Moies  v.  O'Neill,  23  N.  J.  Eq. 
207.  N.  Y.— Walker  v.  Trott,  4  Edw. 
Ch.  38;  Dunham  v.  Jarvis,  8  Barb.  88; 
Greenwald  v.  Gotham-Attucks  Music 
Co.,  118  App.  Div.  29,  103  N.  Y.  Supp. 
123.  N.  0.— Taylor  v.  Eussell,  119  N.  C. 
30,  25  S.  E.  710.  Pa. — In  re  Slobig's 
Appeal,  2  Sad.  365,  5  Atl.  670;  Baxter 
V.  Buchanan,  3  Brewst.  435.  S.  C. 
Ellis  V.  Commander,  1  Strobh.  Eq.  188. 
Eng. — Alder  v.  Fouraere,  3  Swanst.  489, 
36  Eng.  Eeprint  947;  Littlewood  v. 
Caldwell,  11  Price  97,  25  Eev.  Eep.  711 ; 
Cofton  V.  Horner,  5  Price  537. 

[a]  Not  on  Ex  Parte  Order. — Gold- 
man V.  Manistee  Circ.  Judge,  155  Mich. 

47,  118  N.  W,  600,    See  Petit  v.  Cheve- 
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granted  merely  on  the  ground  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership; 
there  must  be  a  violation  of  partnership  rights  and  duties.'"' 

e.  Receiver.''^ — .In  an  action  for  the  settlement  of  a  partnership, 
the  power  to  appoint  a  receiver  is  one  inherent  in  a  court  of  equity, 
but  the  application  thereof  in  a  particular  case  is  within  the  judicial 
discretion  of  the  court,^^  and,  as  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  the 
partners  are  entirely  relieved  from  any  control  in  the  partnership  af- 


lier,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  181,  where  bill  fails 
to  show  pressing  emergency. 

[b]  BUI  for  Injunction,  see  Fletcher 
V.  Vandusen,  52  Iowa  448,  3  N.  W. 
488;  9  Standabd  Proc.  933-934,  623, 
633;  and  generally  the  title  "Injunc- 
tions." 

[c]  A  general  order  enjoining  a  part- 
ner from  intermeddling  with  the  prop- 
erty and  effects  of  the  firm  does  not 
prohibit  him  from  confessing  a  judg- 
ment for  a  debt  bona  fide  due  to  a 
creditor  of  the  firm.  McCredie  v.  Sen- 
ior, 4  Paige  (N.  Y.)  378;  Hewitt  v. 
Patrick,  26  Tex.   326. 

70.  V.  S.— Gaddie  v.  Mann,  147  Fed. 
960;  Miller  v.  O 'Boyle,  89  Fed.  140; 
Wilkinson  v.  Tilden,  9  Fed.  6)83,  injunc- 
tion will  issue  where  one  partner  seeks 
to  sell  partnership  property.  Ga. — Mar- 
shall &  Co.  V.  Johnson,  33  6a.  500. 
N.  J.— Wolbert  v.  Harris,  7  N.  J.  Eq. 
605.  N.  Y.^Haggerty  «.  Granger,  15 
How.  Pr.  243.  N.  C— Taylor  v.  Rus- 
sell, 119  N.  C.  30,  25  S.  B.  710,  re- 
strain sale  of  partnership  property  by 
insolvent  partner.  S.  O. — Ellis  *;.  Com- 
mander, 1  Strobh.  Eq.  188.  Wis. — Zim- 
merman V.  Chambers,  79  Wis.  20,  47 
N.  W.  947,  injunction  allowed  com- 
plainant where  he  was  excluded  from 
participation  in  the  firm.  Eng. — Elliott 
V.  Brown,  3  Swanst.  492,  36  Eng.  Re- 
print 948  (will  enjoin  surviving  part- 
ner from  proceeding  by  ejectment  to 
obtain  exclusive  possession  of  partner- 
ship property);  Blachford  v.  Hawkins, 
1  L.  J.  Ch.  (O.  S.)  141. 

71.  See  the  title  "Receivers." 

72.  U.  S. — Rowland  v.  Auto  Car  Co., 
133  Fed.  835;  Cary  Bros.  v.  Dalhoff 
Const.  Co.,  126  Fed.  584.  Ala.— Gillett 
V.  Higgins,  142  Ala.  444,  38  So.  664; 
Bard  v.  Bingham,  54  Ala.  463.  Cal. 
Silveira  v.  Reese,  138  Cal.  xix,  71  Pac. 
515.  Ga. — Pritehett  v.  Kennedy,  140 
Ga.  248,  78  S.  E.  902;  Joselbve  «. 
Bohrman,  119  Ga.  204,  45  S.  E.  982. 
Haw. — Oyama  v.  Stuart,  22  Hawaii 
693.  Ind.— Robbins  v.  Reed,  174  Ind. 
291,  91  N.  E.  921.  La.— Meyer  v. 
Meyer  Bros.,  116  La.  456,  40  So.  794; 
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McNair  v.  Gourrier,  40  La.  Ann.  353, 
4  So.  310;  Pratt  v.  McHatton,  11  La. 
Ann.  260.  Minn. — Bacon  v.  Engstrom, 
129  Minn.  229,  152  N.  W.  264,  537; 
Albrecht  v.  Diamon,  125  Minn.  283,  146 
N.  W.  1101.  Mo.— Cox  V.  Volkert,  86 
Mo.  505;  Quinlivan  v.  English,  44  Mo. 
46.  N.  J. — Nathan  v.  Bacon,  75  N.  J. 
Eq.  401,  72  Atl.  359;  Rhodes  v.  Wilson. 
(N.  J.  Eq.),  19  Atl.  732.  N.  Y.— Dun- 
ham V.  Jarvis,  8  Barb.  88;  Philipp  v. 
Von  Raven,  26  Misc.  552,  57  N.  Y. 
Supp.  701;  Pratt  v.  Underwood,  4  Civ. 
Proc.  167.  Ore. — Fleming  v.  Carson,  37 
Ore.  252,  62  Pac.  374.  Pa. — Baxter  v. 
Buchanan,  3  Brewst.  435.  Terni. — Todd 
V.  Rich,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  107.  Tex.— Shulte 
V.  Hoffman,  18  Tex.  678;  Risehe  v. 
Rische,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  23,  101  S.  W. 
849;  Webb  v.  Allen,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
605,  40  S.  W.  342.  W.  Va.— Smith  v. 
Brown,  44  W.  Va.  342,  30  S.  E.  160. 
Eng.— Pini  v.  Roncoroni,  61  L.  J.  Ch. 
218,  40  Wkly.  Rep.  297  (1892),  1  Ch. 
633,  66  L.  T.  N.  S.  255. 

[a]  Inherent  Power  Not  Dependent 
on  Statute. — Cox  v.  Volkert,  86  Mo. 
505. 

[b  ]  Reasons  Justifying  Appointment. 
"Generally  speaking,  the  exigencies 
justifying  the 'appointment  are  that  the 
plaintiff  is  reasonably  certain  to  pre- 
vail, and  that  it  is  necessary  to  the 
preservation  of  the  property  involved, 
and  the  protection  of  the  rights  of 
all  parties  as  their  interests  may  ap- 
pear upon  the  final  adjudication." 
Fleming  v.  Carson,  37  Ore.  252,  62  Pae. 
374. 

[c]  Effect.— (1)  The  appointment  in 
no  way  affects  or  determines  property 
rights,  but  is  merely  preliminary  to  a 
full  and  final  hearing  upon  the  merits 
of  all  questions  affecting  the  rights  of 
the  partners  and  the  scope  and  extent 
of  the  partnership  affairs  and  the  prop- 
erty thereof.  Norton  v.  Sperry,  113 
Minn.  447,  129  N.  W.  843;  Bird  v.  Aus- 
'tin,_  8  Jones  &  S.  (N.  Y.)  109.  (2) 
It  is  not  a  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship. Waring  v.  Robinson,  Hoffinum 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  524. 
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fairs,  the  courts  are  reluctant  to  appoint  one  and  will  not  do  so  where 
other  remedies  are  sufficient,  or  the  reasons  for  doing  so  are  not  urgent 
or  imperative.'^  The  existence  of  the  partnership  must  be  clearly  es- 
tablished,'* and  as  a  rule  the  court  will  not  appoint  a  receiver  of  a 
partnership  unless  the  facts  alleged  will  ultimately  entitle  the  com- 
plainant to  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,'^  nor  ordinarily  will  it 
appoint  one  on  an  ex  parte  order." 

The  mere  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  is  not,  as  a  general  rule, 
a  sufiBeient  reason  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,"  but  there  must 
be  some  breach  of  duty,'*  or  a  breach  of  the  contract  of  partner- 


73.  U.  S. — Gary  Bros.  v.  DalhofE 
Const.  Co.,  126  Fed.  584;  Devereux  v. 
Fleming,  47  Fed.  ,177.  Ala. — Bard  v. 
Bingham,  54  Ala.  463.  la. — Loomis  v. 
McKenzie,  31  Iowa  425;  Saylor  v.  Mock- 
bie,  9  Iowa  209.  Md. — Heflebower  v. 
Buck,  64  Md.  15,  20  Atl.  991.  Mich. 
Morey  v.  Grant,  48  Mich.  326,  12  N.  W. 
202;  Simon  v.  Schloss,  48  Mich.  233, 
12  N.  W.  196.  Minn. — Albrecht  v.  Dia- 
mon,  125  Minn.  283,  146  N.  W.  1101. 
Miss. — ^Lawrence  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Lyon  & 
Co.,  93  Misa  859,  47  So.  849.  N.  J. 
Nathan  v.  Bacon,  75  N.  J.  Eq.  401, 
72  Atl.  359;  Cox  v.  Peters,  13  N.  J. 
Eq.  39.  N.  y. — ^Buchanan  v.  Comstock, 
57  Barb.  568;  Hoffman  v.  Hauptner,  135 
App.  Div.  148,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  1022; 
Cohn  V.  Wahn,  132  App.  Div.  849,  117 
N.  Y.  Supp.  633.  Tenn.— Todd  v. 
Eich,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  107.  Wash.— Smith 
V.  Brown,  50  Wash.  240,  96  Pac.  1077; 
Wales  V.  Dennis,  9  Wash.  308,  37  Pae. 
450.  W.  Va.— Wood  v.  Wood,  50  W. 
Va.  570,  40  S.  E.  416.  Eng. — Baxter  v. 
West,  28  L.  J.  Ch.  169. 

74.  U.  S. — Eowland  v.  Auto  Car  Co., 
133  Fed.  835.  Ala. — Irwin  v.  Everson, 
95  AJa.  64,  10  So.  320.  HI.— Leeds  v. 
Townsend,  74  111.  App.  444.  la. — Ho- 
bart  V.  Ballard,  31  Iowa  521.  Kan. 
JEottenstein  v.  Conrad,  9  Kan.  435. 
Minn. — Bacon  v.  Engstrom,  129  Minn. 
229,  152  N.  W.  264,  537;  Norton  v. 
Sperry,  103  Minn."  447,  129  N.  W.  843. 
N.  Y. — Kirkwood  v.  Smith,  64  App. 
Div.  615,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  291;  Day  v. 
Dow,  46  App.  Div.  148,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
793.  Pa. — ^Baxter  v.  Buchanan,  3  Brewst. 
435.  Tex. — Eisohe  v.  Eische,  46  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  23,  101  S.  W.  849.  W.  Va. 
Wood  V.  Wood,  50  W.  Va.  570,  40  S.  E. 
416.  Eng. — Peacock  v.  Peacock,  16  Ves. 
Jr.  49,  33  Eng.  Eeprint  902. 

[a]  The  denial  of  the  partnership 
is  not  sufficient  to  prevent  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  when  the  court  is 
satisfied  from  the  evidence    that    the 


partnership  relation  exists.  Leeds  v. 
Townsend,  74  111.  App.  444;  Eische  v. 
Eische,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  23,  lOl  S.  W. 
849. 

75.  U.  S. — Einstein  v.  Schnebly,  89 
Fed.  540.  Ala. — Bard  v.  Bingham,  54 
Ala.  463.  N.  Y. — Waring  v.  Eobinson, 
Hoffm.  Ch.  524.    Tex. — Eische  v.  Eische, 

46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  23,  101  S.  W.  849. 
Eng — Baxter  v.  West,  28  L.  J.  Ch.  169. 

76.  Goldman  v.  Manistee  Circ.  Judge, 
155  Mich.  47,  118  N.  W.  600;  Lawrence 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Lyon  &  Co.,  93  Miss.  859, 

47  So.  849. 

77.  N.  J.— Wilson  v.  Fitchter,  11  N. 
J.  Eq.  71;  Birdsall  v.  Colie,  10  N.  J. 
Eq.  63.  Eng. — Harding  v.  Glover,  18 
Ves.  Jr.  281,  34  Eng.  Eeprint  323. 
Can. — Doupe  v.  Stewart,  13  Grant  Ch. 
637. 

fa]  "But  it  is  not  a  matter  of 
course  to  appoint  a  receiver  of  the 
partnership  assets,  even  where  a  case 
for  a  dissolution  exists."  Todd  v. 
Eich,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  107.  But  see  Gillett 
V.  Higgins,  142  Ala.  444,  38  So.  664; 
Bard  v.  Bingham,  54  Ala.  463;  Briar- 
field  Iron  Works  Co.  V.  Foster,  54  Ala. 
622. 

78.  Ala. — Brooke  v.  Tucker,  149  Ala. 
96,  43  So.  141.  Fla.— West  v.  Chasten, 
12  Fla,  315;  Allen  v.  Hawley,  6  Fla. 
142,  63  Am.  Dec.  198.  Ind.— Bufkin  v. 
Boyce,  104  Ind.  53,  3  N.  E.  615.  la. 
Levi  V.  Karrick,  8  Iowa  150.  Md. 
I>rury  v.  Eoberts,  2  Md.  Ch.  157.  N.  J. 
Wilson  V.  Fitchter,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  71; 
Birdsall  v.  Colie,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  63.  N.  Y. 
Davis  V.  Grove,  2  Eobt.  134.  Pa.— Sloan 
V.  Moore,  37  Pa.  217.  Tex. — Eische  v. 
Eische,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  23,  101  S.  W. 
849  (ousted  from  participation  in  busi- 
ness); Webb  V.  Allen,  15  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  605,  40  S.  W.  342.  Wash.— Mar- 
tin V.  Wilson,  84  Wash.  625,  147  Pac. 
404;  Eeddine  v.  Anderson,  37  Wash. 
209,  79  Pac.  628.  Cam.- Doupe  v.  Stew- 
art, 13  Grant  Ch.  637  (one  partner  car- 
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ship,'®  by  the  partner  against  whom  the  relief  is  sought,  and  this  fact 
must  appear  from  the  pleadings.*" 

Continuance  of  Business.  —  The  court  will  appoint  a  receiver  only  with 
the  purpose  of  finally  winding  up  the  partnership  affairs,  and  not  to 
carry  on  the  business,*^  though  under  some  statutes,  it  may  authorize 
the  partnership  business  to  be  continued,  during  the  pendency  of  the 
action,  by  one  or  more  of  the  partners,  upon  their  giving  bond  with 
sureties.*^ 

6.  Pleadings.*'  —  a.  Bill  or  Complaint.  —  (I.)  Form  and  Sufficiency. 
A  bill  or  complaint  for  the  adjustment  and  settlement  of  partnership 
affairs  must  conform  to  the  general  rules  relating  to  equity  pleadings.** 
The  fact  of  partnership  between  the  parties  should  appear*'  by  aver- 
ment, either  in  terms  or  in  substance,  of  the  acts  or  agreements  upon' 
which  the  claim  of  partnership  is  based,*^  together  with  all  of  the^ 


rying  on  trade  after  diasolution  on  their 
own  account  with  the  partnership  ef- 
fects); Burden  v.  Howard,  2  N.  Bruns. 
Eq.  461. 

79.  U.  S. — Einstein  v.  Sehnebly,  89 
Fed.  540.  Fla. — Allen  v.  Hawley,  6 
Fla.  142,  63  Am.  Dec.  198.  N.  J. 
Wilson  V.  Fitchter,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  71; 
Birdsall  v.  Colie,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  63.  N.  Y. 
Greenwald  v.  Gotham-Attucks  Music 
Co.,  118  App.  Div.  29,  103  N.  Y.  Supp. 
123.  Pa.— Sloan  v.  Moore,  37  Pa.  217. 
Can. — Doupe  v.  Stewart,  13  Grant  Ch. 
637. 

80.  Heflebower  v.  Buck,  64  Md.  15, 
20  Atl.  991;  Eische  v.  Eische,  46  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  23,  101  S.  W.  849;  Webb 
V.  Allen,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  605,  40 
S.  W.  342. 

81.  Fla. — Allen  v.  Hawley,  6  Fla. 
142,  63  Am.  Dec.  198.  N".  J.— Wolbert 
V.  Harris,  7  N.  J.  Eq.  605.  N.  Y. 
Greenwald  v.  Gotham-Attucks  Music 
Co.,  118  App.  Div.  29,  103  2Sr.  Y.  Supp. 
123. 

82.  Popper  v.  Scheider,  7  Abb.  Pr. 
N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  56,  38  How.  Pr.  34; 
Kirkwood  v.  Smith,  64  App.  Div.  615, 
72  N.  Y.  Supp.  291;  Philipp  v.  Von 
Eaven,  26  Misc.  552,  57  N.  Y.  Supp. 
701;  Fleming  v.  Carson,  37  Ore.  252, 
62  Pac.  374. 

83.  In  action  at  law  on  account, 
see  the  title  "Account  and  Account- 
ing.'i 

84.  See  the  title  "Bills  and  An- 
swers," and  9  Standard  Peoo.  8,  930; 
1  Standard  Proc.  288. 

85.  Ala.— Eeilly  v.  Woolbert,  196 
Ala.  191,  72  So.  10  (partnership  suffi- 
ciently alleged);  Dugger  v.  Tutwiler, 
129  Ala.  258,  30  So.  91.  Cal.— Fischer 
V.  Superior  Court,  98  Cal.  67,  32  Pao. 
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875;  Chalmers  v.  Chalmers,  81  Cal.  81, 
22  Pac.  395;  Doudell  v.  Shoo,  20  Cal. 
App.  424,  129  Pac.  478,  complaint  suf- 
ficient. Ga. — ^Bennett  v.  Woolfolk,  15 
Ga.  213.  ni. — ^Bracken  v.  Kennedy,  4 
111.  558.  Kan. — Carlin  v.  Donegan,  15 
Kan.  495.  Ky. — Havner  v.  Stephens, 
22  Ky.  L.  Bep.  498,  58  S.  W.  372.  Mass. 
Towle  V.  Pierce,  12  Mete.  329,  46  Am. 
Dec.  679.  Mich. — Houghton  v.  State 
Mut.  Life  Assur.  Co.,  110  Mich.  308, 
68  N.  W.  142.  Minn. — Stern  v.  Harris, 
40  Minn.  209,  41  N.  W.  1036.  Mo. 
Pope  V.  Salsman,  35  Mo.  362.  Mont. 
McMahon  v.  Thornton,  4  Mont.  46,  1 
Pac.  724.  Neb. — Shriver  v.  MoCloud,  20 
Neb.  474,  30  N".  W.  534.  N.  J.— Pat- 
terson V.  Sadler,  71  F.  J.  Eq.  315,  63 
Atl.  1115.  N.  Y.— Salter  v.  Ham,  31 
N.  Y.  321;  Ludingtou  v.  Taft,  10  Barb. 
447;  Chappell  v.  Chappell,  125  App. 
Div.  127,  109  N".  Y.  ,Supp.  648.  Ohio. 
Gray  v.  Kerr,  46  Ohio  St.  652,  23  N.  E. 
136;  Weber  &  Co.  v.  Kemper  Bros.,  8 
Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  403.  E.  I. — Cong- 
don  V.  Aylsworth,  16  E.  I.  281,  18  Atl. 
247.  Tex. — Wright  v.  Eoss,  30  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  207,  70  S.  W.  234.  Utah. 
Owen  V.  Oviatt,  4  Utah  95,  6  Pac.  527. 
W.  Va.— Wood  V.  Wood,  50  W.  Va. 
570,  40  S.  E.  416. 

86.  Ala.— Dugger  v.  Tutwiler,  129 
Ala.  258,  30  So.  91.  Kan.— Carlin  v. 
Donegan,  15  Kan.  495.  N.  J. — Patter- 
son V.  Sadler,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  315,  63 
Atl.   1115. 

How  partnership  alleged  in  action 
between  partners  and  third  persons,  see 
infra,  II,   G,   1,  b,    (I),    (B). 

[a]  The  partnership  property  need 
not  be  speeifloally  set  forth  in  the  biU, 
Dunlap  V.  Byers,  110  Mich.  109,  67 
N.  W.  1067. 
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partners'  names"^  and  interests.**  The  facts  constituting  the  grounds  for 
seeking  a  dissolution  should  be  alleged,*'  and  the  grounds  for  an  ac- 
counting or  other  equitable  relief.'"  It  must  appear  from  the  bill  that 
there  are  unsettled  accounts  growing  out  of  the  business  of  the  alleged 
partnership,'^  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  defendant  is  in- 
debted to  the  complainant  on  an  accounting.'^  Nor  is  it  necessary  that 
complainant  offer  to  pay  any  balance  found  against  him,  or  to  other- 
wise do  equity,  as  the  court  will  do  all  justice  between  the  parties.'* 

Where  Dissolution  Not  Sought.  — Where  it  is  sought  to  obtain  an  ac- 
counting without  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,'*  facts  must  be 
alleged  in  the  bill  showing  that  such  an  accounting  is  essential  to  the 
continuance  of  the  business,'^  or  that  some  special  and  unusual  reason 


87.  Glover  v.  Hembree,  82  Ala.  324, 
8  So.  251. 

88.  Glover  v.  Hembree,  82  Ala.  324, 
8  So.  251;  E^ederick;  v.  Cooper,  3  Iowa 
171. 

[a]  A  statement  of  the  capital  put 
into  the  partnership  by  a  partner  (1), 
as  well  as  the  amount  taken  out  by 
a  partner,  has  in  some  states  been  held 
necessary  (Fla. — Nims  v.  Nims,  23  Pla. 
69,  1  So.  527.  la. — Cooper  v.  Frederick, 
4  G.  Gr.  403.  N.  J. — Patterson  v.  Sad- 
ler, 71  N.  J.  Eq.  315,  63  Atl.  1115); 
(2)  in  others  not.  Bufkin  v.  Boyce,  104 
Ind.  53,  3  N.  E.  615;  Kimble  v.  Seal, 
92  Ind.  276. 

89.  U.  S.— Einstein  v.  Schnebly,  89 
Fed.  540.  Ala. — Dugger  v.  Tutwiler, 
129  Ala.  258,  30  So.  91.  Ky. — Havner 
V.  Stephens,  22  Ky.  L.  Bep.  498,  58 
S.  W.  372.  N.  Y. — Waite  v.  Aborn,  60 
App.  Div.  521,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  967.  Tex. 
Wright  V.  Ross,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  207, 
70  S.  W.  234. 

[a]  If,  however,  the  partnership  is 
subject  to  dissolution  at  the  wUl  of 
either  partner,  it  is  necessary  only  for 
the  complainant  to  allege  that  the  firm 
had,  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  been 
dissolved.  Einstein  v.  Schnebly,  89  Fed. 
540;  Wright  V.  Eoss,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
207,  70  S.  W.  234. 

90.  Einstein  v.  Schnebly,  89  Fed. 
540. 

[a]  Lack  of  adequate  remedy  at 
law  may  sufficiently  appear  from  the 
facts  stated.  Pine  Cliffs  Farms  v.  Col- 
lier, 92  Misc.  269,  156  N.  T.  Supp.  293. 
See  the  title  "Legal  Eemedy." 

91.  Ala. — Dugger  v.  Tutwiler,  129 
Ala.  258,  30  So.  91;  Haynes  v.  Shorx, 
88  Ala.  562,  7  So.  157.  Cal.— Young 
V.  Pearson,  1  Cal.  448.  Conn. — Canfleld 
V.  Hard,  6  Conn.  180.  111. — Bracken  v. 
Kennedy,  4  111.  558;  Acme  Copying  Co. 
V.  McLure,  41  HI.  App.  397.    Ind.— De- 


hority  v.  Nelson,  56  Ind.  414.  Kan. 
Carlin  v.  l)onegan,  15  Kan.  495.  La. 
Borah  v.  O'Niell,  116  La.  672,  41  So. 
29.  Minn. — Stern  v.  Harris,  40  Minn. 
209,  41  N.  W.  1036.  Mo.— Pope  v. 
Salsman,  35  Mo.  362.  N.  Y. — Luding- 
ton  V.  Taft,  10  Barb.  447.  Ohio.— Gray 
V.  Kerr,  46  Ohio  St.  652,  23  N.  E.  136. 
Ore. — Holladay  v.  Elliott,  3  Ore.  340. 
R.  I. — Congdon  v.  Aylsworth,  16  E.  I. 
281,  18  Atl.  247.  Tex.— Wright  v.  Eoss, 
30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  207,  70  S.  W.  234. 

92.  Wilcoxon  v.  Wilcoxon,  199  III. 
244,  65  N.  E.  229. 

[a]  But  see  Hunt  v.  Gorden,  52 
Miss.  194,  wherein  the  court  said.  "A 
partner  who  impleads  his  associate  for 
a  settlement  must  aver  and  prove,  if 
denied,  an  indebtedness  to  himself,  or 
at  least  a  probable  indebtedness." 

93.  Colo. — Continental  Divide  Min, 
luv.  Co.  V.  Bliley,  23  Colo.  160,  46  Pac. 
633;  Craig  v.  Chandler,  6  Colo.  543. 
Ga.— Wells  V.  Strange,  5  Ga.  22.  111. 
Wilcoxon  V.  Wilcoxon,  199  111.  244,  65 
N.  E.  229;  Qninn  v.  McMahon,  40  111. 
App.  593.  Tex. — Wright  v.  Ross,  30 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  207,  70  S.  W.  234.  W.  Va. 
Marshall  v.  Anderson,  92  S.  E.  421; 
Hyre  v.  Lambert,  37  W.  Va.  26,  16  S. 
E.  446, 

[a]  "Under  the  ancient  equity  prac- 
tice, where  one  sued  for  an  accounting, 
it  was  necessary  to  offer  in  his  bill 
to  do  equity  by  an  averment  of  his 
willingness  to  pay  any  balance  that 
might  be  found  owing  from  him  to  the 
defendant.  But  such  averment  has  for 
many  years  been  presumed,  and  tie 
bill  is  not  defective  if  the  same  is 
omitted  therefrom. ' '  Craig  v.  Chandler, 
6  Colo.  543. 

94.  See  supra,  I,  C,  1,  b. 

95.  Lord  v.  Hull,  178  N.  Y.  9,  70 
N.  E.  69,  102  Am.  St.  Kep.  484. 
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exists  to  make  such  an  accounting  necessary.** 

Where  all  the  partners  are  not  before  the  court,  the  bill  should  con- 
tain facts  showing  that  the  interests  of  the  absent  partners  will  not 
be  prejudicially  affecied,^^  or  allege  facts  which  will  justify  the  court 
to  proceed  to  judgment  notwithstanding  the  absence  of  parties  whose 
presence  is  ordinarily  indispensable.*' 

Where  there  has  been  a  voluntary  final  settlement  the  bill  must  al- 
lege the  particular  facts  as  to  such  accident,  mistake  or  fraud  as  would 
justify  equitable  interference.^^  . 

(II.)  Joinder  of  Causes.i  — A  bill  for  a  general  account  and  settle- 
ment of  a  partnership  may  embrace  every  object  necessary  to  its  com- 
plete adjustment  without  being  demurrable  for  multifariousness,^  and 
they  may  all  properly  be  embraced  in  a  single  count.^  But  a  cause  of 
action  for  the  settlement  of  partnership  accounts  cannot  be  joined 
with  one  to  recover  from  the  heirs  or  representatives  of  a  deceased 
partner  the  balance  which  may  be  found  due  the  plaintiff.*  In  action 
for  the  settlement  of  one  partnership,  the  settlement  of  another  and 
different  partnership  in  which  the  parties  may  be  interested,  cannot 
be  asked  for.^ 

Merely  personal  claims  between  the  partners  are    not    cognizable    in 


96.  Lord  v.  Hull,  178  N.  Y.  9,  70 
N.  E.  69,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  484. 

97.  Ala.— Webb  v.  Butler,  196  Ala. 
181,  72  So.  31.  Colo.— Lynch  v.  Foley, 
32  Colo.  110,  76  Pac.  370.  111.— Thick- 
son  V.  Barry,  138  111.  App.  100.  Me. 
Mudgett  V.  Gager,  52  Me.  541.  Mass. 
Towle  V.  Pierce,  12  Mete.  329,  46  Am. 
Dec.  679,  that  absent  partners  were 
' '  beyond  the  reach  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,"  and  that  they  had  re- 
ceived their  full  share  of  the  partner- 
ship effects. 

[a]  ' '  While  all  partners  would  prima 
facie  be  necessary  parties,  and  might 
under  any  conditions  be  proper  par- 
ties, equity  pleading  would  not  forbid 
averment  and  proof  dispensing  with 
the  necessity  of  making  them  parties 
to  the  cause."  Webb  v.  Butler,  196 
Ala.  181,  72  So.  31. 

As  to  necessary  or  proper  parties, 
see  supra,  I,  C,  3,  b. 

98.  Lynch  v.  Foley,  32  Colo.  110,  76 
Pac.  370. 

99.  Ala. — Broda  v.  Greenwald,  66 
Ala.  538.  Alaska. — Pearce  v.  Suther- 
land, 4  Alas'ka  120.  Fla. — Durham  v. 
Edwards,  50  Fla.  495,  38  So.  926.  Ind. 
Meredith  v.  Ewing,  85  Ind.  410.  Ky. 
Loesser  v.  Loesser,  81  Ky.  139;  Lee's 
Admrs.  v.  Eeed,  4  Dana  109.  Mo. — Mc- 
Mahill  V.  Jenkins,  69  Mo.  App.  279. 
N.  J. — Parkhurst  v.  Muir,  7  N.  J.  Eq. 
555.     R.  I. — Chapman  v.  Chapman,  13 
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E.  I.  680.  Tex. — Merriwether  •».  Harde- 
man, 51  Tex.  436.  W.  Va.— Mahnke 
V.  Neale,  23  W.  Va.  57,  bill  will  b« 
dismissed  in  absence  of  such  aver- 
ment. 

[a]  General  Allegation  of  Fraud  or 
Mistake  Insufficient. — Loesser  i;.  Loes- 
ser, 81  Ky.  139.  See  the  titles  "Fraud 
and  Deceit;"   "Mistake." 

1.  See  generally  the  titles  "Du- 
plicity;" "Joinder  of  Actions;" 
' '  Multifariousness. ' ' 

2.  Cal.— Doudell  v.  Shoo,  20  Gal. 
App.  424,  129  Pac.  478,  wherein  the 
bill  prayed  for  the  establishment  of  the 
existence  of  the  partnership  and  for 
an  accounting,  and  also  for  an  injunc- 
tion and  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver. Ga.— Wells  V.  Strange,  5  Ga. 
22.  Minn.— Palmer  v.  Tyler,  15  Minn. 
106,  an  accounting,  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver,  that  a  fraudulent  transfer 
be  adjudged  void  and  the  property  de 
livered  to  the  receiver,  and  for  an  in 
junction  against  the  transferee. 

3.  Bremner  v.  Leavitt,  109  Cal.  130 
41  Pac.  859. 

4.  Blakely  v.  Smock,  96  Wis.  611 
71  N.  W.  1052. 

5.  Corner  v.  Gilman,  53  Md.  364. 
See  also  Pa. — Luzier  v.  Naylor  Line  & 
Twine  Co.,  8  Pa.  Dist.  632.  Tenn. 
Carey  v.  Williams,  1  Lea  51.  Wis. 
Dimond  v.  Henderson,  47  Wis.  172.  2 
N.  W.  73.  ' 
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an, action  to  take  and  settle  partnership  accounts,*  although  where  the 
transactions  are  very  closely  intermingled,  such  claims  are  sometimes 
considered.'' 

(III.)  Prayer.8  —The  proper  and  ordinary  form  of  prayer  for  set- 
tlement of  an  account  between  partners  is,  that  an  account  may  be 
taken  by  and  under  the  decree  and  direction  of  the  court,  of  all  the 
partnership  dealings  and  transactions  between  the  complainant  and 
the  defendant.^  Although  the  prayer  in  such  a  suit  should  not  be 
for  a  decree  for  a  specific  amount,^"  yet  such  a  prayer  will  not  change 
the  action  into  a  mere  demand  for  money.^^  A  prayer  for  general  re- 
lief authorizes  all  ordinary  decrees  which  the  pleadings  and  evidence 
may  justify.'^ 

If  the  bill  is  filed  pending  the  partnership,  it  must  either  directly 
pray  for  a  dissolution,  or  show  that  a  dissolution  is  contemplated.^^ 


6.  Ark. — Jones  v.  Jones,  23  Ark.  212. 
Fla. — Nims  V.  Nims,  23  Fla.  69,  1  So. 
527;  Robertson  v.  Baker,  11  Fla.  192, 
230.  lU.— Hanks  v.  Baber,  53  111.  292. 
Ky. — Scott  V.  Perry's  Admr.,  17  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  746,  32  S.  W.  401.  Mich.— Wells 
V.  Babeoek,  56  Mich.  276,  22  N.  W.  809, 
27  N.  W.  575;  Gordon  v.  Gordon,  49 
Mich.  501,  13  N.  W.  834.  Miss.— Free- 
man V.  Finnall,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  623. 
N.  J.— Smith  V.  Wood,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  74. 
Tenn. — Looney  v.  Gilleuwaters,  11 
Heisk.  133,  cannot  be  included,  if  ex- 
cepted to.  Tex. — Santleben  v.  Froboese, 
17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  626,  43  S.  W.  571. 
Wis.— Green  v.  Stacy,  90  Wis.  46,  62 
N.  W.  627;  Smith  v.  Diamond,  86  Wis. 
359,  56  N.  W.  922;  Sprout  v.  Crowley, 
30  Wis.  187. 

Set-off  of  personal  claim,  see  infra, 
I,  C,  6,  b,  (II). 

7.  Monroe  v.  Hamilton,  47  Ala.  217 
(mortgage  upon  defendant's  share  of 
the  partnership  assets  to  secure  his  in- 
dividual debt  to  complainant  may  be 
foreclosed  in  a  suit  for  an  accounting 
of  the  partnership  between  them); 
Evans  v.  Bryan,  95  N.  C.  174,  59  Am. 
Eep.  233;  Eoyster  v.  Johnson,  73  N.  0. 
474. 

[a]  Individual  Debt  Growing  Out 
of  Partnership. — In  stating  an  account 
between  an  executor  and  the  surviving 
partner  of  the  testator,  it  is  not  error 
to  charge  the  surviving  partner  with 
the  value  of  a  note,  due  the  testator  of 
the  plaintiff  individually,  if  such  note 
arose  from,  or  grew  out  of  the  business 
of  the  copartnership.  Eoyster  v.  John- 
son, 73  N.  C.  474. 

8.  See  generally  the  title  "Prayer," 
and  4  Standaed  Peoc.  136. 

9.  Ala. — Haynes  v.    Short,   88   Ala. 


562,  7  So.  157.  lU.— Winchester  v. 
Grosvenor,  48  111.  517;  Quinu  v.  Mc- 
Mahau,  40  111.  App.  593.  Ind.— Miller 
V.  Eapp,  135  Ind.  614,  34  N.  E.  981,  35 
^.  E.  693.  La. — Eichard  v.  Mouton,  106 
La.  435,  30  So.  894.  Ohio. — Peck  v. 
Cavagna,  7  Ohio  Dec.  142.  Tex. — Wright 
V.  Eoss,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  207,  70  S.  W. 
234.  W.  Va.— Wood  v.  Wood,  50  W. 
Va.  570,  40  S.  E.  416. 

[aj  One  Item. — The  prayer  should 
not  a'sk  for  the  settlement  of  but  one 
item  of  the  partnership  account. 
Haynes  v.  Short,  88  Ala.  562,  7  So. 
157. 

[b]  Prayer  for  Accounting  Held  To 
Be  Included. — A  prayer  by  one  part- 
ner, that  his  copartner  may  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  over  to  him  one-half  of 
the  net  profits  of  the  partnership, 
includes  within  it  a  prayer  that  an 
account  of  the  partnership  may  be 
taken.  Bennett  v.  Woolfolk,  15  Ga. 
213. 

10.  Eichard  v.  Mouton,  106  La.  435, 
30  So.  894;  Arnold  v.  Sinclair,  11 
Mont.  556,  29  Pac.  340,  28  Am.  St. 
Eep.  489. 

11.  Ind. — Miller  v.  Eapp,  135  Ind. 
614,  34  N.  E.  981,  35  N.  E.  693.  La. 
Eichard  v.  Mouton,  106  La.  -J35,  30 
So.  894.  Mont. — Arnold  v.  Sinclair, 
11  Mont.  556,  29  Pac.  340,  28  Am. 
St.  Eep.  489. 

12.  111.— Veneman  v.  Buckle,  120 
111.  App.  251.  La. — Stark  v.  Howcott, 
118  La.  489,  43  So.  61.  Borah  v. 
O'Neill,  116  La.  672,  41  So.  29.  Mich. 
Miller  v.  Casey,  176  Mich.  221,  142 
N.  W.  589. 

13.  Coville  V.  Gilman,  13  W.  Va. 
314. 
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(IV.)  Amendment.  —  The  bill  cr  complaint  may  be  amended  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.^* 

b.  Defensive  Pleadings.  —  (I.)  Generally.  —  The  defendant 's  plead- 
ings follow  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated. ^°  A  previous  volun- 
tary final  settlement  must  be  specially  pleaded.^* 

(11.)  Set-off,  Counterclaim  and  Kecoupment.iT  —Though  the  right  of  a 
partner  to  plead  a  set-off  or  counterclaim  in  an  action  for  a  partner- 
ship accounting  has  been  denied,^*  the  prevailing  rule  undoubtedly  is 
that  in  such  actions,  where  no  creditors'  rights  intervene,  a  partner 
may  within  the  limitations  of  the  code  provisions'^  assert  any  set-off,^° 


14.  See  the  titles  "Amendments 
and  Jeofails;"  "Bills  and  Answers;" 
"New  Cause  of  Action  or  Defense." 

[a]  An  amendment  setting  up  a 
general  partnership  in  place  of  a 
special  partnership  alleged  in  the 
original  bijl  for  an  accounting  is  prop- 
erly permitted.  Weber  &  Co.  v.  Kem- 
per Bros.,  8  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  403, 
does  not  state  a  different  cause  of 
action. 

[b]  Amendment  of  prayer  to  ask 
for  equitable  in  place  of  legal  relief, 
where  complaint  shows  grounds  for 
equitable  relief.  Walsh  v.  McKeen,  75 
Cal.  519,  17  Pac.  673.  See  generally 
1  Standard  Prog.  925;  4  Standard 
PBGC.  195;   6  Standard  Pbgc.  719. 

[c]  Ambiguous  averments  as  to  the 
terms  of  the  partnership  may  be 
amended.  Rose  v.  Moate,  144  Ga.  316, 
87  S.  E,   20. 

15.  See  1  Standard  Prog.  291;  and 
also  the  titles  "Bills  and  Amswers;" 
"Pleas  In  Equity." 

[a]  A  denial  of  the  existence  of 
the  partnership  must  be  supported  by 
an  answer  and  discovery  as  to  every 
circumstance  charged  in  the  bill  as 
evidence  of  the  copartnership.  Bverit 
V.  Watts,  10  Paige  (N.  Y.)  82;  Sanders 
V.  King,  6  Mad.  61,  56  Eng.  Eeprint 
1013. 

[b]  A  failure  to  answer  the  bill  for 
an  accounting  admits  all  traversable 
averments  therein.  Acme  Copying  Co. 
17.  McLure,  41  111.  App.  397. 

[c]  A  demurrer  for  want  of  equity 
is  the  proper  objection  if  the  bill  does 
not  exhibit  a  case  for  the  interference 
of  a  court  of  equity  to  settle  the 
affairs  of  the  partnership^  Eeed  v. 
Johnson,  24  Me.  322. 

[d]  Failure  to  object  to  lack  of 
equitable  jurisdiction,  see  Watts  v. 
Adler,  130  N.  Y.  646,  29  N.  E.  131, 
3  Silv.  585,  and  18  Standard  Proc.  866 

16.  Gleason  v.  Van  Aernam,  9  Ore. 
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343.    See  1  Standard  Proc.  291. 

17.  See  generally  the  title  "Set- 
off,   Counterclaim    and    Eecoupment." 

18.  Smith  V.  Diamond,  86  Wis.  359, 
56  N.  W.  922.  See  also  Pendleton  v. 
Beyer,  94  Wis.  31,  68  N.  W.  415. 

[a]  "The  reason  is  plain.  A  part- 
ner has  no  claim  against  his  copartner. 
*  *  *  But  if  he  owes  an  individual  debt 
to  his  copartner  (as  in  the  case  just 
cited)  the  firm  has  nothing  to  do  with 
it,  and  a  claim  therefor  by  the  cred- 
itor partner  cannot  have  any  place  in 
an  action  to  dissolve  the  partnership 
and  settle  its  affairs."  Smith  v.  Dia- 
mond, 86  Wis.  359,  56  N.  W.  922. 

19.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  general  code  prorisions 
respecting  counterclaim  would  permit 
(1)_  a  partner  to  counterclaim,  in  an 
Action  for  accounting,  for  any  cause  of 
action  arising  out  of  the  same  trans- 
action or  a  transaction  connected  with 
the  same  subject  matter  (More  v. 
Rand,  60  N.  Y.  208;  Brown  v.  Denni- 
son,  28  App.  Div.  535,  51  N.  Y.  Supp. 
300),  or  (2)  for  any  other  cause  of 
action  on  contract  (Petrakion  v.  Ar- 
belly,  23  Civ.  Proc.  183,  26  N.  Y.  Supp. 
731),  (3)  existing  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  accounting.  Petrakion  v. 
Arbelly,  23  Civ.  Proc.  183,  26  N.  Y 
Supp.  731. 

[b]  That  an  accounting  is  an  ac- 
tion on  contract  within  the  provisions 
of  the  code  allowing  a  counterclaim  in 
such  cases  as  to  any  other  cause  of 
action  on  contract  existing  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  see  Petra- 
kion V.  Arbelly,  23  Civ.  Proc.  183,  26 
N.  Y.  Supp.  731.  But  see  Smith  v. 
Diamond,  86  Wis.  359,  56  N.  W.  922. 

20.  tJ.  S.— Warren  v.  Burnham,  32 
led.  579.  Ky.— Swafford's  Admr  v 
White,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  119,  89  S.  W. 
129;  Wathen  v.  Russell,  20  Ky.  L.  Ren 
709,  47  S.  W.  437.    N.'  Y.-Newhall  ?! 
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counterclaim,^^  or  recoupment,^^  which  ,he  may  have.  And  inde- 
pendently of  the  codes  he  could  avail  himself  of  a  legal,^^  or  under 
certain  circumstances,  of  an  equitable^*  set-off. 

(III.)  Cross-Bill.  -As  a  general  rule,  where  a  party's  right  to  a  de- 
cree depends  upon  affirmative  matter,  cross-demands  or  set-off,  a  cross- 
bill should  be  fUed,^°  but  in  case  of  a  partnership  accounting  the  courts 
have  recognized  an  exception  to  this  rule^°  by  giving  a  judgment  for 
a  balance  found  due  a  defendant,  even  though  no  cross-bill  is  filed 
seeking  the  same.^^    But  the  exception  only  applies  as  to  the  adjust- 


Wyatt,  68  Hun  1,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  828, 
52  N.  Y.  St.  456. 

[a]  Though  the  accounting  is 
among  several  partners  a  contract  de- 
mand of  one  partner  is  available  as 
a  set-off  or  counterclaim  against  an- 
other as  to  whom  a  balance  is  due. 
Kenimerer  v.  Kemmerer,  85  Iowa  193, 
52  N.  W.  194. 

fb]  The  Independent  personal  de- 
mands of  one  partner  against  another 
may  be  set  off.  Warren  v.  Burnham, 
32  Fed.  579;  Watheu  v.  Eiiasell,  20  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  709,  47  S.  W.  437. 

[n]  Where  it  arises  in  connection 
with  the  partnership  (1)  the  claim 
may  be  set  off  or  counterclaimed 
(Swaf ford's  Admr.  v.  White,  28  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  119,  89  S.  W.  129'),  unless  (2) 
the  demand  is  an  item  in  the  account- 
ing to  be  had  (Eeeves  v.  Bushby,  25 
Misc.  226,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  70),  as  for 
example,  (3)  a  claim  for  a  share  of 
the  expenses  or  outlays  of  the  defend- 
ant in  the  business.  Eeeves  v.  Bushby, 
25  MiBC.  226,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  70. 

21.  Kemmerer  ■».  Kemmerer,  85 
Iowa.  193,  52  N".  W.  194;  Eeeves  v. 
Bushby,  25  Misc.  226,  55  N.  Y. 
Supp.  70. 

[a]  Indebtedness  for  moneys  loaned 
to  partner  pleaded  as  counterclaim. 
Petrakion  v.  Arbelly,  23  Civ.  Proc. 
183,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  731. 

[b]  Counterclaim  dn  a  note  due 
from  plaintiff  partner  to  one  of  de- 
fendant partners.  Kemmerer  v.  Kem- 
merer, 85  Iowa  193,  52  N.  W.  194. 

[e]  A  counterclaim  for  damages 
for  fraud  (1)  in  inducing  the  defend- 
ant to  enter  into  the  copartnership  is 
pleadable  (More  v.  Eand,  60  N.  Y. 
208),  though  (2)  the  claim  exist  in 
favor  of  defendant  partners  jointly. 
More  V.  Eand,  60  N.  Y.  208. 

[d]  Claim  for  damages  for  violat- 
ing the  partnership  agreement  proper 
subject  of  counterclaim.  Brown  v. 
Deiinison,  28  App.  Div.  535,  51  N.  Y. 
Supp.  300;  Eeevesi  v.  Bushby,  25  Misc. 


226,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  70. 

22.  McConnell  v.  Stubbs,  124  Ga. 
1038,  53  S.  E.  698. 

[aj  Bscoupment  for  fraud  and  neg- 
lect resulting  in  damage  to  the  firm. 
McConnell  v.  Stubbs,  124  Ga.  1038,  53 
S.  E.  698. 

23.  Jones  v.   Jones,   23  Ark.   212. 
[a]     Money  paid  by  one  partner  as 

the  other's  security  may  be  set  off 
against  a  sum  found  due  the  latter 
on  partnership  accounting  to  the  ex- 
tent of  extinguishing  that  claim,  but 
cannot  be  made  the  foundation  of  a 
decree.     Jones  v.  Jones,  23  Ark.  212. 

24.  Pendleton  v.  Beyer,  94  Wis.  31, 
68  N.  W.  415.  But  see  Smith  v. 
Diamond,  86  Wis.  359,  56  N.  W.  922. 

[a]  Where  the  plaintiS  is  insolvent 
equity  may,  independently  of  the  stat- 
ute relating  to  set-offs,  allow  a  set-off 
of  claims  of  defendants  against  the 
plaintiff,  upon  which  actions  at  law 
would  be  futile,  even  though  such 
claims  grow  out  of  matters  entirely 
outside  the  partnership  transactions. 
Pendleton  v.  Bever,  94  Wis.  31,  68 
N.   W.  415. 

25.  Saunders  v.  Wood,  15  Ark.   24. 

26.  Craig  v.   Chandler,  6   Colo.   543. 

27.  Axk. — Saunders  v.  Wood,  15 
Ark.  24.  Colo. — Craie  v.  Chandler,  6 
Colo.  543.  111. — Wilcoxon  v.  Wilcoxon, 
199  m.  244,  65  N.  E.  229;  House  v. 
John  Linn  &  Co..  179  111.  App.  114; 
Wilcoxon  V.  Wildoxon,  111  111.  App. 
90.  Me.— Little  v.  Merrill,  62  Me. 
328.  Md.— Hunt  v.  Stuart,  53  Md. 
225;  Grove  v.  Fresh,  9  Gill  &  J.  280; 
Hall  V.  McPherson,  3  Bland  529.  Mich. 
Wyatt  V.  Sweet,  48  Mich.  539,  12  N. 
W.  692,  13  N.  W.  525.  N.  H.— Eay- 
raond  V.  Came,  45  N.  H.  201.  N.  J. 
Johnson  v.  Buttler,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  35; 
Scott  V.  Lalor's  Exrs..  18  N.  J.  Eq. 
301.  N.  Y.— White  v.  Eeed,  124  N.  Y. 
468,  26  N.  E.  1037;  Cook  v.  Jenkins, 
79  N.  Y.  575  Cvalue  of  partnership 
good  will  purchased  bv  plaintiff  under 
an   agreement   is   procer    item    of    ac- 
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ment  of  the  partnership  accounts,^*  and  if  one  of  the  defendants  de- 
sires afSrmative  relief  upon  grounds  other  than  that  of  an  adjust- 
ment and  balancing  the  accounts  of  the  partners,  he  must  file  a  cross- 
bill therefor.29 

7.  Issues,  Proof  and  Variance.  —  In  an  action  for  a  partnership 
accounting,  any  item  connected  with  the  accounting  of  the  partnership 
business  may  be  adjudicated.'"  The  amount  of  advances  or  loans  made 
by  a  partner  to  the  firm  or  of  money  paid  or  debts  settled  by  him  for 
the  firm  out  of  his  private  funds  can  be  ascertained  only  in  an  action 
for  an  accounting.**     Under  an  allegation  that  three  persons  were 


count  to  be  conaideredl:  Scott  v.  Pink- 
erton,  3  Edw.  Ch.  70:  Boyd  v.  Foot, 
5  Bosw.  110;  Beeves  v.  Bushby,  25 
Misc.  226,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  70.  Teon. 
Fisher  v.  Stovall,  85  Tenn.  316,  2  S. 
W.  567;  Allen  v.  Allen,  11  Heiak.  387. 
W.  Va.— Hyre  v.  Lamb«rt,  37  W.  Va. 
26,  16  S.  B.  446.  Wis. — Hutchinson  v. 
Paige,  67  Wis.  206,  29  N.  W.  908. 

i^  to  wben  cross-bill  is  unnecessary 
for  aJ&imative  relief  generally,  see  6 
Standard  Proc.  267. 

[a]  The  benefit  of  the  prayer  of 
the  bill  is  extended  to  the  defendant 
as  well  as  to  the  complainant,  as  to 
all  matters  within  the  scope  of  the 
bill.  Wilcoxon  v.  Wilcoxon,  199  111. 
244,  65  N.  E.  229. 

[b]  Su'Ch  decree  as  the  equity  of 
the  case  may  require  may  be  rendered 
irrespective  of  whether  a  cross-bill  is 
filed.  Wilcoxon  v.  ^ilcoxon,  199  111. 
244,  65  N.  E.  229;  Atkinson  v.  Cash, 
79  111.  53. 

[c]  As  between  several  defendants 
the  rule  applies  and  where  a  balance 
is  found  due  from  onei  to  the  other,  it 
may  be  awarded  as  if  each  was  a 
plaintiff  in  a  bill  against  the  others. 
Acme  Copying  Co.  v.  McClure,  41  111. 
App.  397. 

fdj  The  decree  for  such  balance  Is 
said  (1)  to  rest  upon  the  plaintiff's 
bill  (Craig  v.  Chandler,  6  Colo.  543), 
in  (2)  that  he  offers  therein  to  do 
equity.  House  v.  John  Linn  &  Co., 
179  111.  App.  114.  (3)  And  even 
though  no  such  offer  is  contained  in 
the  bill  it  will  be  presumed.  Craig  v. 
Chandler,  6  Colo.  543. 

28.  Wilcoxon  v.  Wilcoxon,  199  111. 
244,  65  N.  E.  229. 

29.  Wilcoxon  v.  Wilcoxon,  199  111. 
244,  65  N.  B.  229;  Price  v.  Blackmore, 
65  111.  386;  Norman  v.  Hudleston,  64 
111.  11;  Helmer  v.  Yetzer,  92  Iowa  627, 
61  N.  W.  206. 

[a]    Recovery    of    Lossea.  —  Where 
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defendant  simply  denies  plaintiff's 
claim  that  a  profit  was  made  in  their 
partnership  business,  and  the  evidence 
shows  a  loss,  he  cannot  under  such 
denial  recover  half  of  such  loss  from 
the  plaintiff.  Helmer  v.  Yetzer,  92 
Iowa  627,  61  N.  W.  206. 

30.  Lesh  V.  Davison,  181  Ind.  429, 
104  N.  E.  642;  Lesh  v.  Bailev,  49  Ind. 
App.  254,  71  N.  E.  507;  Burbank  v. 
Oglesby,  35  La.  Ann.  1201. 

[aj  A  claim  for  damages  sustained 
through  the  misconduct  of  one  partner 
in  the  management  of  the  firm's  busi- 
ness or  affairs  may  be  determined. 
Sweet  V.  Morrison,  103  N.  Y.  235,  8 
N.  B.  396;  HoUister  v.  Simonson,  36 
App.  Div.  63,  55  N".  Y.  Supp.  372; 
Reeves  v.  Bushby,  25  Misc.  226,  55 
N".  Y.  Supp.  70;  Doupe  v.  Stewart,  13 
Grant  Ch.   (Can.)   637. 

[bj  But  injury  to  the  individual 
property  of  one  partner  used  in  the 
partnership  business  is  not  a  proper 
item  for  consideration  in  a  partnership 
accounting.  Haller  v.  Willamowicz,  23 
Ark.  566,^  remedy  is  in  law. 

[c]  _  The  affairs  of  another  company 
in_  which  the  parties  are  also  partners, 
jointly  with  others,  cannot  be  consid- 
ered. Bishop  V.  Bishop,  54  Conn.  232, 
6  Atl.  426,  notwithstanding  the  parties' 
agreement  that  they  might  be  settled. 

31.  Ark.— Johnson  v.  Peck,  58  Ark. 
580,  25  S.  W.  865.  Conn.— Bishop  i;. 
Bishop,  54  Conn.  232,  6  Atl.  426.  Idaho. 
Haskins  v.  Curran,  4  Idaho  573,  43 
Pac.  559.  Ind.— Coleman  v.  Coleman, 
78  Ind.  344.  La.— Reddick  v.  White, 
46  La.  Ann.  1198,  15  So.  487;  Hen- 
negin  v.  Wilcoxon,  13  La.  Ann.  576. 
N.  J. — Davis  V.  Minch,  80  N.  J.  L. 
214,  76  Atl.  328;  Sieghortner  v.  Weis- 
senborn,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  172;  Hill  v 
Beach,  12  N".  J.  Eq.  31.  Ore.— Mc- 
Donald V.  Holmes,  22  Ore.  212,  29  Pac. 
735.  Pa.— Murray  v.  Herrick,  171  Pa. 
21,  32  Atl.  1125;  Holbert  c.  Herrick, 
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partners,  it  may  be  shown,  without  amendment  that  but  two  consti- 
tuted the  firm.^^  But  where  a  cause  of  action  is  based  upon  an  el- 
leged  partnership  between  two  persons,  the  failure  to  prove  it  as  al- 
leged is  not  a  mere  variance  but  a  ease  of  failure  to  prove  the  cause 
of  action  alleged.'^ 

8.  Dismissal  of  Bill.  — A  partner  who  has  filed  a  bill  for  a  part- 
nership accounting  may  dismiss  it  in  accordance  with  the  general 
rules  elsewhere  discussed.^*  After  a  bill  for  an  accounting  has  reached 
a  decree  that  the  parties  do  account  with  each  other,'"  or  that  the  part- 
nership be  dissolved,^'  no  voluntary  dismissal  can  be  entered  therein. 
The  court  will  dismiss  the  bill  praying  for  an  account  and  settlement 
of  the  partnership  affairs,  where  it  is  impossible,  upon  the  pleadings 
and  evidence,  to  ascertain  what  the  account  is  and  render  a  decree 
which  will  do  justice  between  the  parties.'^     Where  matter,  alleged 


171  Pa.  25,  32  Atl.  1125;  Crow  v. 
Green,  111  Pa.  637,  5  Atl.  23.  Tex. 
Danforth  v.  Levin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
156  S.   W.  569. 

See  supra,  I,  A,  1,  a. 

32.  Chalmers  v.  Chalmers,  81  Cal. 
81,  22  Pac.  395;  Bass  v.  Taylor,  34 
Miss.  342. 

S3.  Buckley  v.  Kelly,  70  Conn.  411, 
39  Atl.  601  (where  the  bill  asks  for 
the  settlement  of  the  partnership  as 
beginning  from  a  certain  date,  the  ac- 
counts of  a  partnership  existing  be- 
fore such  date  will  not  be  considered, 
as  it  is  a  matter  outside  the  plead- 
ings) ;  Moran  v.  Bentley,  69  Conn.  392, 
37  Atl.  1092;  Miller  v.  Casey,  176  Mich. 
221,  142  N.  W.  589,  allegation  of  exist- 
ence of  partnership  as  to  one  trans- 
action not  sustained  by  proof  of  a 
partnership  between  the  parties  as  to 
another  transaction. 

34.  See  the  title  "Dismissal,  Dis- 
continuance and  Nonsuit,"  and  the 
following  cases:  HI. — Jackson  v.  Lahee, 
114  HI.  287,  2  N.  E.  172.  Mo.— Worth- 
ington  V.  White,  42  Mo.  462,  wherein 
the  plaintiff  dismissed  his  bill  after 
the  receiver  filed  a  report  showing  a 
full  settlement  of  the  partnership  had 
been  reached  between  the  parties. 
N.  J. — Ross  V.  Titsworth,  37  N.  J. 
Eq.  333.  N.  Y. — Waring  v.  Eobinson, 
Hoffm.  Ch.  524. 

[a]  Not  Where  Defendant's  Rights 
Would  Be  Prejudiced. — Worthington  v. 
White,  42  Mo.  462;  Price  v.  Price,  21 
App.  Div.  597,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  772.  See 
generally  7  Standard  Proc.  656. 

[bl  As  Against  Creditors. — After 
the  partnership  assets  are  taken  into 
the   possession   of   a   receiver   and   the 


partnership  creditors  are  notified  by 
the  court  to  establish  their  claims, 
the  partners  will  not  be  permitted  td 
dismiss  the  suit  without  the  consent 
of  the  creditors.  lU. — Jackson  v.  Lahee, 
114  111.  287,  2  N.  E.  172.  N.  J.— Boss 
V.  Titsworth,  37  N.  J.  Eq.  333.  N.  Y. 
Holmes  v.  McDowell,  15  Hun  585  {af- 
firmed in  76  N.  T.  596);  Waring  «. 
Eobinson,  Hoffm.  Ch.  524.  B.  I. — Up- 
dike V.  Doyle,  7  B.  I.  446. 

35.  lU. — ^Wilcoxon  v.  Wileoxon,  111 
111.  App.  90.  Md. — Hall  v.  MoPherson, 
3  Bland  529.  N.  Y.— Waring  v.  Eob- 
inson, Hoffm.  Ch.  524.  E.  I. — Updike 
i\  Doyle,  7  E.  I.  446.  Tenn. — Fisher 
V.  Stovall,  85  Tenn.  316,  2  S.  W.  567. 
Wis. — Hutchinson  v.  Paige,  67  Wis. 
206,  29  N.  W.  908. 

36.  Adams  v.  Woods,  8  Cal.  152,  68 
Am.  Dec.  313;  Adams  v.  Hackett,  7 
Cal.  187. 

37.  Del. — Davidson  v.  Wilson,  3  Del. 
Ch.  307.  D.  O.— Eick  v.  Neitzy,  1 
Mackey  21.  Tla. — Nims  v.  Nims,  23 
Fla.  69,  1  So.  527;  Marvin  v.  Hamp- 
ton, 18  Fla.  131.  111.— Vermillion  v. 
Baitey,  27  HI.  230.  Ky. — Clement  v. 
Ditterline 's  Admr.,  11  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
294,  11  S.  W.  658;  Hyatt  v.  Kennedy, 
9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  860;  Bradford  v.  Ware's 
Exr.,  6  Ky.  L.  Eep.  304.  La.— Suc- 
cession of  Gassie,  42  La.  Ann.  239,  7 
So.  454.  Md.— Hall  v.  Clagett,  48  Md. 
223,  243.  N.  J.— Stout  v.  Seabrook's 
Exrs.,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  187.  Ohio.— Ogles- 
hy  V.  Thompson,  59  Ohio  St.  60,  63, 
51  N.  E.  878.  Ore.— Ashley  v.  Wil- 
liams, 17  Ore.  441,  21  Pac.  556.  Tenn. 
Maupin  v.  Daniel,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  223. 
Va.— Slater,  Myers  &  Co.  v.  Arnett,  81 
Va.  432. 
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in  bar  of  an  accounting,  is  sustained  by  the  proof,  the  bill  should  be 
dismissed.^* 

9.  Trial.  —  a.  Jury  Trial.  —  The  general  rule  that  neither  party 
to  an  equitable  action  has  a  right  to  demand,  a  jury  triaP®  applies  in  a 
suit  for  an  accounting  of  a  partnership.*"  But  the  judge  may,  as 
in  other  equity  eases,  use  a  jury  in  an  advisory  capacity  and  submit 
to  it  for  determination  such  issues  as  he  may  choose.*^ 

b.  Disposition  of  Matters  in  Bar.  —  All  matters  in  bar  of  an  ac- 
counting must  first  be  disposed  of  before  a  decree  for  an  accounting 
can  be  granted.*^  Thus  the  existence  of  the  partnership,  if  denied, 
must  be  first  proved,*^  and  the  issue  of  an  alleged  account  stated  be- 
tween the  partners  must  likewise  be  determined  in  the  negative.** 

The  hearing  upon  a  bill  for  accounting  between  partners  is  con- 
ducted in  the  same  manner  as  other  suits  in  equity.*^ 


38.  Auld  V.  Butcher,  2  Kan.  135. 
As  to  order  of  proof  aa  to  matters 

alleged  In  bar,  see  infra,  1,  C,  9,  b. 

[.a]  Upon  the  finding  that  an  al- 
leged partner  is  not  a  member  of  the 
firm,  a  nonsuit  should  be  entered  as 
to  him.  Chalmers  v.  Chalmers,  81  Cal. 
81,  22  Pac.  395. 

39.  See  8  Standard  Peoo.  496,  and 
16  Standard  Peoc.  879. 

40.  Ind. — Horn  v.  Lupton,  182  Ind. 
355,  105  N.  E.  237,  106  N.  E.  708. 
Misin. — Shipley  v.  Belduo,  93  Minn. 
414,  101  N.  W.  952;  Berkey  v.  Judd, 
34  Minn.  394.  Tex. — Hengy  v.  Hengy 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  1127. 
Wash. — Hamar  v.  Peterson,  9  Wash. 
152,  37  Pac.  309.  W.  Va.— Mahnke 
V.  Neale,  23  W.  Va.  57. 

41.  Cal.— Haight  v.  Haight,  151  Cal. 
90,  90  Pac.  197.  Kan. — Carlin  v.  Don- 
egan,  15  Kan.  495.  Minn. — Cobb  v. 
Cole,  44  Minn.  278,  46  N.  W.  364. 
Mont. — Lenahan  v.  Casey,  46  Mont. 
367,  128  Pac.  601;  Arnold  v.  Sinclair, 
11  Mont.  556,  29  Pac.  340,  28  Am. 
St.  Eep.  489,  existence  of  partnership. 
Tex. — Hengy  v.  Hengy  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  161  S.  W.  1127.  Va.— Slaugh- 
ter V.   Banner,   102   Va.   270,  46  S.   E, 

-  289.    W.  Va.— Mahnke  v.  Neale,  23  W. 
Va.  57. 

42.  Kan. — Auld  v.  Butcher,  2  Kan. 
135.  N".  J. — Hudson  v.  Trenton  L.  & 
M.  Mfg.  Co.,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  475.  N.  0. 
Smith  V.  Barringer,  74  N.  C.  665.  Pa. 
In  re  Dampf's  Appeal,  106  Pa.  72. 
Vt.— Spaulding  v.  Holmies,  ^5  Vt.  491. 

[a]  A  denial  of  plaintiff's  allega- 
tion of  an  indebtedness  to  him  makes 
it  necessary  for  him  to  show  at  least 
a  probable  indebtedness,  before  an  ac- 
counting will  be  ordered.  Hunt  v.  Gor- 
don, 52  Miss.  194. 
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43.  U.  S. — Gray  v.  Larrimore,  4 
Sawy.  638,  2  Abb.  542,  10  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  5,721.  Ark.— La  Cotts  i).  Pike,  91 
Ark.  26,  120  S.  W.  144,  134  Am.  St. 
Eep.  48.  Cal. — Hart  v.  Finigan,  71 
Cal.  578,  12  Pac.  682.  Conn.— Moran 
r.  Bentley,  69  Conn.  392,  37  Atl.  1092. 
Del.— Beybold  v.  Dodd's  Admr.,  1 
Harr.  401,  26  Am.  Dec.  401.  Fla. 
Nima  v.  Nims,  20  Fla.  204.  Minn. 
Bruner  v.  Jacobson,  115  Minn.  425,  132 
N.  W.  995.  N.  Y.— Arnold  v.  Angell, 
62  N.  Y.  508;  Salter  v.  Ham,  31  N.  Y. 
321;  Low  V.  Swartwout,  171  App.  Div. 
725,  157  N.  Y.  Supp.  1067;  Freeman 
V.  Miller,  157  App.  Div.  715,  142  N.  Y. 
Supp.  797.  Ohio.— Peek  v.  Cavagna,  7 
Ohio  Deo.  142.  Ore. — Ashley  v.  Wil- 
liams, 17  Ore.  441,  21  Pae.  556.  Pa. 
In  re  Christy's  Appeal,  92  Pa.  157; 
Collyer  v.  CoUyer,  38  Pa.  257.  S.  C. 
Askew 'a  Bepresentatives  v.  Poyas,  2 
Desaus.  Eq.  145.  Utah.— Kahn  t;.  Cen- 
tral Smelting  Co.,  2  Utah  371.  W.  Va. 
Lantz  V.  Tumlin,  74  W.  Va.  196  81 
S.   E.   820. 

[a]  Failure  to  prove  the  alleged 
partnership  defeats  the  plaintiff's  ac- 
tion. Adams  v.  Gaubert,  69  111.  585; 
Vermillion  v.  Bailey,  27  111.  230;  Ar- 
nold V.  Angell,  62  N.  Y.  508. 

44.  Kan.— Auld  v.  Butcher,  2  Kan. 
135.  N.  J. — Dickey  v.  Allen,  2  N.  J. 
Eq.  40.  N.  Y.— Heartt  v.  Corning,  3 
Paige  566.  N.  C— Clements  v.  Rogere, 
95  N.  G.  248;  Smith  v.  Barringer,  74 
N.  C.  665;  Price  v  Eceles,  73  N  C 
162. 

45.  "Wilkinson  v.  Tilden,  9  Fed.  683. 
Afl  to  the   power  of  the   court  to 

compel  the  production  of  booka  for  the 
inspection  of  the  adversary,  see  gen- 
erally, 7  Standard  Pkoc.  605. 
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10.  Rererence  To  Take  Account.  —  a.  In  General.*"  —  In  a  bill 
for  the  accounting  and  settlement  of  a  partnership  business  where  the 
items  of  account  are  many  or  complicated,  the  judge  may,  within  his 
discretion,  refer  all,*'  or  any  part**  of  the  facts  to  a  master  or  auditor, 
or  other  like  officer,  to  investigate  and  report  the  result  to  the  court. 
The  general  rule  is  that  the  facts  which  relate  to  the  gist  of  the  ac- 
tion, and  which  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  to  entitle  him  to  relief  ;*® 
must  be  proved  in  the  first  instance  before  the  reference  is  made,""" 
thus  a  reference  to  account  cannot  be  ordered  until  it  has  first  been 
determined  whether  the  parties  are  or  were  partners,^^  whether  such 
an  accounting  is  necessary.^^  The  court  may  order  a  reference  of  its 
own  motion,^^  and  without  the  consent  of  the  partners.^* 

Instructions  to  Referee,  Auditor,  etc.  —In  its  order  of  reference,  the 
court  should  settle  the  principles  of  the  accounting  and  put  them  in 
the  form  of  instructions  to  its  officer.^" 

The  procedure  before  a  master  for  a  partnership  accounting  is  the 
same  as  in  other  cases  where  a  reference  is  made.'° 

b.  Form  of  Report.^''  —  Where  a  partnership  account  is  referred 
to  a  master,  his  report  should  state  the  account  in  such  manner  that 
the  court  may  judge  whether  it  is  correct  ;°*  and  to  enable  it  to  set- 


See  generally  the  title  "Hearing." 
[a]  An  accounting  between  part- 
ners cannot  be  had  on  affidavits  on  an 
interlocutory  motion;  it  must  be  had 
in  the  orderly  progress  of  a  suit.  Wil- 
kinson V.  Tilden,  9  Fed.  683;  Wickea 
V.  Hatch,  103  App.  Div.  426,  92  N.  T. 
Supp.  1017. 

46.  See  generally  the  title  "Refer- 
ences." 

47.  Ga. — Smith  v.  Smith,  135  Ga. 
582,  69  S.  E.  1110.  la. — ^Levi  v.  Kar- 
riek,  8  Iowa  150.  Ky. — ^Bush  v.  Stam- 
per, 22  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1592,  61  8.  W. 
267.  Mich. — ^Eoelofs  v.  Wever,  119 
Mich.  334,  78  N.  W.  136.  Okla.— Con- 
ley  V.  Horner,  10  Okla.  277,  62  Pac. 
807.  S.  C— Bouland  v.  Carpin,  27  S. 
C.  235,  3  S.  B.  219. 

48.  Smith  v.  Smith,  135  Ga.  582,  69 
S.  E.  1110;  Bouland  v.  Carpin,  27  S.  C. 
235,  3  S.  E.  219. 

49.  As  to  disposition  of  matters  in 
bar,  see  supra,  I,  C,  9,  b. 

50.  Hunt  V.  Gorden,  52  Miss.  194. 

51.  Arki — Fullenwider  v.  Bank  of 
Waldo,  101  Ark.  259,  142  S.  W.  149. 
N.  Y. — Bantes  v.  Brady,  8  How.  Pr. 
216;  Jonea  v.  Lester,  77  App.  Div. 
174',  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  1000;  MeCall  v. 
Moschowitz,  14  Daly  16,  10  Civ.  Proc. 
107,  1  N.  Y.  St.  99.  Pa.— In  re  Dampf  s 
Appeal,  106  Pa.  72. 

Compare  McPeters  «.  Ray,  85  N.  C. 
462. 
62.    Hunt  V.  Gorden,  52  Mias.  194; 


Diehl  V.  Dreyer,  84  App.  Div.  247,  82 
N.  Y.  Supp.  770; 

[a]  Whether  there  has  been  a  full 
adjustment  and  settlement  between 
the  partners,  as  alleged  by  defendant. 
Wynkoop  v.  Wynkoop,  119  App.  Div. 
679,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  296. 

53.  Conley  v.  Horner,  10  Okla.  277, 
62  Pae.  807. 

54.  Conley  v.  Horner,  10  Okla.  277, 
62  Pae.  807. 

55.  Ark. — Bernie  v.  Vandever,  16 
Ark.  616.  Miss. — Randle  v.  Richard- 
son, 53  Miss.  176;  Hunt  v.  Gorden,  52 
Miss.  194.  N.  Y. — Kowing  v.  Manly, 
2  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  377,  wherein  the  court 
particularly  sets  forth  the  special  in- 
structions to  be  given  the  master  in 
case  one  partner  continues  in  business 
and  uses  the  firm  property  without  an 
accounting. 

56.  See  generally  the  title  "Ref- 
erences," and  Brockman  v.  Aulger,  12 
HI.  277. 

57.  See  9  Standard  Proc.  1043, 
1046,  and  the  title   "References." 

58.  Nims  v.  Nims,  20  Pla.  204; 
Brockman  v.  Aulger,  12  111.  277,  stat- 
ing the  amount  only  found  due  to  one 
of  the  partners  is  not  sufficient.  See 
Hunt  V.  Gorden,  52  Miss.  194. 

[a]  The  master  should  state  his  ac- 
count at  length  (1)  and  his  findings 
so  that  they  will  be  intelligible,  and 
that  the  court  may  see  the  correct- 
ness of  the  master's  inferences.  Nims 
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tie,  on  an  equitable  basis,  the  accounts  between  the  partners.'*  Wheth- 
er the  partnership  resulted  in  a  profit  or  loss,  and  to  what  extent 
should  be  shown.*" 

c.  Effect  of  Report.  —  The  effect  of  the  referee's  report  is  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  general  principles  elsewhere  treated.*^ 

11.  Determination  and  Decree.*^  —  A  court  of  equity,  having  ac- 
quired jurisdiction  for  the  settlement  of  the  accounts  and  dissolution 
of  the  partnership,  will  proceed  to  the  complete  determination  of  all 
controversies  touching  the  partnership,  of  its  demands  against  the 
members,  and  their  claims  against  the  firm,*^  but  not  of  the  demands. 


■17.  Nims,  20  Fla.  204.  See  Lannan  v. 
Clavin,  3  Kan.  17,  where  impossible  to 
give  details.  (2)  A  report  sufficiently 
itemizes  the  amounts  found  to  be  due 
to  the  complainant  without  giving  the 
details  of  the  several  items,  where  the 
itemized  statement  leaves  no  doubt  as 
to  what  was  included  in  the  fotal. 
Shadburne'  v.  Sbarbaro,  182  111.  App. 
54. 

[b]  The  evidence  upon  which  the 
conclusions  of  the  referee  are  based 
need  not  be  set  forth  in  his  report, 
unless  exception  be  taken  to  any  of 
the  referee's  conclusions,  when  so 
much  of  the  evidence  as  is  necessary 
to  bring  the  matter  intelligently  be- 
fore the  court  must  be  contained  in 
the  report.  Young  v.  Winkley,  191 
Mass.  570,  78  N.  E.  377. 

[c]  The  report  need  not  particular- 
ly describe  the  assets  found  to  be- 
long to  the  partnership.  Stower  v. 
Kamphefner,  6  Cal.  App.  80,  91  Pae. 
424. 

[d]  Where  the  report  is  made  after 
the  partnership  property  is  attached 
for  the  separate  debt  of  one  of  the 
partners,  it  should  show  whether  the 
property  was  partnership  property, 
and  what  was  the  interest  of  the 
debtor  partner  therein  at  the  time  of 
the  attachment.  Johnson  v.  Sanford, 
13  Conn.  461. 

59.  Patterson  v.  Kellogg,  53  Conn. 
38,  22  Atl.  1096. 

60.  Ala.- — Zimmerman  v.  Huber,  29 
Ala.  379.  Fla.— Nims  v.  Nims,  20  Fla. 
204.  Ky. — Honore  v.  Colmesnil,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  506.  Miss. — Kandle  v.  Biehard- 
son,  53  Miss.  176. 

61.  See  the  title  "References." 
[a]    Advisory   Only.  —  U.    S.  —  Van 

Tine  v.  Hilands,  142  Fed.  613.  Mo. 
Johnson  v.  Ewald,  82  Mo.  App.  276. 
N.  y. — Donnelly  v.  McArdle,  152  App. 
Div.  805,  137  N.  Y.  Supp.  801;  Smith 
V.    Fitchett,    56    Hun    473,    10    N.    Y. 
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Supp.    459,    31    N.    Y.     St.     606.       Pa. 
In  re  Lobb's  Appeal,   3    Walk.   374. 

[a]  Findings  approved  by  the  court 
are  as  binding  on  the  appellate  court 
as  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  Noble  v. 
Faull,  26   Colo.   467,   58   Pae.   681. 

62.  See  generally  the  titles  "De- 
crees;" "Judgments." 

63.  Ala. — Northen  v.  Tatum,  164 
Ala.  368,  51  So.  17.  Ark.— Saunders 
v.  Wood,  15  Ark.  24.  Cal.— Clark  v. 
Hewitt;  136  Cal.  77,  68  Pae.  303;  Hop- 
kins V.  Warner,  109  Cal.  133,  41  Pae. 
868;  Nisbet  v.  Nash,  52  Cal.  540; 
Bassaert  v.  Mensch,  17  Cal.  App.  637, 
120  Pae.  1072;  Durphy  v.  Pearsall, 
6  Cal.  App.  54,  91  Pae.  407.  Colo. 
Craig  V.  Chandler,  6  Colo.  543.  Ga. 
Epping  V.  Aiken,  71  Ga.  682.  ni. 
Wilcoxon  V.  WUeoxon,  199  111.  244,  65 
N.  E.  229;  Veneman  v.  Ruckle,  120 
111.  App.  251;  Johnson  v.  Miller,  50  111. 
App.  60.  Kan.— Carter  v.  Christie,  57 
Kan.  492,  46  Pae.  964;  Lord  v.  An- 
derson, 16  Kan.  185.  Ky. — Maude  v. 
Rodes,  4  Dana  144.  Me.— Little  v. 
Merrill,  62  Me.  328.  Md.— Grove  v. 
Fresh,  9  Gill  &  J.  280.  Mass.— Grif- 
fith V.  Kirley,  189  Mass.  522',  76  N.  E. 
201.  Mich. — McLean  v.  McLean,  109 
Mieh.  258,  67  N.  W.  118.  Minn.— Walsh 
».  St.  Paul  School  Furn.  Co.,  60  Minn. 
397,  62  N.  W.  383,  will  distribute  as- 
sets to  creditors  in  case  of  insolvency 
of  the  firm.  N.  H.— Eaymond  v.  Came, 
45  N.  H.  201.  N.  Y.— Rhiner  v.  Sweet 
2  Lans.  386;  Hayes  v.  Reese,  34  Barb. 
151;  Blake  v.  Barnes,  63  Hun  633j  18 
N.  Y.  Supp.  471,  28  Abb.  N.  C.  401, 
45  N.  Y.  St.  130.  N.  D.— Oustad  v. 
Hahn,  27  N.  D.  334,  146  N.  W.  557. 
Ohio.— Gray  v.  Kerr,  46  Ohio  St.  652, 
23  N.  E.  136.  Ora— Fleming  v.  Car- 
son, 37  Ore.  252,  62  Pae.  374;  Durk- 
heimer  v.  Heilner,  24  Ore.  270,  33  Pae. 
401,  34  Pae.  475;  Ashley  v.  Williams, 
17  Ore.  441,  21  Pae.  556;  Gleason  v. 
Van   Aernam,   &   Ore.    343.     Pa..— Me- 


PABTNEBSHIP 


45 


of  one  partner  individually  against  another  as  an  individual."*  The 
decree  should  be  a  final  adjudication  of  the  rights  of  the  parties,"' 
and  sh  aid  conform  to  the  pleadings  and  proof,""  and  be  sustained  by 
the  findings."'  Real  estate  constituting  part  of  the  assets  of  the  dis- 
solved partnership  should  be  treated  as  personalty;"'  under  some 
circumstances,  however,  it  has  been  held  proper  to  decree  it  to  one 
partner  alone, "^  or  to  all  the  partners  as  tenants  in  common.'"  In 
decreeing  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership,  the  court  may  declare  at 
what  date  the  partnership  shall  be  at  an  end.'^ 

Personai  Decree.  —  No  personal  decree  should  be  rendered  against 
one  in  favor  of  the  other  partner  for  any  sum  until  the  partnership 
assets  have  been  collected  and  applied  to  the  partnership  obligations, 


Ginn  v.  Benner,  22  Pa.  Super.  134. 
Tenn. — Maupin  v.  Daniel,  3  Tenn.  Ch. 
223.  Vt. — Whitcomb  v.  Whiteomb,  85 
Vt.  76,  81  Atl.  97,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E, 
,  1015,  may  compel  partner  to  assign 
to  the  firm  a  patent  adjudged  to  be- 
long to  it.  Wash. — Yarwood  v.  Billings, 
31  Wash.  542,  72  Pac.  104.  W.  Va. 
Gore  V.  Vines,  72  W.  Va.  783,  79  S.  E. 
820;  Carper  v.  Hawkins.  8  W.  Va.  291. 
Wis. — Strang  v.  Thomas,  114  Wis.  599, 
91  N.  W.  237;  Singer  v.  Heller,  40 
Wis.  544. 

[a]  Good  Will. — Where  the  defend- 
ant has  taken  exclusive  possession  of 
the  firm  property  to  which  the  good 
will  is  attached,  and  is  carrying  on 
the  business  as  though  he  were  the 
purchaser  of  it,  the  court  may  regard 
the  defendant,  so  far  as  respects  the 
good  will,  ag  though  he  had  purchased 
under  an  order  of  the  court  for  the 
sale  of  the  property  and  good  will, 
and  therefore  that  he  should  be  charged 
with  the  value  of  the  good  will.  Grif- 
fith V.  Kirley,  189  Mass.  522,  76  N.  E. 
201. 

[b]  A  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship may  be  decreed  although  not 
specifically  asked  for,  where  it  appears 
that  relief  can  be  had  only  by  dis- 
solution. Loscombe  v.  Bussell,  4  Sim. 
8,  58  Eng.  Beprint  4. 

64.  Ark. — Jones  v.  Jones,  23  Ark. 
212.  HI.— Hanks  v.  Baber,  53  HI.  292. 
Wis. — Green  v.  Stacy,  90  Wis.  46,  62 
N.  W.  627;  Smith  v.  Diamond,  86  Wis. 
359,  56  N.    W.  922. 

65.  Kayser  v.  Maugham,  8  Colo. 
232,  6  Pac.  803. 

66.  Clark  v.  Hall.  54  Neb.  479,  74 
N.  W.  856;  Arnold  v.  Angell,  62  N.  Y. 
508.    See  15  Standard  Peoc.  35. 

67.  Williams  v.  Williams,  104  Cal. 
85,  37  Pac.  784.  See  Clark  v.  Gallaher, 
3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  541,  22  S.  W.  1047, 


must  be  warranted  by  the  findings. 

68.  Moran  v.  Melnerney,  129  Cal. 
29',  61  Pac.  575,  948. 

[a]  It  is  improper  for  the  court 
to  decree  that  the  plaintiff  be  let  into 
joint  possession  with  the  defendants 
of  an  undivided  one-half  of  such  part- 
nership real  property,  but  it  must  be 
ordered  sold  and  the  residue,  after  pay- 
ing debts,  distributed.  Moran  v.  Me- 
lnerney, 129  Cal.  29,  61  Pac.  575,  948. 

[b]  A  decree  for  partition  of  the 
partnership's  real  property  cannot  be 
sustained,  for  partition  is  not  an  in- 
cident to  a  suit  for  accounting,  and 
the  partners  have  a  right  usually  to 
have  the  assets  disposed  of,  if  they 
choose.  If  not  disposed  of,  all  that 
could  be  done  would  be  to  leave  the 
land'  as  a  distinct  tenancy  in  common, 
so  that  the  tenants  could  have  it  par- 
titioned in  a  separate  suit  if  they 
should  see  fit.  Godfrey  v.  White,  43 
Mich.  171,  5  N.  W.  243. 

69.  Clearkin  v.  Taheny,  256  Pa.  615, 
100  Atl.  1053,  where  the  realty  was 
given  to  one  partner  in  satisfaction  of 
the  excess  contributed  by  him  to  the 
business,  with  provision  that  he  file 
a  bond  indemnifying  the  other  partner 
against  liability  for  any  firm  debts. 

70.  Tenney  v.  Simpson,  37  Kan.  579, 
15  Pac.  512,  wherein  the  sole  asset 
of  the  partnership  was  realty.  The 
judgment  was  that  each  partner  have 
an  undivided  one-half  of  such  prop- 
erty, there  being  no  creditors  of  the 
partnership,  and  that  as  the  account- 
ing showed  that  one  partner  was  the 
creditor  of  the  other,  a  personal  judg- 
ment in  his  favor  for  the  amount  of 
such  balance  should  be  entered  and 
made  a  lien  upon  the  debtor  partner''* 
one-half  interest. 

71.  Ala. — Dumont  v.  Eueppreeli|, 
38  Ala.  175.    Ohio. — Durbin  v.  Barbei> 
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and  then  the  balance  due  the  other  partner  ascertaiined.''''  The  judg- 
iment  in  favor  of  one  partner  for  a  balance  should  be  against  the  oth- 
ers severally  and  not  jointly,  in  the  proportion  in  which  the  facts 
show  them  to  be  liable,'^  unless  the  circumstances  show  such  concert 
of  action  as  to  create  a  joint  liability  for  the  whole  amount  due.'* 

Effect  of  Decree.  —  An  interlocutory  decree  to  account  is  decisive  of 
the  existence  of  a  partnership  but  not  of  its  extent  or  terms.'°  Where 
the  decree  for  dissolution  and  an  accounting  provides  for  the  partner- 
ship creditbrs,'^  a  creditor  may  be  enjoined  from  proceeding  at  law 
thereafter  for  the  collection  of  his  debt.'''  The  decree  as  such  has  no 
effect  on  partnership  property  situated  in  another  state,'^  but  through 
its  jurisdiction  and  control  over  the  parties  themselves  the  court  may 
control  their  action  with  respect  to  partnership  matters  in  another 
state." 

12,  Costs.^"  —  Generally,  the  partnership  assets  are  chargeable 
with  the  costs  incurred  in  the  settlement  and  accounting,^^  though 


14  Ohio  311.  Bng.— Besch  v.  Frolich, 
1  Ph.  172,  12  L.  J.  Ch.  118,  7  Jur. 
73,  41  En^  Beprint  597  (will  not 
make  the  decree  retrospective);  Lyon 
V.  Tweddell,  -50  L.  J.  Ch.  571,  29  "Wkly. 
Eep.  689,  dissolution  should  be  dated 
from  the  judgment  and  not  from  the 
issuing  of  the  writ. 

72.  Oal.— Clark  v.  Hewitt,  136  Cal. 
77,  68  Pac.  303;  Easaaert  v.  Mensch, 
17  Cal.  App.  637,  120  Pac.  1072;  Stower 
V.  Kamphefner,  6  Cal.  App.  80,  91 
Pac.  424.  111. — Eosenstiel  v.  Gray,  112 
111.  282.  But  see  Shadburne  v.  Sbar- 
baro,  182  111.  App.  54.  la.. — Bank  of 
Percival  v.  Farmers'  Nat.  Bank,  162 
N.  "W.  21;  Johnson  v.  Mantz,  69  Iowa 
710,  27  N.  W.  467.  Kan. — McGillvray 
V.  Mosef,  43  Kan.  219,  28  Pac.  96. 
But  see  Tenney  v.  Simpson,  37  Kan. 
579,  15  Pac.  512.  Ky. — Turner 's  Admr. 
V.  Turner,  9  Ky.  L.  Rep.  456,  5  S.  W. 
457.  La. — Pratt  v.  McHatton,  11  La. 
Ann.  260.  Mass. — Paine  v.  Paine,  15 
Gray  299;  T^ng  v.  Thayer,  8  Allen 
391.  N.  y. — Hayes  v.  Reese,  34  Barb. 
151.  N.  0. — Allison  v.  Davidson,  17 
N.  C.  79.  Ohio. — Ogleaby  v.  Thomp- 
son, 59  Ohio  St.  60,  51  N.  E.  878. 
Okla. — ^Baughman  v.  Hebard,  166  Pac. 
88.  W.  Va.— Jones  v.  Rose,  94  S.  E. 
41;  Lantz  v.  Tumlin,  74  W.  Va.  196, 
81  S.  E.  820;  Steele  v.  Moore,  71  W. 
Va.  436,  76  S.  E.  850;  Bartlett  v. 
Boyles,  66  W.  Va.  327,  66  S.  E.  474. 
Wis.-— Green  v.  Stacy,  90  Wis.  46,  62 
N.  W.  627.  Eng.— Wild  v.  Milne,  26 
Beav.  504,  53  Eng.  Reprint  993. 

[a]  No  final  decree  can  be  made 
while  debts  due  from  the  firm  remain 
unadjusted.      CaL — Albery    v,    Geis,    1 
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Cal.  App.  381,  82  Pac.  262.  Conn. 
Mickle  V.  Peet,  43  Conn.  65.  W.  Va. 
Hyre  v.  Lambert,  37  W.  Va.  26,  16 
S.  E.  446.  Wis.— Green  v.  Stacy,  90 
Wis.  46,  62  N.  W.  627. 

[b]  But  if  justice  is  done  and  no 
objection  raised,  the  failure  of  the 
decree  to  contain  an  order  for  the  sale 
of  the  property  will  not  make  it  er- 
roneous. Johnson  v.  Mantz,  69  Iowa 
710,  27  N.  W.  467. 

73.  la. — Starr  v.  Case,  59  Iowa  491, 
13  N.  W.  645;  Levi  v.  Karrick,  8  Iowa 
150.  N.  Y.^Rhiner  v.  Sweet,  2  Lans. 
386.  Ore. — Bloomfield  v.  Buchanan,  14 
Ore.  181,  12  Pac.  238.  Eng.— Ex  parte 
Marlin,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  15,  29  Eng.  Re- 
print 8. 

74.  Bloomfield  v.  Buchanan,  14  Ore. 
181,  12  Pac.  238,  wherein  the  defend- 
ants by  concert  of  action  excluded 
plaintiff  from  all  participation  in  the 
business,  and  from  all  knowledge  of 
the  books  or  accounts. 

75.  Eeybold  v.  Dodd's  Admr.,  1 
Harr.  (Del.)  401,  26  Am.  Dec.  401. 

76.  See  supra,  I,  C,  3,  b,   (IV). 

[a]  Does  not  discharge  the  debt. 
Schnell  v.  Schnell,  39  Ind.  App.  556, 
80  N.  E.  432. 

77.  Cal. — Adams  v.  Hackett,  7  Cal. 
187.  N.  Y. — Waring  v.  Robinson, 
Hoffm.  Ch.  524.  B.  I.— Updike  v. 
Doyle,  7  E.  L  446. 

78.  Williams  v.  Williams,  83  Misc. 
560,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  564. 

79.  Williams  v.  Williams,  83  Misc. 
560,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  564.  See  17 
Standard  Proc.  780,  et  seq. 

80.  See  the  title  "Costs." 

81.  m. — Mariner   v.    Gilchrist,    280 
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it  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  apportion  the  costs  against 
the  parties  as  he  may  deem  proper  and  equitable.'^ 

II.  ACTIONS  OR  PROCEEDINGS  BETWEEN  PARTNERS 
AND  THIRD  PERSONS.  —  A.  Jueisdiction  and  Venue.  —  Actions 
between  partners  and  third  persons  follow  the  general  principles  else- 


Ill.  544,  117  N.  E.  695.  Ky.— Swafford 's 
Admr.  v.  White,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  119, 
89  S.  "W.  129;  Green  v.  Hart,  27  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  870,  87  S.  W.  315;  Lyford's 
Exrx.  V.  Haines,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  948, 
53  S.  W.  646.  La. — ^Baxter  v.  Hewes, 
45  La.  Ann.  1065,  13  So.  864;  Burke 
V.  Fuller,  41  La.  Ann.  740,  6  So.  557; 
Philpot  17.  Patterson,  5  Mart.  (N.  S.) 
273,  coBts  of  lawsuit  decreed  against 
defendant,  and  the  expenses  and 
charges  which  accrued  in  taking  the 
account  decreed  against  the  partner- 
ship a.ssets.  Md. — Stevens  v.  Teat- 
man,  19  Md.  480.  Mass. — Whitney  v. 
Cook,  5  Mass.  139.  N.  Y. — Hopfen- 
sack  V.  Hopfensack,  9  Daly  457,  61 
How.  Pr.  498;  Masters  v.  Brooks,  132 
App.  Div.  874,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  585; 
Crotty  V.  Jarvis,  1  Misc.  316,  20  N.  Y. 
Supp.  728,  48  N.  Y.  St.  781.  N.  C. 
Taylor  v.  Cawthorne,  17  N.  C.  221. 
Ohio. — Wehrman  v.  McFarland,  10  Ohio 
Dec.  320,  8  Ohio  N.  P.  673;  Payne  v. 
McNamara,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  62.  Ore. 
Fleming  v.  Carson,  37  Ore.  252,  62 
Pac.  374.  Pa. — Gordon  v.  Moore,  134 
Pa.  486,  19  Atl.  753;  In  re  Gyger's 
Appeal,  62  Pa.  73.  1  Am.  Eep.  382. 
Erig. — Hamer  v.  Giles,  11  Ch.  Div. 
942,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  508,  41  L.  T.  N.  S. 
270,  27  Wkly.  Eep.  834;  Bonville  v. 
Bonville,  35  Beav.  129,  55  Eng.  Ee- 
print  844;  Eowlands  v.  Evans,  14 
Wkly.  Eep.  882;  Timothy  v.  Hindley, 
14  Wkly.  Eep.  382.  Can. — ^Bingham 
V.  Smith,  16  Grant  Ch.  373;  Curran  v. 
Carey,  4  Manitoba  450;  Chapman  ». 
Newell,  14  Ont.  Pr.  208. 

fa]  As  a  general  rule,  in  a  suit 
for  a  partnership  accounting  and  set- 
tlement, the  costs  should  be  charged 
to  the  partnership  fund,  either  where 
the  suit  is  necessary  or  beneflcial  to 
both  parties,  or  where  both  are  in 
fault;  and  may-  be  imposed  upon  one 
party  only,  as  a  punishment,  if  he  has 
been  guilty  of  misconduct  rendering 
necessary  a  resort  to  legal  proceedings. 
N.  C— Taylor  v.  Cawthorne,  17  N.  C. 
221.  Ore. — Fleming  v.  Carson,  37  Ore. 
252,  62  Pao.  374.  Eng. — Hamer  v. 
Giles,  11  Ch.  Div.  942,  48  L.  J.  Ch. 
508,  41  L.  T,  N,  S.  370,  27  Wkly.  Eep. 


834.  Can. — Curra,n  v.  Carey,  4  Man- 
itoba 450;  Chapman  v.  Newell,  14  Ont. 
Pr.  208. 

[b]  A  receiver  is  entitled  to  be 
paid  his  costs  out  of  the  partnership 
assets  as  a  matter  of  course.  Hopfen- 
sack V.  Hopfensack,  9  Daly  (N.  Y.) 
457,  61   How.  Pr.  498. 

82.  Cal. — Faulkner  v.  Hendy,  79 
Cal.  265,  21  Pac.  754,  opposite  party 
will  not  be  required  to  pay  as  costs, 
for  the  services  of  an  expert  account- 
ant employed  by  the  other  partner  for 
his  own  benefit.  Ga.^Smith  v.  Smith, 
135  Ga.  582,  69  S.  E.  1110  (auditor's 
fees);  Houston  v.  Polk,  124  Ga.  103, 
52  S.  B.  83.  lU.— Taft  v.  Schwamb, 
80  ni.  289.  la.— Starr  v.  Case,  59  Iowa 
491,  13  N.  W.  645.  Kan.— Smith  v. 
Harris,  88  Kan.  226,  128  Pac.  378; 
McGUlvray  v.  Moser,  43  Kan.  219,  23 
Pac.  96.  Ky. — Caldwell  v.  Lang,  31 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  237,  101  S.  W.  972;  Dyer 
V.  Ballinger,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1918,  72 
S.  W.  738;  Broeg  v.  Pool's  Admr.,  22 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1354,  60  S.  W.  518;  Mc- 
Burnie  v.  Semple,  14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  30, 
19  S.  W.  183.  La.— Borah  v.  O'Niell, 
121  La.  733,  46  So.  788;  Eiohard  v. 
Mouton,  109  La.  465,  33  So.  563.  Mo. 
Campbell  v.  Coquard,  16  Mo.  App.  552. 
N.  J.— Patrick  v.  Patrick,  71  N.  J.  Eq. 
347,  63  Atl.  848.  N.  Y.— Smith  v. 
TInderhill,  64  Hun  639,  19  N.  Y.  Supp. 
249,  47  N.  Y. '  St.  23.  Ore.— Fleming 
V.  Carson,  37  Ore.  252,  62  Pac.  374; 
In  re  Beck  &  Son's  Estate,  19  Ore. 
503,  24  Pac.  1038.  Pa. — In  re  Gyger's 
Appeal,  62  Pa.  73,  1  Am.  Eep.  382; 
In  re  Lobb's  Appeal,  3  Walk.  374; 
Gordon  v.  Moore,  8  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  289. 
S.  C— Kennedy  v.  Hill,  89  S.  C.  462, 
71  S.  E.  974.  Tex. — Navarro  v.  La- 
maua  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  179  S.  W.  922; 
Baker  v.  Milde  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  33 
S.  W.  152.  Wash. — Boothe  v.  Summit 
Coal  Min.  Co.,  72  Wash.  679,  131  Pac. 
252.  Wis.— Briere  v.  Taylor,  126  Wis. 
347,  105  N.  W.  817;  Hart  v.  Hart,  117 
Wis.  639,  94  N.  W.  890;  Bitter  v.  Bit- 
ter, 100  Wis.  468,  76  N.  W.  347; 
Knapp  V.  Edwards,  57  Wis.  191,  15  N. 
W.  140.  Eng.— Newton  v.  Taylor,  L. 
B.  19  Eq.  14,  33  Wkly.  Eep.  330.   Can. 
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where  discussed,  as  to  jurisdiction  and  venue.'^  Ordinarily  an  ac- 
tion against  a  partnership  is  maintainable  in  any  county  where  one 
of  the  partners  resides,**  but  where  for  purposes  of  suit  a  partner- 
ship is  a  legal  entity,  it  would  seem  that  it  should  be  governed  by  the 
principles  applied  to  other  similar  entities,*^  and  the  action,  in  such 
case,  may  be  brought  in  any  county  wherein  the  partnership  is  doing 

T)11S1I16SS  '^ 

B.  Attachment.8'  —  1.  Of  Firm  Property.  —  a.  For  What 
CZaims.  —  Partnership  property  may  be  attached  for  firm  debts  ;^* 
and,  for  the  individual  debt  of  a  partner,  his  interest*^  in  the  firm 


Hall  V.  Antrobus,  44  Nova  Scotia  96; 
O'Lone  v.  O'Lone,  2  Qrant  Ch.  125. 

83.  See  generally  the  titles  "JuTis- 
diction;"  "Venue;"  and  numerous 
other  titles  dealing  with  particular 
classes  of  actions. 

In  acbionis  between  pturtniexS)  see 
supra  I. 

84.  Pyron  v.  Ruohs,  120  Ga.  1060, 
48  S.  E.  434;  Wadley,  Jones  &  Co. 
V.  Jones,  55  Ga.  329;  Sloan  v.  Cooper, 
54  Ga.  486;  King  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Pass- 
more,  18  Ga.  App.  514,  89  S.  E.  1103. 

[a]  A  coun^  where  none  of  the 
partners  reside  is  not  a  proper  venue 
in  such  actions,  even  though  the  part- 
nership maintained  a  branch  office 
therein  in  charge  of  an  agent  who  is 
a  resident  of  such  county.  King  Bros. 
&  Co.  V.  Passmore,  18  Ga.  App.  514,  89 
S.  E.  1103. 

[b]  At  Domicil. — After  a  dissolu- 
tion of  the  partnership,  the  parties 
may  be  sued  at  the  domicil  of  the 
partnership.  Weil/  Bros.  v.  Adams,  126 
La.  532,  52  So.  757. 

85.  See  Fitzgerald  v.  Grimmell,  64 
Iowa  261,  20  N.  W.  179;  18  Standabd 
Pboc.  996;  5  Standard  Proc.  585,  et 
seq. 

86.  lU.— "Watson    v.    Coon,    247    111. 

414,   93    N.    E.    289.     la Euthven   v. 

Beckwith,  84  Iowa  715,  45  N.  W.  1073, 

51  N.  W.  153;  Sketchley  v.  Smith,  78 
Iowa  542,  43  N.  W.  524;  Fitzgerald 
V.  Grimmell,  64  Iowa  261,  20  N.  W. 
179.  La.— Weil  Bros.  v.  Adams,  126 
Lak  532,  52  So.  757;  Wolf  v.  New 
Orleans  Tailor-Made  Pants  Co.,  52  La. 
Ann.  1957,  27  So.  893 ;  Marsh  v.  Marsh, 
9  Eob.  45;  Hobson  &  Co.  v.  Whitte- 
more,  13  La.  422. 

[a]  But  if  transacting  business  in 
several  counties  the  action  should  be 
brought  in  the  county  where  the  obli- 
gation is  entered  into.  Weil  Bros.  v. 
Adams,  126  La.  532,  52  So.  757;  Wolf 
V.  New  Orleans  Tailor-Made  Pants  Co., 

52  La.  Ann.  1357,  27  So.  893. 
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87.  See  generally  the  title  "At- 
tachment. ' ' 

88.  Hich. — Smith  v.  Eunnells,  94 
Mich.  617,  54  N.  W.  375.  N.  H.— Hall 
V.  Eichardson,  66  N.  H.  205,  20  Atl. 
978.  N.  M. — iCurran  v.  Kendall  Boot 
&  Shoe  Co.,  8  N.  M.  417,  45  Pae.  1120. 
N.  Y. — Woodward  v.  Stearns,  10  Abb. 
Pr.   (N.  S.)   395. 

89.  Conn. — Hannon  v.  O'Dell,  71 
Conn.  698,  43  Atl.  147;  Stevens  v. 
Stevens,  39  Conn.  474.  HL— Newhall 
V.  Buckingham,  14  111.  405.  Ind. 
Burgess  v.  Atkins,  5  Blackf.  337.  Kan. 
Williams  v.  Muthersbaugh,  29  Kan. 
730;  Hershfield  v.  Claflin  &  Co.,  25 
Kan.  166,  37  Am.  Eep.  237.  La. 
Marston  &  Co.  v.  Dewberry,  21  I»a. 
Ann.  518;  Fraser  &  Co.  v.  Thorpe,  9 
La.  Ann.  518.  Me. — Parker  v.  Wright, 
66  Me.  392;  Hacker  v.  Johnson,  66 
Me.  21;  Thompson  v.  Lewis,  34  Me. 
167;  Douglas  v.  Winslow,  20  Me.  89. 
Mass. — Breck  v.  Blair,  129  Mass.  127; 
Allen  V.  Wells,  22  Pick.  450,  33  Am. 
Dec.  757.  Minn. — AUis  v.  Day,  13 
Minn.  199;  Day  v.  McQuillan,  13  Minn. 
205.  Mo.— Hill  V.  Bell,  111  Mo.  35, 
19  S.  W.  959;  Fleisher  v.  Hinde  (Mo. 
App.),  93  S.  W.  1126.  N.  J.— Curtis 
V.  Hollingshead,  14  N.  J.  Li  402. 
N.  Y.— Staats  v.  Bristow,  73  N.  Y. 
264;  Hergman  v.  Dettlebach,  11  How. 
Pr.  46.  Ohio. — Stewart  &  Co.  v.  Hun- 
ter, 1  Handy  22,  12  Ohio  Dec.  (Ee- 
print)  6.  Ore. — Cogswell  v.  Wilson, 
17  Ore.  31,  21  Pae.  388.  E.  I.— Traf- 
ford  V.  Hubbard,  15  E.  I.  326,  4  Atl. 
762,  8  Atl.  690;  Eandall  v.  Johnson, 
13  E.  I.  338;  Eemington  v.  Howard 
Express  Co.,  8  E.  I.  406.  S.  0. — Schat- 
zill  &  Co.  V.  Bolton,  2  McCord  478, 
13  Am.  Dec.  748.  Tenn. — Morraw  v. 
Fossick,  3  Lea  129;  Saunders  v.  Bart' 
lett,  12  Heisk.  316.  Utah.— Snell  v. 
Crowe,  3  Utah  26,  5  Pae.  522.  Va. 
Shaver  v.  White,  6  Munf.  (20  Va.) 
110,  8  Am.  Dec.  730.    W.  Va.— Andrews 
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property  may  in  some  states,  but  not  in  alP"  be  attached. 

b.  Grounds  for  Attachment.  —  To  authorize  the  attachment  of 
partnership  property  some  one  or  more  of  the  statutory  grounds  there- 
for must  appear,^^  as  that  the  partners  have  transferred  the  partner- 
ship propei-ty  in  fraud  of  creditors,^^  or  that  the  debtors  have  abscond- 
ed or  concealed  themselves,®'  or  are  non-residents.**  But  where  the 
ground  of  attachment  is  non-residence,  unless  the  liability  is  joint 
and  several,®^  an  attachment  will  not  lie  where  one  or  more  of  the 
partners  continue  to  reside  in  the  state.'* 


V.    Mundy,    36    W.    Va.    22,    14    S.    B. 
414. 

[a]  The  partner's  interest  in  a  spe- 
cific portion  of  a  stock  of  goods  be- 
longing to  his  firm  may  be  taken  on 
attachment.  Fogg  v.  Lawry,  68  Me. 
78,  28  Am.  Eep.  19.  But  see  Sanborn 
V.  Royce,  132  Mass.  594,  holding  such 
a  levy  a  trespass. 

90.  TJ.  S. — McCoombe  v.  Duneh,  2 
Dall.  73,  1  L.  ed.  294.  N.  H.— Hill 
V.  Wiggin,  31  N.  H.  292;  HufEum  v. 
Seaver,  16  N.  H.  160.  But  see  Dow 
V.  Sayward,  14  N.  H.  9,  holding  that 
an  attachment  will  lie  but  that  the 
goods  cannot  be  taken  out  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  partnership.  N.  C. 
Jarvis  v.  Hyer,  15  N.  C.  367.  Pa. 
Home  V.  Petty,  192  Pa.  32,  43  Atl. 
404;  Ryon  v.  Wynkoop,  148  Pa.  188, 
23  Atl.  1002;  Alter  v.  Brooke,  9  Phila. 
258. 

See  Brande"«.  Bond,  63  Wis.  140,  23 
N.  W.  101,  wherein  the  court  quae'ried 
whether  an  attachment  would  lie  in 
such   case. 

91.  Ga.— Starr  v.  Mayer  &  Co.,  60 
Ga.  546.  m. — Lawrence  v.  Steadman, 
49  111.  270;  Hinman  v.  Andrews  Opera 
Co.,  49  111.  App.  135.  Kan.— Williams 
V.  Muthersbaugh,  29  Kan.  730.  Mich. 
Van  Benschoten  v.  Fales,  126  Mich. 
176,  85  N.  W.  476;  JafEray  v.  Jen- 
nings, 101  Mich.  515,  60  N.  W.  52, 
25  L.  E.  A.  645.  Mo.— Tennent,  Walk- 
er &  Co.  v.  Guenther.  31  Mo.  App.  429, 
a  sale  by  one  partner  of  his  interest 
in  the  firm  not  a  ground  for  issuing 
an  attachment  where  no  fraud  shown. 
N.  Y.—In  re  Matter  of  Smith,  16 
Johns.  102;  Monette  v.  Chardon,  16 
Misc.  165,  37  N.  "S.  Supp.  2,  72  N.  Y. 
St.  135;  Edick  v.  Green,  38  Hun  202; 
Bogart  V.  Dart,  25  Hun  395.  Okla. 
Johnson  v.  Jones,  39  Okla.  323,  135 
Pac.  12,  48  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  547. 
Vt.— Leach  v.  Cook,  10  Vt.  239.  W.  Va. 
Goodman  v.  Henry,  42  W.  Va.  526,  26 
8.  B.  528,  35  L.  E.  A.  847;  Baer  v. 
Wilkinson,  35  W.  Va.  422,  14  S.  E.  1. 


Wis. — Evans  v.  Virgin,  69  Wis.  153,  33 
N.   W.   569. 
See  generally  3  Standard  Peoc.  349. 

92.  ni.— Keith  v.  Pint,  47  111.  272; 
Reynolds  v.  Radke,  112  111.  App.  575. 
Md.— Collier  v.  Hauna,  71  Md.  253,  17 
Atl.  1017.  Mich. — Van  Benschoten  v. 
Pales,  126  Mich.  176.  85  N.  W.  476. 
Minn. — Rosenberg  v.  Burnstein,  60 
Minn.  18,  61  N.  W.  684.  Mo.— Wilson- 
Obear  Groe.  Co.  v.  Cole,  26  MoT  IVpp. 
5.  N.  Y.— Globe  Woolen  Co.  v.  Car- 
hart,  67  How.  Pr.  403;  Hirsch  v. 
Hutchison,  64  How.  Pr.  366,  3  Civ. 
Proc.  106;  Heye  v.  Belles,  2  Daly  231, 
33  How.  Pr.  266:  Friend  v.  Michaelis, 
15  Abb.  N.  C.  354;  Rogers  v.  Ingersoll, 
103  App.  Div.  490,  ?_3  N.  T.  Supp. 
140.  Ohio.— Sellew  v.  Chrisfield,  1 
Handy  86,  12  Ohio  Dec.  41.  Tenn. 
Johnson  v.  Rankin,  59  S.  W.  638.  Wis. 
Winner  v.  Kuehn,  97  Wis.  394,  72  N. 
W.  227;  Keith  v.  Armstrong,  65  Wis. 
225,  26  N.   W.  445. 

[a]  Transfer  by  managing  partner 
sufficient.  Winner  v.  Kuehn,  97  Wis. 
394,  72  N.  W.  227. 

93.  III. — Bryant  v.  Simoneau,  51 
111.  324.  Ohio.— Sellew  v.  Chrisfield,  1 
Handy  86,  12  Ohio  Dec.  41.  Vt. 
Leach  v.  Cook,  10  Vt.  239. 

94.  Woodward  v.  Stearns,  10  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  395. 

95.  Conklin  v.  Harris,  5  Ala.  213; 
Wilcox,  Dickerman  &  Co.  v.  Carey,  9 
Dana  297. 

96.  Ga.— Wiley  &  Co.  v.  Sledge,  8 
Ga.  532.  La.— Weil  Bros.  v.  Adams, 
126  La.  532,  52  So.  757;  Thomas  & 
Co.  V.  Lusk  &  Co.,  13  La.  Ann.  277; 
Shirley,  Escott  &  Co.  v.  Steamer  Bride, 
5  La.  Ann.  260;  Munroe  v.  Frosh,  2 
La.  Ann.  962.  Md. — Johnston  v. 
Mathews,  32  Md.  363.  Miss.— Barney 
V.  Moore-Haggerty  Lumb.  Co.,  95  Miss. 
118,  48  So.  232.  N.  J.— Hollingshead 
V.  Curtis,  14  N.  J.  L.  402.  N.  Y. 
Sears  v.  Gearn,  7  How.  Pr.  383.  Ohio. 
Taylor    v.     McDonald,     4     Ohio     149; 
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2.  Of  Individual  Property  for  Partnership  Debt.  —  In  jurisdic- 
tions allowing  an  action  to  be  brought  against  one  or  more  partners 
upon  a  firm  obligation,  an  attachment  in  aid  of  the  action  may  be 
levied  on  the  individual  property  of  such  partner  or  partners.®'  But 
an  attachment  will  not  lie  against  the  individual  property  of  an  in- 
nocent co-partner  for  a  firm  debt  fraudulently  contracted  by  the  other 
member  of  the  firm.°^ 

3.  Affidavit.  —  To  procure  an  attachment  against  a  partnership 
or  its  members,  an  affidavit  as  required  by  statute  must  be  made*' 
setting  forth  the  name  of  the  firm,^  or  the  names  of  the  persons  com- 
posing it,^  the  claim  or  indebtedness,^  and  some  one  or  more  of  the 
statutory  grounds  for  the  writ.* 

4.  Bond. — 'A  bond  complying  with  the  conditions  of  the  statute 
must  be  furnished  by  the  attaching  party .° 

5.  Writ  of  Attachment.  —  a.  Form  and  Contents.  —  In  those 
jurisdictions  requiring  that  the  names  of  the  partners  be  set  out  in  full 
in  the  pleadings,"  a  writ  of  attachment  is  fatally  defective  if  it  does 
not  set  out  their  names,'  but  where  the  statute  renders  it  unneees- 


Cowdin  V.  Hurford,  4  Ohio  132.  Okla. 
JohnBon  v.  Jones,  39  Okla.  323,  133 
Pae.  12,  48  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  547.  Pa. 
White's  Case,  10  Watts  217;  Hauson 
V.  Watson,  12  Wkly.  N.  C.  368.  R.  I. 
Eemington  v.  Howard  Express  Co.,  8 
E.  I.  406.  S.  0.— Whitfield  v.  Hovey, 
30  S.  C.  117,  8  S.  E.  840;  Robinson 
V.  Crowder,  1  Bailey  185.  Teun. — Wal- 
lace V.  Galloway,  5  Coldw.  510.  W.  Va. 
Goodman  -v.  Henry,  42  W.  Va.  526,  26 
S.  E.  528,  35  L.  R.  A.  847. 

97.  Fla. — First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Greig, 
43  Fla.  412,  31  So.  239.  Ga — Connon 
V.  I>unlap,  64  Ga.  680;  Starr  v.  Mayer 
&  Co.,  60  Ga.  546.  111. — ^Lawrence  v. 
Steadman,  49  111.  270;  Inderriedeni  Co. 
47.  Frost,  155  111.  App.  575;  Hinman  v. 
Andrews  Opera  Co.,  49  111.  App.  135. 
Ean. — Williams  v.  Muthersbaugh,  29 
Kan.  730.  Md. — Johnston  v.  Mathews, 
32  Md.  363.  Mass.— Stevens  v.  Perry, 
113  Mass.  380;  Allen  v.  Wells,  22  Pick. 
450,  33  Ate.  Dec.  757.  Mich.— Jaffray 
V.  Jennings,  101  Mich.  515,  60  N.  W. 
52,  25  L.  R.  A.  645;  People  v.  Circuit 
Judge,  41  Mich.  326,  2  N.  W.  26;  Ed- 
wards V.  Hughes,  20'  Mich.  289.  Minn. 
Daly  V.  Bradbury,  46  Minn.  396,  49 
N.  W.  190.  N.  J.— Curtis  v.  HoUings- 
head,  14  N.  J.  L.  402.  N.  Y.—In  r,; 
Matter  of  Smith,  16  Johns.  102;  In  re 
Chipman,  14  Johns.  217;  Monette  v. 
Chardon,  16  Misc.  165,'37  N.  Y.  Supp. 
2;  Bogart  v.  Dart,  25  Hun  395.  N.  C. 
Jarvis  v.  Hyer,  15  N.  C.  367.  Pa. 
White's  Case,  10  Watts  217.  W.  Va. 
Andrews  v.  Mundy,  36  W.  Va.  22,  14 
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S.   E.  414;   Baer  v.  Wilkinson,  35   W. 
Va.  422,  14  S.  E.  1. 

But  see  Johnson  v.  Jones,  39  Okla. 
323,  135  Pae.  12,  48  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
547.  ^    V  ; 

98.  Ark.— Worthley  v.  Goodbar,  53 
Ark.  1,  13  S.  W:  216.  Kan.— WUliams 
V.  Muthersbaugh,  29  Kau.  730.  Mich. 
Jaffray  v.  Jennings,  101  Mich.  515,  60 
N.  W.  52,  25  L.  E.  A.  645:  Edwards 
V.  Hughes,  20  Mich.  289.  N.  Y.— Mo- 
nette V.  Chardon,  16  Misc.  165,  37  N. 
Y.  Supp.  2,  72  N.  Y.  St.  135. 

99.  Johnston  &  Co.  v.  Smith,  83  Ga. 
779,  10  S.  E.  354.  See  generally  3 
Standard  Proc.  396. 

1.  Sims;  Harrison  &  Co.  v,  Jacob- 
son  &  Co.,  51  Ala.  186. 

2.  Johnston  &  Co.  v.  Smith,  83  Ga. 
779,  10  S.  E.  354. 

^o?'     W^^^  '"■  Kimfcall  &   Co.,  47  Ga. 
587.     See  supra,  II,  B,  1. 

4.  Guckenheimer  v.  Day,  74  Ga    1- 

^A°J^^^^J-  ^'"■^"'  50  N.  J.   L.  363,'  1.3 

Ati.  178.     See  3  Standard  Proc.  428. 

Grounds  for  writ,  see  supra,  H,  B, 

1,    D. 

5.  Ga.— Birdsong  v.  McLaren,  8  Ga. 
521.,  la. — Courrier  v.  Cleghorn,  3  G 
Gr.  523.  Tex.— De  Caussey  «.  Baily. 
57  Tex.  665.  ^' 

See  generally  3  Standard  Proc. 
443. 

e.    See  infra,  II,  G,  1,  b,  (H). 

7.  Hirsh  V.  Thurber  &  Co.,  54  Md. 
210,  reference  cannot  be  had  to  the 
affidavit  of  attachment  or  any  plead- 
ing to  cure  the  defect  in  the  writ 
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sary  to  set  forth  the  names  of  the  partners,'  the  failure  to  allege  the 
individual  names  of  the  members  of  the  partnership  will  not  render 
the  attachment  invalid.*  The  statutory  grounds  for  issuing  the  writ 
must  sometimes  be  averred.^" 

b.  Levy.  —  The  officer  must  make  levy  of  the  writ^*  upon  the  prop- 
erty attachable  thereunder,^^  and  take  the  goods  thus  levied  upon 
into  his  custody.^* 

c.  Quashal  or  Vacation  of  Writ,, —  In  a  proper  case  the  writ  of 
attachment  may  be  vacated  or  quashed.^*  Thus  it  is  ground  for 
quashal  of  a  writ  against  a  partnership  that  the  issuance  of  such  writ 
was  not  warranted  as  to  one  or  more  of  the  partners.^* 

C.  Gaenishment.  —  In  another  portion  of  this  work  the  question 
of  how  far  creditors-  may  by  garnishment  reach  partnership  funds  or 
the  property  of  an  individual  partner  is  fully  discussed,^^  as  is  also  the 
matter  of  parties  to  such  proceeding/'  and  to  some  extent  that  of 


8.  See  infra,  II,  G,  1,  b,   (II). 

9.  Ala. — ^McCaskey  v.  Pollock,  82 
Ala.  174,  2  So.  674.  Ohio. — Byers  v. 
Schlupe,  51  Ohio  St.  300,  38  N.  E. 
117,  25  L.  E.  A.  649.  Tenn.— Blue 
Grass  Can.  Co.  v.  Wardman,  103  Tenn. 
179,  52  S.  W.  137. 

[a]  A  misnomer  of  a  partner  is  im- 
material where  the  firm  name  is  cor- 
rectly stated.  Eu'shton  v.  Eowe,  64 
Pa.  63. 

[b]  Waiver  of  misnomer  by  ap- 
pearance. Blue  Grass  Can.  Co.  v. 
Wardman,  103  Tenn.  179,  52  S.  W.  137. 

10.  Eoach  V.  Brannon,  57  Miss. 
490. 

11.  See  generally  3  Standard  Pkoc. 
488. 

12.  Cogswell  V.  Wilson,  19  Ore.  31, 
21  Pae.  388.  See  also  cases  under 
note  immediately  following.  And  see 
supra,  U,  B,  1  and  2. 

[a]  That  the  partnership  property 
and  the  individual  property  of  the 
partners  against  whom  the  attachment 
was  issued  may  be  levied  on  under  an 
attachment  against  some  of  the  part- 
ners, see  Eogers  v.  Ingersoll,  103  App. 
Div.  490,  .93  N.  T.   Supp.   140. 

[b]  '  'An  attachment  against  a  part- 
nership by  its  firm  name,  without 
mention  of  the  individual  •  partners, 
can  only  be  levied  on  'partnership 
property;  it  cannot  be  levied  on  the 
individual  property  of  the  partners." 
Haas  V.  Cook,  148  Ala.  670,  41  So. 
731. 

13.  Hannon  ».  O'Dell,  71  Conn.  698, 
43  Atl.  147;  Phillips  v.  Bridge,  11 
Ma^s.  242. 

Ta]  Where  a  partner's  interest  In 
the  firm  is  attached  (1)  for  his  indi- 


vidual debt,  the  officer  may  in  some 
states  take  into  his  possession  all  the 
firm  property.  Conn. — Stevens  v.  Stev- 
ens, 39  Conn.  474.  111. — Newhall  v. 
Buckingham,  14  111.  405.  Kan. — Hersh- 
field  V.  Claflin  &  Co.,  25  Kan.  166,  37 
Am.  Eep.  237.  La. — Lee  v.  BuUard, 
3  La.  Ann.  462.  Me. — Hacker  v.  John- 
son, 66  Me.  21;  Douglas  v.  Winslow, 
20  Me.  89.  N.  Y.— Atkins  v.  Saxton, 
77  N.  Y.  195;  Hergman  v.  Dettlebach, 
11  How.  Pr.  46.  Ohio.— Stewart  &  Co. 
V.  Hunter,  1  Handy  ,22,  12  Ohio  Dec. 
(Eeprint)  6.  Ore. — Cogswell  v.  Wil- 
son, 17  Ore.  31,  21  Pac.  388.  R.  I. 
Trafford  v.  Hubbard,  15  E.  I.  326,  4 
Atl.  762,  8  Atl.  690.  Tenn.— Saunders 
V.  Bartlett,  12  Heisk.  316.  Utah. 
Snell  V.  Crowe,  3  Utah  26,  5  Pac.  522. 
Vt. — Eeed  v.  Shepardson,  2  Vt.  120, 
19  Am.  Dec.  697.  Va. — Shaver  v. 
White,  6  Munf.  (20  Va.)  110,  8  Am. 
Dee.  730.  (2)  But  in  some  jurisdic- 
tions the  officer  cannot  in  such  case 
take  possession  of  the  firm  property  to 
the  exclusion  of  the  partners.  Conn. 
Hannon  v.  O'Dell,  71  Conn.,  698,  43 
Atl.  147.  Ind.  Ter. — Carlisle  v.  Mc- 
Alester,  3  Ind.  Ter.  164,  53  S.  W.  531. 
Mass. — Sandborn  v.  Eoyce,  132  Mass. 
594;  Crawford  v.  Capen,  132  Mass.  596. 

14.  See  generally  3  Standard  Peoc. 
747. 

15.  Leach  v.  Cook,  10  Vt.  239; 
Evans  v.  Virgin,  69  Wis.  1 53,  33  N.  W. 
569. 

[a]  Aa  to  partner  filing  plea,  abate- 
ment granted.  Hill  v.  Bell,  111  Mo. 
35,   19   S.   W.   959. 

le.     10  Standard  Proc.  413. 

17.  As  to  who  must  be  made  par- 
ties where  a  partnership  is  charged  as 
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process.^'  Where  the  debtor  of  a  firm  is  garnished  for  the  individual 
debt  of  a  partner,  the  other  members  of  the  firm  must  be  given  no- 
tice 'of  such  faet.^® 

D.  Parties. — ^1.  Generally.  —  At  common  law  a  partnership  is 
not  recognized  as  a  legal  entity,^"  and  in  jurisdictions  where  this  rule 
still  prevails,  suits  by  and  against  partnerships  must  be  conducted 
in  the  names  of  the  individual  members  of  the  firm.^^ 


garHishee,  see  10  Standard  Pkoc.  486; 
where  the  partnership  is  the  debtor, 
see  10  Standard  Proc.  487. 

Efiect  upon  the  proceedings  of 
chajige  in  the  partueirsMp  bjr  death  or 
otherwise,  see  10  Standard  Proc.  487. 

18.  As  to  manner  of  maJiiug  service 
upon  partnership  as  garnishee,  see  10 
Standard  Peoc.  496. 

19.  Henderson  v.  Cashman,  85  Me. 
437,  27  Atl.  344. 

As  to  service  of  notice  upon  prin- 
cipal defendant,  of  tlie  garnishment 
proceedings,  see  10  Standard  Proc. 
498. 

20.  U.  S. — Bruett  &  Co.  v.  Austin 
Drainage  Excavator  Co.,  174  Fed.  668. 
Ala. — Illinois  Central  E.  Co.  v.  Kil- 
gore  &  Son,  12  Ala.  App.  358,  67  So. 
707.  Del. — Barber  v.  Clendaniel,  102 
Atl.  84.  la. — Markham  v.  Bucking- 
ham, 21  Iowa  494,  89  Am.  Dec.  590. 
Mass. — Hughes  v.  Gross,  166  Mass.  61, 
43  N.  E.  1031,  55  Am.  St.  Eep.  375, 
32  L.  R.  A.  620.  Mo.— Weldon  v. 
Fisher,  194  Mo.  App.  573,  186  S.  W. 
1153.  Neb. — MeJunkin  v.  Placek,  80 
Neb.  373,  114  N.  W.  411.  Ohio.— Smith 
V.  Hoover;  39  Ohio  St.  249,  256.  Tex. 
Glasscock  v.  Price,  92  Tex.  271,  47  S. 
W.  965;  Commonwealth  Bond  &  Cas. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Meeks  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
187  S.  "W.  681.  W.  Va.— Wilson  v. 
Carter  Oil  Co.,  46  W.  Va.  469,  33  S.  E. 
249;  Courson  v.  Parker,  39  W.  Va. 
521,  20  S.  E.  583. 

21.  U.  S. — Bruett  &  Co.  v.  Austin 
Drainage  Excavator  Co.,  174  Fed.  668; 
Fruit-Cleaning  Co.  v.  Fresno  Home 
Packing  Co.,  94  Fed.  845  (equity 
rule);  Adams  v.  May,  27  Fed.  907. 
Colo. — Simonton  v.  Eohm,  14  Colo.  51, 
23  Pac.  86.  Del. — Roberts  v.  Rowan 
&  Co.,  2  Harr.  314.  Fla. — Richardson 
V.  Smith  &  Co.,  21  Fla.  336.  m. 
Gore  V.  Muhlenburg,  135  111.  App.  525; 
Ives  V.  Muhlenburg,  135  111.  App.  517. 
Ind. — Pollock  V.  Dunning,  54  Ind.  115; 
Livingston  v.  Harvey,  10  Ind.  218. 
Ky. — Heavrin  v.  Lack  Malleable  Iron 
Co.,  153  Ky.  329,  155  S.  W.  729;  Fox 
V.  Blue-Grass   Grocery  Co.,   22   Ky.   L. 
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Rep.  169,  61  S.  W.,  265.  Md.— Arm- 
strong V.  Robinson,  5  Gill  &  J.  412. 
Mich. — Barber  v.  Smith,  41  Mich.  138, 
1  N.  W.  992  (common  law  rule  applies 
to  suits  in  circuit  court,  but  not  in 
justice's  court);  Smith  v.  Canfield,  8 
Mich.  493.  Miss. — ^Lewis  v.  Cline,  5 
So.  112;  Blackwell  v.  Beid  &  Co.,  41 
Miss.  102.  Mo. — Iroquois  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Annan-Burg  Milling  Co.,  179  Mo.  App. 
87,  161  S.  W.  320;  Johnson  Mach.  Co. 
V.  Watson,  57  Mo.  App.  629.  Mont. 
Wilson  V.  Yegen  Bros.,  38  Mont.  504, 
100  Pac.  613;  Boyd  v.  Platner,  5  Mont. 
226,  2  Pac.  346.  N.  J.— Faulkner  ». 
Whitaker,  15  N.  J.  L.  438;  Tomlinson 
V.  Burke,  10  N.  J.  L.  295.  N.  Y. 
Liebert  v.  Reiss,  174  App.  Div.  308, 
160  N.  Y.  Supp.  535;  Union  Wine  Co. 
V.  Green,  62  Misc.  551,  115  N.  Y.  Supp. 
921.  Okla.— Cox  v.  Gille  Hdw.  &  Iron 
Co.,  8  Okla.  483,  58  Pac.  645.  Ore. 
Dunham  v.  Shindler,  17  Ore.  256,  20 
Pac.  326;  Kamm  v.  Harker,  3  Ore.  208. 
Pa. — Tonge  v.  Item  Pub.  Co.,  244  Pa. 
417,  91  Atl.  229;  Cover  v.  Brown, 
Sutter  &  Co.,  7  Pa.  Dist.  19.  S.  C. 
Smith  V.  Walker,  6  8.  C.  169;  Martin 
V.  Kelly,  Cheves  L.  215.  Tex.— Glass- 
cock V.  Price,  92  Tex.  271,  47  S  W 
965;  Frank  v.  Tatum,  87  Tex.  204.  25 
S-  W.  409.  Va.— Pate  v.  Bacon  &  Co., 
6  Munf.  (20  Va.)  219;  Scott  &  Co. 
V.  Dunlop,  Pollok  &  Co.,  2  Munf.  (16 
Va.)  349.  Wash.— Olson  v.  Veazie,  9 
Wash.  481,  37  Pac.  677,  43  Am.  St 
Rep.  855.  W.  Va.— Courson  v.  Parker. 
39   W.  Va.  521,  20  S.  E.  583. 

In  what  name  judgment  rendered, 
see  infra,  II,  J,  3,  b. 

[a]  Names  of  partners  set  out  In 
caption  is  sufficient.  Fruit-Cleaning 
Co.  V.  Fresno  Home-Packing  Co.,  94 
Fed.  845;  Orr  v.  How,  55  Mo..  328. 

[b]  Where  the  partners  are  numer- 
ous, one  or  more  may  represent  the 
others.  Lloyd  v.  Loaring,  6  Ves  Jr 
7i'  31  Eng.  Reprint  1302;  Small  v. 
Attwood,  1  Young  407,  2  L.  J.  Ex.  Bq. 
1,  6,  quoted  in  Piatt  v.  Colvin,  50  Ohio 
St.  703  36  N.  E.  735.  See  generally 
the  title  "Parties."  '^ 
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Where  a  partner  refuses  to  Join  as  plaintiff,  he  may  pursuant  to  the 
general  rule^^  be  made  defendant,^'  or  his  co-partners  may  use  his 
name  as  a  plaintiff  upon  indemnifying  him  against  loss,  if  so  de- 
manded.^* 

Where  Partnership  a  Iiegal  Entity.  —  By  virtue  of  statute  a  partner- 
ship is  regarded  in  some  states,  at  least  for  the  purposes  of  suit,  as 
a  legal  entity  and  may  be  sued,^"  and  in  some  jurisdictions  both  sue 
and  be  sued^*  in  its  firm  name.     The  right  is  sometimes  limited  to 


[e]  An  individual  doing  husinese 
in  name  and  style  of  a  firm  (1)  should 
be  declared  against  by  his  proper 
Christian  and  surname  (Schroeder  v. 
Turner,  68  Md.  506,  13  Atl.  331),  (2)  al- 
though some  courts  permit  a  suit  to  be 
brought  by  or  against  him  in  the  busi- 
ness name  assumed.  Birmingham  Loan 
&  Auction  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  100 
Ala.  249, 13  So.  945,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  45; 
Eobinovitz  v.  Hamill,  44  Okla.  437,  144 
Pac.  1024,  L.  R.  A.  1915I>,  981;  Nation- 
al Surety  Co.  v.  Oklahoma  Presby. 
CoUege,  38  Okla.  429,  432  Pac.  652; 
Roberts  v.  Hosier,  35  Okla.  691,  132 
Pac.   678,  Ann.   Gas.  1914D,  423. 

22.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties," and  11  Standard  Peoc.  971. 

23.  Ala. — ^Allen  v.  White,  Minor 
365.  Ark. — ^Ingham  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Ingersoll  &  Co.,  93  Ark.  447,  125  S.  W. 
139.  Cal. — ^Nightingale  v.  Scannell,  6 
Cal.  506,  65  Am.  Dec.  525.  Ind.— Hill 
V.  Marsh,  46  Ind.  -218.  Mo. — Sanders 
V.  Clifford,  72  Mo.  App.  548.  N.  Y. 
Schnaier  v.  Schmidt,  59  Hun  626,  13 
N.  Y.  Supp.  728,  37  N.  Y.  St.  641; 
Marx  V.  Valley  Stone  Co.,  84  Misc. 
514,  147  N.  Y.  Supp.  519;  Freeman  v. 
Abramson,  30  Misc.  101,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
839.  Tex.— Barker  v.  Abbott,  2  T«x. 
Civ.  App.  147,  21  S.  W.  72;  Hines  v. 
Dean,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  S690. 
Wis.— Noonan  v.  Orton,  31  Wis.  265. 

24.  Ingham  Lumber  Co.  v.  Inger- 
soll &  Co.,  93  Ark.  447,  125  S.  W. 
339;  Skeer  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Nat.  Bank, 
41   Pa.  Co.  Ct.  42. 

25.  Ala. — Conn  v.  Sellers,  73  So. 
961;  Wahouma  Drug  Co.  v.  Clay,  193 
Ala.  79,  69  So.  .82;  Ratchford  v.  Cov- 
ington County  S'toek  Co.  172  Ala.  461, 
55  So.  806.  Cfal. — Holden  v.  Men- 
singer,  165  Pae.  950;  'Booth  v.  Gamble- 
Bobinson  Commission  Co.,  139  Cal.  175, 
72  Pac.  908.  See  King  v.  Randlett, 
33  Cal.  318.  Colo. — ^Barnes  v.  Colorado 
Springs  &  C.  C.  D.  By.  Co.,  42  Colo. 
461,  94  Pae.  570;  Ellsberry  v.  Block, 
28  Colo.  477,  65  Pac.  629;  Peabody  v. 
OleiBon,   15    Colo.    App.    346,    62   Pac. 


234.  Mich.— Stever  v.  Brown,  119 
Mich.  196,  77  N.  W.  704,  where  names 
of  members  composing  firm  are  un- 
known. Minn. — Dimond  v.  Minnesota 
Sav.  Bank,  70  Minn.  298,  73  N.  W. 
182.  Mont. — Doll  V.  Hennessy  Mer- 
cantile Co.,  33  Mont.  80,  81  Pac.  625. 
Nev. — Martin  v.  District  Court,  13 
Nev.  85.  Utah. — ^Hamner  v.  Ballan- 
tyne,  16  Utah  436,  52  Pac.  770,  67. 
Am.  St.   Rep.   643. 

[a]  Such  statute  has  nO'  application 
to  suits  in  equity.  Levysteiu  v.  Ger- 
son,  Seligman  &  Co.,  147  Ala.  251,  41 
So.  774;  Opelika  v.  Daniel,  59  Ala. 
211. 

[b]  If  the  caption  of  the  complaint 
contains  the  names  of  the  members 
of  th«  firm,  it  is  a  sufScient  compli- 
ance with  the  statute.  Foreman  v. 
Weil,  98  Ala.  495,  12  So.  815. 

[c]  Such  statute  is  permissive  and 
does  not  prevent  a  suit  being  brought 
in  the  names  of  the  individual  part- 
ners. Cassells'  Mill  v.  Strater  Bros. 
Grain   Co.,   166   Ala.   274,   51    So.   969. 

[d]  The  addition  of  the  Ann  name 
to  those  of  the  partners  is  merely  de- 
scriptive of  the  persons,  or  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  suit,  and  does 
not  make  it  a  suit  by  the  firm.  Long 
V.  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.,  170 
Ala.  635,  54  So.  62;  Johnston,  Nesbitt 
&  Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  145  Ala. 
378,  40  So.  78;  McKissack  v.  Witz, 
120  Ala.  412,  25  So.  21. 

26.  XT.  S.— Empire  Rice  Mill  Co.  v. 
Neumond,  199  Fed.  800  (Louisiana); 
Bruett  &  Co.  v.  Austin  Drainage  Ex- 
cavator Co.,  174  Fed.  668  (Iowa); 
Balya  Market  Co.  v.  Armour  &  Co., 
102  Fed.  530,  Iowa.  Ga.— McDonough 
V.  Carter,  98  Ga.  703,  25  S.  E.  938; 
Central  R.  Co.  v.  Pickett,  87  Ga.  734, 
13  S.  E.  750.  m.— Watson  v.  Coon, 
247  111.  414,  93  N.  E.  289;  United 
States  Exp.  Co.  v.  Bedbury,  34  HI. 
459.  Ind. — Adams  Express  Co.  v.  State, 
161  Ind.  328,  67  N.  E.  1033,  express 
companies  who  have  recorded  state- 
ment  of  individuals    composing    the 
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partnerships  formed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  trade  or  busi- 
ness in  the  state,^'  or  that  hold,  property  therein.^® 

Certificate  as  to  Fictitious  Name — The  statutes  in  many  jurisdictions 
require  a  partnership  conducting  business  under  a  fictitious  name  to 
file  a  certificate  giving  the  names  of  the  partners,  as  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  maintenance  of  a  suit  upon  a  partnership  demand.^*^ 


firm.  la. — Van  Dyk  v.  Mosterdt,  171 
Iowa  3,  153  N.  W.  2(76;  Hallowell  v. 
Mcliaughlin  Bros.,  121  N.  W.  1039; 
Eyerson  v.  Hendrie,  22  Iowa  480.  Kan. 
Neiswanger  v.  Ord,  81  Kan.  63,  105 
Pac.    17,    29    L.    E.    A.    (N.    S.)    287. 

La Wolf  V.  New  Orleans  Tailor-Made 

Pants  Co.,  52  La.  Ann.-  1357,  27  So. 
89'3.  Ifflch. — Stirling  v.  Heintzman, 
42  Mich.  449,  4  N.  W.  165;  Barber  v. 
Smith,  41  Mich.  138,  1  N.  W.  992  (rule 
in  justice's  court);  Hubbardston 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Covert,  35  Mich.  254,  jus- 
tice's eourtk  Neb.i — Heenan  v.  Par- 
mele,  118  F.  W.  324;  Stelling  v.  Ped- 
dieord,  78  Neb.  779,  111  N.  W.  793; 
Chamberlain  Banking  House  v.  Noyes, 
Norman  &  Co.,  3  Neb.  (Unof.)  550,  92 
N.  W.  175;  Wigton  v.  Smith,  57  Neb. 
299,  77  N.  W.  772.  N.  C— Eoller  v. 
McKinney,  159  N.  C.  319,  74  S.  E.  966; 
fleaton  v.  Wfison,  123  N.  C.  398,  31 
S.  E.  671.  dhio.— Whitman  v.  Keith, 
18  Ohio  St.  134.  Vt.— Patch  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Capeless,  79  Vt.  1,  63  Atl.  938. 
Wyo. — Noble  v.  Hudson,  20  Wyo.  227, 
122   Pac.   901. 

[a]  Statute  is  peimissive  merely 
and  does  not  abrogate  the  common 
law  rule.  Colq. — Peabody  v.  Oleson,  15 
Colo.  App.  346,  62  Pac.  234.  la. — Me- 
Closkey  v.  Strickland,  7  Iowa  259. 
Ohio. — Whitman  v.  Keith,  18  Ohio  St. 
134. 

[b]  That  security  for  the  costs 
must  be  given  where  partnership  siies 
in  its  firm  name,  see  Peaks  v.  Graves, 
25  Neb.  235,  41  N.  W.  151;  Burling- 
ton &  M.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Dick,  7  Neb. 
242. 

[c]  Although  a  contract  is  made  by 
them  as  individuals,  if  they  subse- 
quently file  a  certificate  of  a  fictitious 
partnership  they  may  sue  on  the  con- 
tract as  a  partnership.  Church  v. 
Wilkeson-Tripp  Co.,  58  Wash.  262,  108 
Pac.  596,  109  Pac.  113. 

27.  V.  S.— Irvine  v.  Church,  227 
Fed.  252,  Ohio.  Neb.— McJunkin  v. 
Placek,  80  Neb.  373,  114  N.  W.  411; 
Union  Pae.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Metcalf,  50  Neb. 
452,  69  N.  W.  961;  Church  v.  Callahan, 
49   Neb.   542,   68   N.    W.    932.      Ohio. 
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Byers  v.  Schlupe,  51  Ohio  St.  300,  38 
N.  E.  117,  25  L.  E.  A.  649;  Smith  v. 
Hoover,  39  Ohio  St.  249;  Haskins  v. 
Alcott,  13  Ohio  St.  210;  Abernathy 
V.  Latimore,  19  Ohio  286.  Wyo. 
Noble  V.  Hudson,  20  Wyo.  227,  122 
Pac.  901;  O'Brien  v.  Foglesong,  3 
Wyo.  57^  31  Pac.  1047. 

[a]  Statutes  Must  Be  Strictly  Con- 
strued and  Followed. — Meyer  v.  Omaha 
F.  &  C.  Co.,  76  Neb.  405,  107  N.  W. 
767;  Church  v.  Callahan,  49  Neb.  542, 
68  N.  W.  932;  Burlington  &  Missouri 
Eiver  E.  Co.  v.  Dick,  7  Neb.   242. 

[b]  An  association  formed  for  an 
illegal  purpo^  is  not  a  partnership 
within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  al- 
lowing it  to  be  sued  in  its  assumed 
name.  Jackson  v.  Akron  Brick  Assn., 
53  Ohio  St.  303,  41  N.  E.  257,  53  Am. 
St.  Bep.  638,  35  L.  E.  A.  287. 

28.  U.  S.— Irvine  v.  Church,  227 
Fed.  252,  Ohio.  Neb.— McJunkin  v. 
Placek,  80  Neb.  373,  114  N.  W.  411; 
Union  Pae.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Metcalf,  50  Neb. 
452,  69  N.  W.  961;  Church  v.  Callahan, 
49  Neb.  542,  68  N.  W.  932;  Herrou 
V.  Cole  Bros.,  25  Neb.  692,  41  N.  W. 
765.  Ohio. — Byers  v.  Schlupe,  51  Ohio 
St.  300,  38  N.  E.  117,  25  L.  E.  A. 
649;  Smith  v.  Hoover,  39  Ohio  St.  249. 
Wyo. — Noble  v.  Hudson,  20  Wyo.  227, 
122  Pac.  901;  O'Brien  v.  Foglesone,  3 
Wyo.  57,  31  Pac.  1047. 

[a]  If  the  partnership  holds  prop- 
erty in  the  state,  it  may  be  sued  in 
its  firm  name,  although  not  formed  for 
such  purpose.  Irvine  v.  Church,  227 
Fed.  252. 

281/2.  Ariz.— McPadden  v.  Stanley, 
16  Ariz.  91,  141  Pae.  732.  Cai;— Hol- 
den  V.  Mensinger,  165  Pac.  950;  North 
V.  Moore,  135  Cal.  621,  67  Pac.  1037. 
Mich. — TurnbuU  v.  Michigan  Gent.  E. 
Co.,  183  Mich.  213,  150  N.  W.  132. 
Mont.— Vaughan  v.  Kujath,  44  Mont. 
484,  120  Pac.  1121.  Ohio.— Walsh  v. 
J.  E.  Thomas  Sons,  91  Ohio  St.  210, 
110  N.  E.  454;  Cobble  v.  Farmers' 
Bank,  63  Ohio  St.  528,  59  N.  E.  221. 
Okla. — Oklahoma  Fire  Ins.  Co  v 
Wagester,  38  Okla.  291,  132  Pac.  1071:' 
Choctaw  Lumb.  Co,  v.  Gilmore,  11  Okla. 
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2.  Actions  Ex  Contractu.  —  a.  Plaintiffs.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  As 
a  general  rule  in  a  suit  upon  a  partnership  contract,  all  persons  who 
were  partners  at  the  time  of  making  such  contract  are  necessary  par- 
ties plaintiff.^*     It  is  permissible,^"  but  npt  necessary,  to  join  either 


462,  68  Pae.  733;  Swope  v.  Burnham, 
6  Okla.  736,  52  Pac.  924. 

[a]  Statute  not  applicable  (1)  to 
tort  actions  (Cal. — Ralph  v.  Lockwood, 
61  Cal.  155.  Colo. — Melcher  v.  Beeler, 
48  Colo.  233,  110  Pac.  181,  139  Am. 
St.  Rep.  273;  Pedroni  v.  Eppstein,  17 
Colo.  App.  424,  68  Pae.  794.  Ohio. 
Anonymous,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  568),  (2) 
nor  where  an  individual  is  doing  busi- 
ness under  a  fictitious  name  (Robin- 
ovitz  V.  Hamill,  44  Okla.  437,  144  Pac. 
1024,  L.  R.  A.  1915D,  981;  Oklahoma 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wagester,  38  Okla. 
291,  132  Pae.  1071),  (3)  nor  where 
a  nonresident  partnership,  not  having 
a  place  of  business  in  the  state,  trans- 
acts business  therein.  Cahn  v.  Gotts- 
chalk,  14  Daly  542,  2  N.  T.  Supp.  13, 
16  N.  Y.  St.  818;  Swope  v.  Burnham, 
6  Okla.  736,  52  Pac.  924. 

As  to  whether  an  assignee  may  sue 
where  the  statute  has  not  been  com- 
plied with,  see  infra,  II,  D,  2,  a,  (II), 
note  36. 

As  to  necessity  of  pleading  compli- 
ance    or     non-compliance,     see     infra, 

n,  G,  1,  b,  (IV);  n,  G,  2,  c. 

29.  U.  S. — Vinal  v.  West  Virginia 
Oil  &  Oil  Land  Co.,  110  U.  S.  215,  4 
Sup.  Ct.  4,  28  L.  ed.  124;  Seymour  v. 
Western  R.  Co.,  106  U.  S.  320,  1  Sup. 
Ct.  123,  27  L.  ed.  103;  McAulay  v. 
Moody,  185  Fed.  144;  Crosby  v.  Ham- 
merlin  g,  170  Fed.  857.  Ala. — Simmons 
V.  Titche,  102  Ala.  317,  14  So.  786; 
Cochran  v.  Cunningham's  Exr.,  16  Ala. 
448,  50  Am.'  Dec.  186;  Monroe  v. 
Ezzell,  11  Ala.  603.  Aik. — Cannon  v. 
Harmon,  124  Ark.  344,  187  S.  W.  164; 
Ingham  Lumber  Co.  v.  Ingersoll  &  Co., 
93  Ark.  447,  125  S.  W.  139;  Leola 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Bozarth,  91  Ark.  10, 
120  S.  W:  152.  Ga.— Callaway  v. 
Pearson,  139  Ga.  540,  77  S.  E.  816; 
Granger  v.  Knight,  134  Ga.  839,  68 
S.  B.  648;  Thompson  v.  McDonald,  84 
Ga.  5,  10  S.  E.  448.  Haw.— Silva  v. 
De  Freitas,  18  Hawaii  613.  HI. — Amer- 
ican Central  Ry.  Co.  v.  Miles,  52  111. 
174.  Ky. — Dougherty  v.  Smith,  "Wil- 
son &  Co.,  4  Mete.  279;  Creel  v.  Bell 
&  Co.,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  309;  Snodgrass 
V.  Broadwell,  2  Litt.  353.  La. — Dorr 
V.  Jouet,  20  La.  Ann.  27;  Gallot  v. 
McCIuskey;  IS  I^  Aon.   259;   Uutler 


V.  Cochran,  13  La.  482.  Me. — Bumpus 
V.  Turgeon,  98  Me.  550,  57  Atl.  883; 
Day  v.  Swann,  13  Me.  165.  Md. — Smith 
V.  Crichton,  33  Md.  103;  Armstrong 
V.  Robinson,  5  Gill  &  J.  412;  Mitchell 
V.  Dall,  2  Har.  &  G.  159.  Mass.— Fay 
V.  Duggan,  135  Mass.  242;  Fish  v. 
Gates,  133  Mass.  441;  Gage  v.  Rollins, 
10  Mete.  348;  Halliday  v.  Doggett,  6 
Pick.  359.  Mo. — Hardesty  v.  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  By.  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  179 
S.  W.  725;  Anable  v.  McDonald  Land 
&  Min.  Co.,  144  Mo.  App.  303,  128 
S.  W.  38.  Neb.— Burlington  &  M.  R. 
R.  Co.  V.  Diek,  7  Neb.  242.  N.  H. 
Kenuiston  v.  Ham,  29  N.  H.  501; 
Pearson  v.  Parker,  3  N.  H.  366.  N.  Y. 
Frumea  v.  Glaser,  127  N.  Y.  Supp. 
321.  N.  C— Roller  v.  McKinney,  159 
N.  C.  319,  74  S.  E.  966;  Heaton  v. 
Wilson,  123  N.  C.  398,  31  S.  E.  671; 
Wiley  V.  Logan,  95  N.  C.  358.  Ohio. 
Choteau  v.  Raitt,  20  Ohio  132.  Okla. 
Cox  V.  Gille  Hdw.  &  Iron  Co.,  8  Okla. 
483,  58  Pac.  645.  Pa.— Wilson  v.  Wal- 
lace, 8  Serg.  &  R.  53.  Tex. — Tynburg 
V.  Cohen,  67  Tex.  220,  2  S.  W.  734; 
Speake  v.  Prewitt,  6  Tex.  252;  Floore 
V.  Burgher  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
128  S.  W.  1152;  Allen  v.  Fleck,  54 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  507,  118  S.  W.  176; 
Hoskins  v.  Velasco  Nat.  Bank,  48 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  246,  107  S.  W.  598. 
Vt. — Sawyer  v.  Worthington,  28  Vt. 
733.  W.  Va.— Wetherill  v.  McOloskey 
Bros.  &  Co.,  28  W.  Va.  195.  Wis. 
George  v.  Benjamin,  100  Wis.  622,  76 
N.  W.  619,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  963;  De 
Wit  V.  Lander,  72  Wis.  120,  39  N.  W. 
349;  Jackson  v.  Bohrman,  59  Wis.  422, 
18  N.  W.  456. 

[a]  One  who  receives  a  share  of 
the  profits  of  a  partnership  for  his 
services  held  not  a  partner  and  there- 
fore not  a  necessary  party  plaintiff. 
Lewis  V.  Greider,  51  N.  Y.  231;  Delise 
V.  Palladino,  16  Misc.  74,  37  N.  Y. 
Supp.  705,  73  N.  Y.  St.  250. 

fb]  But  where  only  one  partner  is 
really  interested,  the  name  of  the 
other  having  been  inserted  in  the  con- 
tract by  inadvertence,  the  former  may 
sue  alone  as  to  the  real  party  in  in- 
terest. Ware  v.  Long,  24  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
696,  69  S.   W.   797. 

30.    Jones  V.  Howard,  53  Miss.  707. 
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a  dormant'*  or  a  nominaP^  partner  unless  there  is  a  privity  of  con- 
tract between  them  and  the  defendant.^'  An  infant  partner  should  be 
made  a  party  plaintiff  in  his  own  name  upon  a  demand  owing  to  the 
partnership.^* 

(II.)  Upon  Assigned  Claim.  —The  common  law  rule  requiring  action 
upon  an  assigned  partnership  claim  to  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
assignor^'  has  been  generally  changed  so  as  to  permit  suit  by  a  part- 
ner or  other  person  in  his  own  name  on  a  partnership  claim  assigned 
to  him,'^  or  a  suit  in  the  name  of  all  the  partners  on  a  contract  made 


31.  Ala. — Bank  of  St.  Marys  v.  St. 
John,  Powers  &  Co.,  25  Ala.  566; 
Desha,  Smith  &  Co.  v.  Holland,  12 
Ala.  513,  46  Am.  Dec.  261;  Monroe 
V.  Ezzell,  11  Ala.  603;  Shropshire  v. 
Shepperd,  3  Ala.  733.  Ark. — Seller  i;. 
Block,  19  Ark.  566;  Phillips  v.  Penny- 
wit,  1  Ark.  59.  '  Del. — McCabe  v.  Mor- 
rison, 2  Harr.  66.  Ind. — Goble  v.  Gale, 
7  Blackf.  218,  41  Am.  Dec.  219.  La. 
Keane  v.  Fisher  &  Co.,  9  La.  Ann. 
70.  Me. — Bumpns  v.  Tnrgeon,  98  Me. 
550,  57  Atl.  883;  Barstow  v.  Gray,  3 
Me.  409.  Md.— Smith  v.  Crichton,  33 
Md.  103;  Mitchell  v.  Dall,  2  Har.  & 
G.  159.  Mass. — Wright  v.  Herrick,  125 
Mass.  154;  Wood  v.  O'Kelley,  8  Cush. 
406;  Robinson  v.  Mansfield,  13  Pick. 
139.  N.  H.— Joyslin  v.  Taylor,  24  N. 
H.  268.  N.  J. — Cammack  v.  Johnson, 
2  N-.  J.  Bq.  163.  N.  Y.— Piatt  v. 
Halen,  23  Wend.  456;  Warner  v.  Gris- 
wold,  8  Wend.  665;  Clark  v.  Miller,  4 
Wend.  628.  Ohio.— Choteau  v.  Kaitt, 
20  Ohio  132:  Beach  v.  Hayward,  10 
Ohio  455.  Pa. — Eogers  v.  Kichline's 
Admrs.,  36.  Pa.  293;  Morse  v.  Chase 
&  Co.,  4  Watts  456;  Wilson  v.  Wal- 
lace, 8  Serg.  &  E.  53.  Tex.— Tyuberg 
V.  Cohen,  67  Tex.  220,  2  S.  W.  734; 
Garrett  v.  Muller  &  Co.,  37  Tex.  589; 
Jackson  v.  Alexander,  8  Tex.  109.  Vt. 
Waite  &  Co.  v.  Dodge,  34  Vt.  181; 
Lapham  v.  Green,  9  Vt.  407;  Hilliker 
V.  Loop,  5  Vt.  116,  26  Am.  Dec.  286. 
Wis. — Piatt  V.  Iron  Exchange  Bank, 
83  Wis.  358,  53  N.  W.  73f;  Bird  v. 
Fake,  1  Pin.  290.  Eng.— Lloyd  v. 
Archbowle,  2  Taunt.  324,  1I7  Eng. 
Reprint  1102  (dormant  partner  cannot 
be  joined  as  defendant's  right  of  set- 
off may  be  pre.judiced) ;  Leveck  v. 
Shaftoe,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  468. 

[a]  An  ostensible  partner  is  a  trus> 
tee  of  an  express  trust  within  the 
meaning  -of  a  statute  allowing  a  trus- 
tee of  an  express  trust  to  sue  without 
.joining  the  beneficiary  and  so  he  need 
not  join  the  dormant  partner.     Piatt 
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,  V.  Iron  Exchange  Bank,  83   Wis.  358, 
'  53  N.  W.  737. 

32.  Ark. — Phillipsi  v.  Pennywit,  1 
Ark.  59.  la. — Enix  v.  Hays,  48  Iowa 
86.  Mass.— Bishop  v.  Hall,  9  Gray  430. 
N.  H.— Hatch  v.  Wood,  43  N.  H. 
633.  N.  Y.— Beudel  v.  Hettrick,  3 
Jones  &  S.  405,  45  How.  Pr.  198.  Vt. 
Waite  &  Co.  v.  Dodge,  34  Vt.  181. 
Eng.— Kell  v.  Nainby,  10  Barn.  &  C. 
20,  21  E.  C.  L.  10,  5  Man.  &  Ry.  76, 
8  L.  J.  K.  B.  O.  S.  99,  109  Eng.  Re- 
print 358. 

33.  Ala. — Monroe  v.  Ezzell,  11  Ala. 
603.  Del. — McCab«  v.  Morrison,  2 
Harr.  66.  Me. — Barstow  v.  Gray,  3 
Greenl.  409.  Ma^s.— Wood  v.  O'Kelley, 
8  Cush.  406.  N.  Y.— Clarkson  v.  Car- 
ter, 3  Cow.  84.  Tex. — Jackson  v.  Alex- 
ander, 8  Tex.  109;  Speake  v.  Prewitt, 
6  Tex.  252.  Wis.— Bird  v.  Fake,  1 
Pin.   290. 

34.  Osburn  v.  Farr,  42  Mich.  134, 
3  N.  W.  299,  infant's  father  cannot 
sue  as  his  substitute.  But  see  dictum 
in  Phillips  v.  Pennywit,  1  Ark.  59, 
holding  that  infant  partner  is  not  re- 
quired to  join. 

35.  See  the  title  "Assignments," 
and  the  following  cases:  Ala. — Howell 
V.  Reynolds,  12  Ala.  128.  Ark.— Molen 
V.  Orr,  44  Ark.  486.  Me.— Lunt  v. 
Stevens,  24  Me.  534.  Md.— Allstan 's 
Admr.  v.  Contee's  Exr.,  4  Har.  &  J. 
351.  Mass.— Tate  v.  Citizens'  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Co.,  13  Gray  79;  Russell  v.  Swan, 
16  Mass.  314.  N.  Y.— Baumert  v., 
Daesohler,  65  Misc.  526,  120  N.  Y. 
Supp.  957.  N.  0.— Gaither  v.  Caldwell, 
21  N.  C.  504.  Ore.— Levins  v.  Stark, 
57  Ore.  189,  110  Pac.  980.  Pa.— Mos- 
grove  V.  Golden,  101  Pa.  605;  Horbach 
V.  Huey,  4  Watts  455.  S.  C— Degroot 
V.  Darby,  7  Rich.  L.  118.  Tex.— Cleve- 
land V.  Heidenheimer,  92  Tex.  108,  46 
S.  W.  30.  Can.— Brougham  v.  Balfour 
3  U.  C.  C.  P.  72.  ' 

36.  Ariz.— McFadden  v.  Shanlev,  16 
Ariz.    91,   141   Pae.    732.     Cal— Boyce 
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with  an  individual  or  other  firm  and  subsequently  assigned  to  the  part- 
nership.'^ 

(III.)  By  Indorsee.  -  The  general  rule  that  the  endorsee  of  a  nego- 
tiable instrument  may  maintain  an  action  thereon  in  his  own  name,^' 
applies  where  a  note  made  payable  to  a  partnership  is  indorsed  or 
delivered  by  the  payee  to  another.^® 

(IV.)  Where  Claim  Severed.  -A  partner  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in 
his  own  name  on  what  his  partners  agree  is  his  share  of  a  debt  due 
the  firm,*"  nor  on  what  he  believes  to  be  his  share  of  the  demand,*^ 
but  if  the  debtor  also  agrees  to  the  severance  of  his  joint  debt,  each 
partner  may  maintain  individual  actions  for  his  share.*^ 


V.  Gordon,  11  Cal.  App.  771,  106  Pac. 
264.  Colo. — Walker  v.  Steele,  9  Colo. 
388,  12  Pac.  423.  Ind. — Way  v. 
Fravel,  61  Ind.  162;  Swails  v.  Cover- 
dill,  17  Ind.  337.  La. — White  v.  Jones, 
14  La.  Ann.  681.  Micli. — McKnight 
V.  Lowitz,  176  Mich.  452,  142  N.  W. 
769.  Mo.— Carroll  v.  Campbell,  110 
Mo.  557,  19  S.  W.  809.  N.  J.— Trow- 
bridge V.  D«nning,  80  N.  J.  L.  236,  77 
Atl.  1068.  N.  Y.— Phillips  v.  Clark, 
48  N.  Y.  677;  Baumert  v.  Daeschler, 
65  Misc.  526,  120  N.  T.  Supp.  957. 
Obio. — Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carnahan, 
63  Ohio  St.  258,  58  N.  E.  805;  West 
V.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.,  27  Ohio  St.  1, 
22  Am.  Eep.  294.  Ore, — Levins  v. 
Stark,  57  Ore.  189,  110  Pae.  980.  Tex. 
Cleveland  v.  Heidenheimer,  92  Tex. 
108,  46  S.  W.  30;  Keels  v.  Ashworth 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  187  S.  W.  1008.  Wis. 
Viles  V.  Bangs,  36  Wis.  131. 

Assignee  as  real  party  in  interest, 
see  generally,  3  Standard  Peoc.  112, 
and  the  title  "Parties." 

[a]  Where  the  assignment  is  not 
authorized  by  law  the  assignor  must 
be  made  a  party.  Arnold  v.  Moss,  27 
Okla.  524,  112  Pae.  995,  partnership 
accounts. 

[b]  An  assignee  of  a  partner's  in- 
terest in  a  particular  contract  of  the 
partnership  is  not  a  necessary  party 
to  an  action  upon  such  contract,  since 
the  attempted  assignment  makes  the 
assignee  but  a  creditor  of  the  firm. 
Bingel  v.  Brown,  15  Colo.  App.  241,  61 
Pac.  435. 

[e]  Where  a  certificate  must  be  filed 
by  a  partnership  doing  business  under 
a  fictitious  name  before  it  is  permitted 
to  maintain  actions  on  partnership 
matters  (1),  an  assignee  may  main- 
tain an  action  on  the  partnership  trans- 
action, although  no  certificate  has  been 
filed  (Cheney  v.  Newberry,  67  Cal.  126, 
7  Pae.   445.     See   also   Quan    Wye   v. 


Chin  Lin  Hee,  123  Cal.  185,  55  Pac. 
783.  Contra,  Choctaw  Lumb.  Co.  «. 
Gilmore,  11  Okla.  462,  68  Pac.  733), 
except  (2)  where  the  statute  forbids 
the  assignee  as  well  as  the  partners 
from  suing.  Creditors'  Adjustment 
Co.  V.  Eossi,  26  Cal.  App.  725,  148 
Pac.  528.  As  to  necessity  for  such 
certificate,  see  supra,  II,  D,  1. 

37.  la. — Welsh  V.  Lemert,  92  Iowa 
116,  60  N.  W.  230.  N.  Y.— Gast  v. 
Johnston,  3  N.  Y.  St.  258.  Tex. — Cleve- 
land V.  Heidenheimer,  92  Tex.  108,  46 
S.  W.  30.  Wis. — Badger  v.  Daenicke, 
56  Wis.  678,  14  N.  W.  821. 

38.  See  4  Standard  Proc.   234. 

39.  111. — American  Cent.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Miles,  52  111.  174.  La. — Dorr  v.  Jouet, 
20  La.  Ann.  27.  Mass. — Estabrook  v. 
Smith,  6  Gray  570,  66  Am.  Dec.  443; 
Russell  V.  Swan,  16  Mass.  314.  Minn. 
Pease  v.  Rush,  2  Minn.  107.  Mo. 
Canef ox  v.  Anderson,  22  Mo.  347.  N.  H. 
Burnham  v.  Whittier,  5  N.  H.  ?34. 
N.  Y. — Kirby  v.  Cogswell,  1  Caines 
505,  Golem.  &  C.  Cas.  320.  Ore. — Lev- 
ins V.  Stark,  57  Ore.  189,  110  Pac.  980.  ■ 
Wis. — Manegold  v.  Dulau,  30  Wis.  541. 

[a]  Individual  indorsement  of  one 
partner  to  another  is'  not  sufficient  to 
permit  the  bringing  of  the  action  in 
his  name,  where  the  partnership  is  the 
payee.  Estabrook  v.  Smith,  6  Gray 
(Mass.)    570,   66   Am.   Dec.   443. 

40.  American  Cent.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Miles,  52  111.  174;  Rookwood  v.  Allen, 
7  Mass.  254. 

41.  U.  S. — Vinal  v.  West  Virginia 
Oil  &  Oil  Land  Co.,  110  U.  S.  215,  4 
Sup.  Ct.  4,  28  L.  ed.  124.  Md.— Corner 
V.  Gilman,  53  Md.  364.  Mich. — Bigelow 
V.  Reynolds,  68  Mich.  344,  36  N.  W. 
95.  Mo. — Anable  v.  McDonald  Land 
&  M.  Co.,  144  Mo.  App.  303,  128  S.  W. 
38.  Can.— Marsolais  v.  Willett,  17 
Queb.   Sup.   Ct.   262. 

42.  Mass. — Baker  v.  Jewell,  6  Mass. 
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(V.)  Partner  as  Trustee.  —  Where  one  partner  is  trustee  for  the  part- 
nership, he  need  not  join  the  remaining  partners  in  an  action  in- 
volving the  subject-matter  of  the  trust."^ 

(VI.)  Contracts  in  Name  of  Partner.  — Where  the  contract  is  made 
on  behalf  of  the  partnership  as  an  undisclosed  principal,  it  may  bring 
an  action  thereon,**  or  the  action  may  be  brought  by  the  partner 
alone,  in  whose  name  the  contract  was  made,*°  in  accordance  with  the 
general  principles  elsewhere  discussed.*" 

b.  Defendants.  —  (I.)  in  General.  -  Actions  upon  partnership  eon- 
tracts  should  be  brought  against  all  the  partners  who  were  members 
of  the  firm  when  the  contract  was  entered  into*^  unless  they  be  dor- 


460,  4  Am.  Dec.  162.  N.  J.— Blair 
V.  Snover,  10  N.  J.  L.  153.  N.  ,y. 
Bunn  V.  Morris,  3  Gaines  54. 

43.  IMlch.— Sheldon  v.  Bennett,  44 
Mich.  634,  7  N.  W.  223.  N.  Y.— Howe 
V.  Savory,  49  Barb.  403.  Wis.— Eob- 
bins  V.  Deverill,  20  Wis.  142. 

As  to  right  of  a  trustee  of  an  ex- 
press trust  to  sue  alone,  see  generally 
the  title  "Parties." 

44.  111. — Havana,  R.  &  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Walsh,  85  111.  58;  Illinois  Central  R. 
Co.  V.  Owens,  53  111.  391.  Ind.— Ward 
V.  Leviston,  7  Blackf.  466.  Mass. 
Gage  V.  Rollins,  10  Mete.  348.  Mich. 
Philpott  V.  Beehtel,  104  Mich.  79,  62 
N.  W.  174;  Gilbert  v.  Lichtenberg,  98 
Mich.  417,  57  N.  W.  259.  N.  Y. 
Beakea  v.  Da  Cunha,  126  N.  Y.  293, 
27  N.  B.  251.  P.  I. — Tuason  v.  Zamora 
&  Sons,  2  Phil.  Isl.  305.  S.  C— Mun- 
roe  V.  Williams,  35  S.  C.  572,  15  S.  E. 
279.  Wis. — Badger  v.  Daenicke,  56 
Wis.  678,  14  N.  W.  821.  Eng. — Garrett 
V.  Handley,  3  Barn.  &  C.  462,  10  E.  C. 
L.  214,  5  D'.  &  R.  319,  3  L.  J.  K.  B. 
O.  S.  47,  107  Eng.  Reprint  805. 

But  Bee  Mead  v.  Tomlinson,  1  Day 
(Conn.)  148,  2  Am.  Dec.  62,  that  the 
contracting  partner  only  can  sue. 

[a]  Where  a  party  refuses  to  con- 
tract with  the  firm  but  makes  a  con- 
tract with  a  single  partner  only,  the 
latter  may  sue.  Burwitz  v.  Jeflfers, 
103  Mich.  512,  61  N.  W.  784. 

45.  D.  C. — Simmons  V.  Jaselli,  38 
App.  Cas.  242.  Ga. — Council  v.  Teal, 
122  Ga.  61,  49  S.  E.  806.  111.— Hair 
Co.  V.  Thome,  27  111.  App.  502.  Ind. 
Ewing  V.  French,  1  Blackf.  353.  la. 
Flanders  v.  Monroe,  172  Iowa  347,  154 
N.  W.  586,  is  real  party  in  interest. 
La. — Lejeune  v.  Vaufrey  Sugar  Plant- 
ing &  Mfg.  Co.,  123  La.  871,  49  So. 
603.  Mo. — Taylor  v.  Steamboat  Rob- 
ert Campbell,  20  Mo.  254;  Bryant  ». 
Phillips,  189  Mo.  App.  278,  176  S.   W. 
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294.  N.  Y.— Piatt  v.  Halen,  23  Wend. 
456.  Tex. — Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  84  Tex.  348,  19  S.  W.  509; 
Covington  v.  Sloan  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
124  S.  W.  690.  Vt.— Curtis  v.  Bel- 
knap, 21  Vt.  433.  Eng.— Metcalfe  v. 
Rycroft,  6  Maule  &  Sel.  75,  105  Eng. 
Reprint  1171. 

46.  See      the      titles      "Parties;" 
"Principal  and  Agent." 

47.  U.  a— Bell  V.  Donohoe,  17  Fed. 
710,  8  S?Lwy.  435.  Axk. — Coleman  v. 
Fisher,  67  Ark.  27,  53  S.  W.  671.  Cal. 
Harrison  v.  McCormick,  69  Cal.  616,  11 
Pac.  456.  Colo. — Erskine  v.  Russell, 
43  Colo.  449',  96  Pac.  249.  D.  C. 
Parker  v.  Heald,  29  App.  Cas.  35. 
Ga.— Wiley  &  Co:  v.  Sledge,  8  Ga.  532. 
m.— Sherburne  v.  Hyde,  185  111..  580, 
57  N.  E.  776;  Sandusky  v.  Sidwell, 
173  111.  493,  50  N.  E.  1003;  Coates 
V.  Preston,  105  111.  470;  Pettis  v.  At- 
kins, 60  111.  454;  Page  v.  Brant,  18 
111.  37;  Fleming  v.  Ross,  125  111.  App. 
265,  afflrmed  in  225  111.  149,  80  N.  E." 
92.  Ky. — Heavrin  v.  Lack  Malleable 
Iron  Co.,  153  Ky.  329,  155  S.  W.  729; 
Nichols  &  Co.  t).  Burton,  5  Bush  320. 
Md. — Loney  v.  Bailey,  43  Md.  10; 
Smith  V.  Cooke,  31  Md.  174,  100  Am. 
Dec.  58;  Kent  v.  Holliday,  17  Md.  387. 
Neb.— Bowen  v.  Crow,  16  Neb.  556,  20 
N.  W.  850;  Leach  v.-  Milburn  Wagon 
Co.,  14  Neb.  106,  15  N.  W.  232;  Fox 
V.  Abbott,  12  Neb.  328,  11  N.  W.  303. 
Nev.— Tinkum  v.  O'Neale,  5  Nev.  93. 
N.  J. — Curtis  V.  Hollingshead,  14  N.  J. 
L.  402.  N.  Y. — Green  v.  Lippincott, 
53  How.  Pr.  33;  Farwell  v.  Davis,  66 
Barb.  73;  Harris  v.  Schultz,  40  Barb. 
315;  Hyde  v.  Lesser,  93  App.  Div  320, 
87  N.  Y.  Supp.  878;  Merrill  v.  Blknch- 
ard,  7  App.  Div.  167,  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 
48,  7  N.  Y.  St.  661.  N.  C— Heaton 
V.  Wilson,  123  N.  C.  398,  31  S.  E. 
671.  Okla.— Taby  v.  McMurray,  30 
Okla,   602,   120   Pae.   664;    Hdlden    v. 
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mant**  or  nominal*'  partners  -whoTn  the  plaintiff  may,  but  is  not  com- 
pelled to,  join  as  defendants.  An  infant  partner  should  be  made  a  party 
in  accordance  with  the  general  rule  in  regard  to  infants.^" 

(II.)  Joint  and  Several  Liability.  —  "Where  the  liability  of  the  part- 
ners is  made  joint  and  several,  a  person  having  a  demand  against 
the  partnership  may  sue  it  as  such,^^  or  may,  at  his  election,  bring  it 
against  all  or  either  of  the  individual  members  thereof,^^  or  against 


Lynn,  30  Okla.  663,  120  Pac.  246,  38 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  239;  Cox  v.  Gille 
Hdw.  &  Iron  Co.,  8  Okla.  483,  58  Pae. 
645.  R.  I. — Nathanson  v.  Spitz,  19  B. 
I.  70,  81  Atl.  690.  S.  C— Pope  "Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Welch,  55  S.  0.  528,  33  S.  E. 
787.  Tex, — Frank  v.  Tatum,  87  Tex. 
204,  25  S.  W.  409;  Tynburg  v.  Cohen, 
67  Tex.  220,  2  S.  W.  734;  Davis  v. 
Willis,  47  Tex.  154;  Biggs  v.  Lee 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  137  S.  "W.  138; 
Floore  v.  Burgher  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.).  128- S.  W.  1152.  Va.— Ward  v. 
Motter,  2  Bob.  (41  Va.)  536.  W.  Va. 
Carlon's  Admr.  v.  Euffner,  12  W.  Va. 
297. 

[a]  Persons  holding  themselves  out 
as  partners  may  be  joined,  though 
there  is  no  partnership  in  fact.  Cot- 
trill  V.  Vanduzen,   22  Vt.   511. 

[b]  Strangers  to  the  partnership 
cannot  be  made  defendants  to  an  ac- 
tion on  a  partnership  obligation.  Laird 
V.  Umberger,  1  Phila.   (Pa.)   518. 

[c]  The  husband  of  a  partner  is  a 
proper  party.  Keller  v.  Hicks,  22  Cal. 
457,  83  Am.  Dec.  78.  But  see  11 
Standard  Proc.  734,  et  seq. 

48.  U.  S. — Bank  of  Alexandria  v. 
Mandeville,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  575,  2  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  851.  Cal. — Tomlinson  v. 
Spencer,  5  Cal.  291.  HI. — Page  v. 
Brant,  18  111.  37;  Conley  v.  Good,  1  111. 
135;  Baccash  v.  United  States  Tent  & 
Awning  Co.,  135  111.  App.  121.  Ky. 
Williams  v.  Eogers,  14  Bush  776.  Md. 
Hopkins  v.  Sent,  17  Md.  72.  Mass. 
Wright  V.  Herriek,  125  Mass.  154; 
Lord  V.  Baldwin,  6  Pick.  348;  Syl- 
vester V.  Smith,  9  Mass.  119.  Minn. 
Wood  V.  Cu'llen,  13  Minn.  394.  Mo. 
Eiehardson  v.  Farmer,  36  -Mo.  35,  88 
Am.  Dec.  1Z9.  N.  H.— Elliot  v.  Stev- 
ens, 38  N.  H.  311.  N".  J. — Cammaok 
V.  Johnson,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  163.  N.  Y. 
Scott  V.  Conway,  58  N.  Y.  619;  Leslie 
V.  Wiley,  47  N.  Y.  648;  North  v.  Bloss, 
30  N.  Y.  374.  Pa. — Johnston  v.  War- 
den, 3  Watts  101.  S.  0. — ^Eeab  v. 
Pool,  30  S.  C.  140,  8  8.  E.  703.  Tenn. 
Nichols  V.  Cheairs,  4  Sneed  229.  Tex. 
Tynburg  v.  Cohen,  67  Tex.  220,  2  S.  W. 


734;  Floore  v.  Burgher  &  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  128  S.  W.  1152;  Dav-is  v. 
Bingham  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  46  S.  W. 
840.  Vt.— Hagar  v.  Stone,  20  Vt.  106; 
Blin  V.  Pierce,  20  Vt.  25;  Hicks  & 
Co.  V.  Cram,  17  Vt.  449.  Va.— Ward 
V.  Motter,  2  Rob.  (41  Va.)  536.  Eng. 
De  Mautort  v.  Saunders,  1  Barn.  & 
A.  398,  20  E.  C.  L.  534,  9  L.  J.  K.  B. 
O.  S.  51,  109  Eng.  Eeprint  836;  Beck- 
ham V.  Drake,  9  Mees.  &  W.  79. 

[a]  The  nonjoinder  of  a  dormant 
partner  cannot  be  questioned  by  a  de- 
fendant.    Cal. — Tomlinson  v.   Spencer, 

5  Cal.  291.  111.— Conley  v.  Good,  1  HI. 
135.  Md.— Hopkins  v.  Kent,  17  Md. 
72.  Nev. — Pinsehowers  v.  Hanks,  18 
Nev.  99,  1  Pac.  454.  N.  Y.— New  York 
Dry-Dock  Co.  v.  Tread  well,  19  Wend. 
525.  Pa.— Carey  v.  Bright,  58  Pa.  70. 
Vt.— Hagar  «.  Stone,  20  Vt.  106;  Hicks 

6  Co.  V.  Cram,  17  Vt.  449;  Cleveland 
V.  Woodward,  15  Vt.  302,  40  Am.  Dec. 
682;  Goddard  v.  Brown,  11  Vt.  278. 
Eng. — De  Mautort  v.  Saunders,  1  Barn. 
&  A.  398,  20  E.  C.  L.  534,  9  L.  J. 
K  B.  O.  S.  51,  109  Eng.  Eeprint 
836. 

49.  Hatch  v.  Wood,  43   N.   H.   633. 

50.  Gay  v.  Johnson,  32  N.  H.  167. 
As  to  general  rule,  see  supra,  II,  D, 

2,  a,  (I). 

As  to  judgment  rendered  in  action 
where  plea  of  infancy  is  sustained,  see 
infra,  II,  J,  3,  e. 

51.  Hallowell  v.  McLaughlin  Bros. 
(Iowa),  121  N.  W.  1039;  Anderson  v. 
Wilson,  142  Iowa  158,  120  N.  W.  677; 
Lewinson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  11  N.  M. 
510,  70  Pae.  567;  Curran  v.  Kendall 
Boot  &  Shoe  Co.,  8  N.  M.  417,  45  Pac. 
1120. 

[  a]  Substitution  of  Partners. — Where 
plaintiff  elects  to  make  the  partner- 
ship the  sole  defendant,  he  cannot  be 
compelled  to  substitute  the  partners 
as  defendants,  either  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  the  partnership  or  the  part- 
ners. Hallowell  v.  McLaughlin  Bros. 
(Iowa),  121  N.  W.  1039. 

52.  Ala. — Brooks  v.  Lowenstein,  124 
Ala.   158,    27    So.    520;     Alexander    «. 
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it  and  all  or  any  of  the  members  thereof." 

(HI.)  Assumptian  by  Partner  of  Firm  Indebtedness.  —The  mere  fact 
that  one  partner  assumes  the  firm  liabilities  and  assets,  with  knowl- 
edge of  the  creditors,  does  not  prevent  the  latter  from  suing  all  the 
partners."* 

(IV.)  Contracts  Made  With  Individual  Member.  —The  firm  should  not 
be  made  a  party  to  an  action  upon  an  individual  obligation  of  one 
of  its  members,"'  nor  are  the  other  members  of  the  firm  necessary 
parties  to  an  action  upon  a  contract  made  in  the  name  of  one  of  the 
partners,  nothwithstanding  it  was  in  fact  made  in  behalf  of  the  firm."' 

3.  Actions  Ex  Delicto.  —  a.  Plaintiffs.  —  To  redress  injuries  to 
the  firm,  the  partnership  and  not  an  individual  member  must  sue," 


Jones,  90  Ala.  474,  7  So.  903.  Ark. 
Kent  V.  Wells,  21  Ark.  411;  Hicks  v. 
Branton,  21  Ark.  186;  Hicks  v.  ManesB, 
19  Ark.  701;  Burgen  v.  Dwinal,  11 
Ark.  314;  Hamilton  v.  Buxton,  6  Ark. 
24.  Ga.— Bray  c.  Peace,  131  Ga.  637, 
62  S.  E.  1025.  la.— Hallowell  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin Bros.,  121  N.  W.  1039;  An- 
derson V.  Wilson,  142  Iowa  158,  120 
N.  W.  677;  Allen  v.  Maddox,  40  Iowa 
124;  Eyerson  v.  Hendrie,  22  Iowa  480; 
Sherman  v.  Christy,  17  Iowa  322.  Kan. 
Crane  v.  Ring,  48  Kan.  58,  28  Pac. 
1010.  Ky. — Hunt  v.  Semonin,  79  Ky. 
270;  Fulton  v.  Whitehead,  8  Ky.  L. 
Hep.  525,  action,  upon  a  promissory 
note  executed  in  the  firm  name.  Miss. 
Miller  v.  Northern  Bank,  34  Miss.  412; 
Keerl  v.  Bridgers,  10  Smed.  &  M.  612; 
Nutt  V.  Hunt,  4  Smed.  &  M.  702;  Fair- 
child  V.  Grand  Gulf  Bank,  5  How.  597. 
Mo. — Hutchinson  v.  Eichmond  Safety 
Gate  Co.,  247  Mo.  71,  152  S.  W.  52; 
Knox  County  Sav.  Bank  v.  Cottey,  70 
Mo.  150;  Cannon  v.  Wing,  150  Mo. 
App.  12,  129  S.  W.  718.  N.  M.— Lew- 
inson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  11  N.  M. 
510,  70  Pac.  567;  Curran  v.  Kendall 
Boot  &  Shoe  Co.,  8  N.  M.  417,  45  Pac. 
1120.  N.  Y. — Snow  v.  Howard,  35  Barb. 
55,  joint  and  several  promissory  note. 
N.  C— Eufty  V.  Claywell,  Powell  & 
Co.,  93  N.  0.  306;  Logan  v.  Wallis,  76 
N.  C.  416.  Tenn. — Saunders  v.  Wilder, 
2  Head  577.  Tex. — Webb  v.  Gregory, 
49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  282,  108  S.  W.  478; 
Hoxie  V.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Nat. 
Bank,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  462,  49  S.  W. 
637.  W.  Va.— Lee  v.  Hassett,  41  W. 
Va.  368,  23  S.  E.  559. 

fa]  Nominal  partners  or  persons 
Iiolding  themselves  out  as  members  of 
a  partnership  may  be  sued  alone  with- 
out .ioining  the  actual  partners.  Rabittc 
V.  Orr,  83  Ala.  185,  3  So.  420. 
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[b]  By  dismissing  the  suit  as  to 
one  partner,  the.  plaintiff  elects  to  pro- 
ceed against  the  other  partner  sev- 
erally. Mitchell  V.  Greenwald,  43  Miss. 
167. 

53.  U.  S. — Martin  v.  Meyer,  45  Fed. 
435.  Ala.— Eabitte  v.  Orr,  83  Ala.  185, 
3  So.  420.  la. — Anderson  v.  Wilson, 
142  Iowa  158,  120  N.  W.  677.  Tex. 
Webb  V.  Gregory,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
282,  108  S.  W.  478. 

54.  See  infm,  II,  D,  5,  a. 

55.  m.— Watt  i;.  Kirby,  15  HI.  200. 
Ky. — Lafon  v.  Chinn,  6  B.  Mon.  305. 
Mo. — Gates  v.  Watson,  54  Mo.  585. 
N.  Y. — New  York  Fireproof  Tenement 
Assn.  V.  Stanley,  105  App.  Div.  432, 
94  N.  Y.  Supp.  160.  Vt.— Prentiss  v. 
Foster,  28  Vt.  742;  Holmes  v.  Burton, 
9  Vt.  252,  31  Am.  Dee.  621.  Va. 
Gait's  Exrs.  v.  Calland's  Exr.,  7  Leigh 
(34  Va.)   594. 

56.  Mass. — Sylvester  v.  Smith,  9 
Mass.  119.  N.  H. — Clark  v.  Amoskeag 
Mfg.  Co.,  62  N.  H.  612.  N.  Y.— Far- 
well  V.  Davis,  66  Barb.  73;  Clark  v. 
Holmes,  3  Johns.  148.  Ohio. — Caldwell 
V.  Devinney,  7  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint) 
599.  Vt. — Cleveland  v.  Woodward,  15 
Vt.  302,  40  Am.  Dec.  682;  Goddard  v. 
Brown,   11  Vt.   278. 

57.  Ala. — Donnell  v.  Jones,  13  Ala. 
490,  48  Am.  Dec.  59.  Cal.— Hughes  v. 
Boring,  16  Cal.  81;  Nightingale  v. 
Scannell,  6  Cal.  506,  65  Am.  Dec.  525. 
Conn. — Leavet  v.  Sherman,  1  Eoot  159. 
111. — Lachmann  v.  Benson,  1B7  111.  App. 
85.  Me. — Gannett  v.  (Sunningham,  34 
Me.  56.  Mass. — Eussell  v.  Cole,  167 
Mass.  6,  44  N.  E.  1057,  57  Am.  St. 
Rep.  432;  Eobinson  v.  Mansfield,  13 
Pick.  139;  Patten  v.  Gurney,  17  Mass. 
182,  9  Am.  Dec.  141.  Mich.— Bigelow 
v.  Eeynolds,  68  Mich.  344,  36  N.  W. 
95;  Haynes  v.  Knowles,  36  Mich.  407. 
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but  the  latter  must  proceed  alone  for  torts  resulting  in  damage  to 
him  individually.''*  When  one  partner  colludes  with  a  stranger  to 
injure  his  copartners,  the  latter  may  maintain  a  joint  action  for  in- 
jury to. their  common  interest  in  the  partnership  fund.^* 

Eeplevin  should  generally  be  maintained  in  the  names  of  all  the  part- 
ners jointly,""  but  a  partner  entitled  to  the  possession  of  firm  prop- 
erty may  replevy  it  against  a  third  person."^ 

b.  Defendants.  — ■  Liability  for  a  tort  being  a  joint  and  several  one, 
the  plaintiff  may,  in  an  action  for  a  tort  committed  by  a  partnership, 
sue  any  individual  member  of  the  firm,*^  or  he  may  sue  all  of  the  part- 


Minti. — Cochrane  v.  Quackenbush,  29 
Minn.  376,  13  N.  W.  154.  NeD.— Ed- 
wards V.  Hatfield,  93  Neb.  712,  141 
N.  W.  1020;  Peaks  v.  Graves,  25  Neb. 
235,  41  N.  W.  151.  N.  H,. — Newman 
V.  Bean,  21  N.  H.  93.  N.  Y.— Collier 
V.  Postum  Cereal  Co.,  150  App.  Div. 
169,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  847;  Moppar  i'. 
Wiltehik,  56  Misc.  676,  107  N.  Y. 
Supp.  594;  Kornblum  v.  Commercial 
Advertiser  Assn.,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  186. 
Tex.— Barker  v.  Abbott,  2  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  147,  21  S.  W.  72.  Vt.— Farnum 
V.  Ewell,  59  Vt.  327,  10  Atl.  527. 
Wash.— Seidell  v.  Taylor,  86  Wash. 
645,  151  Pac.  41,  complaint  held  suffi- 
cient to  state  cause  of  action  in  part- 
nership. Eng. — Harrison  v.  Bevington, 
8  Car.  &  P.  708,  34  E.  C.  L.  975; 
Haythorn  v.  Lawson,  3  Car.  &  P.  196, 
14  E.  C.  L.  523;  Williams  v.  Beaumont, 
10  Bing.  260,  25  E.  C.  L.  127,  3  Moo. 
&  Sc.  705,  3  L.  J.  C.  P.  31,  131  Eng. 
Eeprint  904. 

58.  Ala. — Donnell  v.  Jones,  13  Ala. 
490,  48  Am.  Dee.  59.  Conn. — Leavet 
V.  Sherman,  1  Root  159.  Ga.— Consti- 
tution Pub.   Co.   V.   Way,   94   Ga.   120, 

21  S.  E.  139;  Copeland'  v.  Tyus,  18  Ga. 
App.  196,  89  S.  E.  188.  Ind.— Ander- 
son V.  Evansville  Brew.  Assn.,  49  Ind. 
App.  403,  97  N.  E.  445.  Ind.  Ter. 
Carlisle  v.  McAlester,  3  Ind.  Ter.  164, 
53  S.  W.  531.  la.— Hollgren  v.  Des 
Moinea  City  R.  Co.,  174  Iowa  568,  156 
N.  W.  690.     Kan. — Spalding  v.  Black, 

22  Kan.  55;  Hogendobler  v.  Lyon,  12 
Kan.  276,  where  partnership  property 
was  converted  after  dissolution,  the 
partner  aiding  in  the  conversion  need 
not  be  joined.  N.  Y. — Calkins  v.  Smith, 
48  N.  Y.  614,  8  Am.  Dec.  575;  Collier 
V.  Postum  Cereal  Co.,  150  App.  Div. 
169,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  847;  Eosenwald 
V.  Hammerstein,  12  Daly  377.  Eng. 
Story  V.  Richardson,  6  Bing.  N.  C. 
123,  37  E.  C.  L.  541,  8  Scott  291,  9 
L,   J.   C,   P,   43,   4   Jur.    26,   133   Eng. 


Reprint   49;   Harrison  v.  Bevington,  8 
Car.   &  P.   708,  34  E.   C.  L.  ,975. 

59.  Cochrane  v.'  Quackenbush,  29 
Minn.   376,   13   N.   W.   154. 

60.  Ind. — Ferguson  v.  Day,  6  Ind. 
App.  138,  33  N.  E.  213.  Neb.— Cinfel 
V.  Malena,  67  Neb.  95,  93  N.  W.  165. 
N.  Y. — Freeman  v.  Abramson,  30  Misc. 
101,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  839.  N.  0. 
Heaton  v.  Wilson,  123  N.  C.  398,  31 
S.  E.  671. 

61.  Anderson  v.  Stewart,  108  Md. 
340,  70  Atl.  228. 

[a]  Interest  of  Paitner  Levied  on. 
Where  a  writ  of  attachment  was 
levied  on  the  interest  of  a  partner  in 
the  partnership  assets,  the  other  part- 
ner may  replevy  the  property  and  in 
the  replevin  suit  have  the  value  of 
the  partner's  interest  ascertained,  and 
after  paying  such  value  may  retain 
the  property.  Coggshall  v.  Munger,  54 
Mo.  App.  420. 

Beplevin  against  another  partner, 
see  supra,  I,  A,  5. 

62.  Oal. — Murphy  v.  Coppietera,  136 
Cal.  317,  68  Pac.  970;  Rogers  v.  Ponet, 
21  Cal.  App.  577,  132  Pac.  851.  Colo. 
Rice  V.  Van  Why,  49  Colo.  7,  111  Pac. 
599.  Conn. — ^Pratt  v.  Brewster,  52 
Conn.  65.  HI. — Heidenreich  v.  Brem- 
ner,  260  111.  439,  103  N.  E.  275,  af- 
firming judgment  in  176  111.  App.  230. 
Md.— Stockton  v.  Prey,  4  Gill  406,  45 
Am.  Dec.  138.  Mass. — Brady  v.  Nor- 
cross,  172  Mass.  331,  52  N.  E.  528; 
Patten  v.  Qurney,  17  Mass.  182,  9  Am. 
Dee.  141.  Mo. — Hutchinson  v.  Rich- 
mond Safety  Gate  Co.,  247  Mo.  71, 
152  S.  W.  52.  nr.  Y.—In  re  Peek,  206 
N.  Y.  55,  99  N.  E.  258,  Ann  Cas. 
1914A,  798,  41  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1223; 
Roberts  v.  Johnson,  58  N.  Y.  613; 
Hyde  &  Sons  v.  Lesser,  93  App.  Div. 
320,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  878.  Okla.— Holden 
V.  Lynn,  30  Okla.  663,  120  Pac.  246, 
38  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  239.  S.  C— White 
V.  Smith,  12  Rich.  L.  595.    Vt. — ^Lewes 
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ners,*'  or  any  number  of  them,'*  and  he  may  join  the  partnership 
itself  where  it  is  a  legal  entity.'"  Where,  however,  the  action  is  upon 
a  tort  founded  on  a  breach  of  a  contract  by  the  firm,  all  the  partners 
are  necessary  parties  defendant  to  such  suit,  since  the  action  in  effect 
is  upon  a  joint  contract.'' 

4.  Where  Common  Members.  —  Actions  ex  contractu  were  not 
maintainable  at  common  law  between  partnerships  having  a  common 
member,'^  nor  between  an  individual  and  a  partnership  of  which  he  is 


■V.  Crane  &  Sons,  78  Vt.  216,  62  Atl. 
60.  Wis. — ^Wood  V.  Luscomb,  23  Wis. 
287.  Eng. — Edmondson  v.  Davis,  4 
Esp.  N.  P.  14. 

^3.  Ogl. — ^Murphy  v.  Coppieters,  136 
Cal.  317,  68  Pae.  970;  Rogers  v.  Ponet, 
21  Cal.  App.  577,  132  Pae.  851.  Colo. 
Rice  V.  Van  Why,  49  Colo.  7,  111  Pae. 
599.  Ga.-r-Page  v.  Citizens'  Banking 
Co.,  Ill  Ga.  73,  36  S.  E.  418,  78  Am. 
St.  Eep.  144,  51  L.  R.  A.  463.  lU. 
Heidenreich  v.  Bremner,  260  HI.  439, 
103  N.  E.  275,  affirming  judgment  in 
176  m.  App.  230.  Me.— Head  v.  Good- 
win, 37  Me.  181.  Mass. — ^Patten  v. 
Gurney,  17  Mass.  182,  9  Am.  Dee.  141. 
Mo. — Hutchinson  v.  Richmond  Safety 
Gate  Co.,  247  Mo.  71,  152  S.  W.  52. 
N.  Y.—In  re  Peck,  206  N.  Y.  55,  99 
N.  E.  258,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  798,  41 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1223;  Roberts  v.  John- 
son, 58  N.  T.  613.  S.  C— Barfield  v. 
Coker  &  Co.,  73  S.  C.  181,  53  S.  E. 
170;  Hyrne  v.  Erwin,  23  S.  C.  226,  55 
Am.  Rep.  15;  White  v.  Smith,  12  Rich. 
L.  595.  Wis. — ^Fletcher  v.  Ingram,  46 
Wis.  191,  50  N.  W.  424. 

64.  Cal. — Rogers  v.  Ponet,  21  Cal. 
App.  577,  132  Pae.  851.  DL— Heiffen- 
reieh  v.  Bremner,  260  III.  439,  103 
N.  E.  275.  N.  Y.—In  re  Peck,  206 
N.  T.  55,  99  N.  E.  258,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914A,  798,  41  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1223; 
Roberts  v.  Johnson,  58  N.  Y.  613; 
Bank  of  Orange  v.  Brown,  3  Wend. 
158.  S.  C— White  v.  Sihith,  12  Rich. 
L.  595.  Tex. — Biggs  v.  Lee  (Texr  Civ. 
App.),  137  S.  W.  138;  Webb  v.  Greg- 
ory, 49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  282,  108  S.  W. 
478. 

65.  Page  v.  Citizens'  Bank  Co.,  Ill 
Ga.  73,  36  S.  E.  418,  78  Am.  St.  Eep. 
144,  51  L.  R.  A.  463. 

66.  Minn. — Whittaker  v.  Collins,  34 
Minn.  299,  25  N.  W.  632,  57  Am.  Rep. 
55.  N.  Y. — Harris  v.  Schultz,  40  Barb. 
315;  Orange  Bank  v.  Brown,  3  Wend. 
158.  Eng.— Buddie  v.  Willson,  6  Term 
E.  369,  101  Eng.  Reprint  600. 

See  generally  the  title  "Parties." 

67.  Ala. — Alexander    v.    Jones,    90 
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Ala.  474,  7  So.  903.  HI.— Haven  v. 
Wakefield,  39  111.  509.  Kan.— Frye  v. 
Sanders,  21  Kan.  26,  30  Am.  Rep.  421. 
Me. — Denny  v.  Metcalf,  28  Me.  389. 
Md. — Thompson  v.  Young,  90  Md.  72, 
44  Atl.  1037.  Minn.- Crosby  *.  Tim- 
olat,  50  Minn.  171,  52.  N.  W.  526. 
Mo. — Willis  V.  Barron,  143  Mo.  450,  45 
S.  W.  289,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  673;  Wil- 
son V.  Benedict,  90  Mo.  208,  2  S.  W. 
283.  N.  H.— Blaisdell  v.  Ladd,  14  N. 
H.  129;  Burley  v.  Harris,  8  N.  H.  233, 
29  Am.  Dec.  650.  N.  T. — Taylor  v. 
Thompson,  176  N.  Y.  168,  68  N.  E. 
240;  Cole  v.  Reynolds,  18  N.  Y.  74. 
N.  C. — Rogers  v.  Rogers,  40  N.  C.  31. 
Ohio. — Gibson  &  Co.  v.  Ohio  Farina 
Co.,  2  Disn.  499,  13  Ohio  Dec.  306. 
Ore. — Beaeannon  v.  Liebe,  11  Ore.  443, 
5  Pae.  273.  Tenn. — Banks  v.  Mitchell, 
8  Yerg.  Ill,  29  Am.  Dec.  106.  Vt, 
Green  v.  Chapman,  27  Vt.  236.  Eng. 
Bosanquet  v.  Wray,  6  Taunt.  597,  1 
E.  C.  L.  771,  2  Marsh.  319,  128  Eng. 
Reprint  1167. 

[a]  An  assignment  of  the  claim  by 
the  common  partner  (1)  to  his  copart- 
ners will  not  give  the  assignees  the 
right  to  maintain  a  suit  against  the 
other  fi^rm  of  which  he  is  a  member 
(Taylor  v.  Thompson,  176  N.  Y.  168, 
68  N.  E.  240;  Englis  v.  Furniss,  2  Abb. 
Pr.  [N.  Y.]  333,  4  E.  D.  Smith  587); 
(2)  but  where  the  claim  is  assigned 
by  the  partnership  to  another  person, 
he  may  maintain  an  action  thereon. 
Beaeannon  v.  Liebe,  11  Ore.  443,  5 
Pae.  273. 

[b]  Where  one  firm  contracts  with 
an  individual  of  another  firm  having 
a  common  member,  this  principle  does 
not  apply  and  an  action  is  properly 
maintainable.  Moore  v.  Gano,  12  Ohio 
300;  Jungk  v.  Reed,  9  Utah  49,  33 
Pae.  236. 

[c]  In  case  of  the  death  of  the 
common  member,  the  survivor  of  one 
firm  may  sue  the  Burvivor  of  the 
debtor  firm.  Lacy  v.  Le  Bruce,  6  Ala. 
904. 

[d]  Whore  the  contracts    of    part- 
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a  member.'"  The  rights  between  such  firms,  or  firm  and  individual, 
could  only  be  adjusted  in  a  court  of  equity.'*  Now,  however,  statutes 
frequently  authorize  such  suits  to  be  maintained  in  a  court  of  law,'" 
and  in  states  where  the  law  and  equity  jurisdiction  is  no  longer  sepa- 
rate, such  suits  may  be  maintained,  the  court  considering  questions 
both  of  law  and  equity.''^ 

5.  Changes  in  the  Firm  Before  Suit.  —  a.  Dissolution  in  General. 
After  dissolution  of  the  firm  the  partners  should  sue  and  be  sued  in 
the  same  manner  as  before,  that  is  to  say,  in  their  individual  names," 


ners  are  joint  and  several,  a  member 
of  a  firm  may  be  a  coplaintiff  in  aii 
action  on  a  partnership  demand 
against  another,  firm  of  which  he  is 
a  partner,  provided  he  is  not  also 
joined  in  the  action  as  defendant. 
Ala. — Alexander  v.  Jones,  90  Ala.  474, 
7  Sg.  903.  Miss. — Morris  -v.  Hillery, 
7  How.  61.  Mo. — Willis  v.  Barron,  143 
Mo.  450,  45  S.  W.  289,  65  Am.  St. 
Eep.  673. 

68.  la. — Hanley  v.  Elm  Grove  Mut. 
Tel.  Co.,  150  Iowa  198,  >  129  N.  W. 
807;  Cooper  v.  Nelson,  38  Iowa  440. 
Me.— Denny  v.  Metcalf,  28  Me.  389; 
Davis  V.  Briggs,  39  Me.  304.  Md. 
Kennedy  v.  McFadon,  3  Har.  &  J. 
194,  5  Am.  Dec.  434.  Mass. — Thayer 
V.  Buffum,  11  Mete.  398;  Pitcher  v. 
Barrows,  17  Pick.  361,  28  Am.  Dee. 
306.  Mich.— Kalamazoo  Trust  Co.  v. 
Merrill,  1.59  Mich.  649,  124  N.  W.  597. 
Mo. — Willis  V.  Barron,  143  Mo.  450,  45 
S.  W.  289,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  673.  N.  H. 
Burley  v.  Harris,  8  N.  H.  233,  29  Am. 
Dec.  650. 

[a]  The  indorsee  of  the  common 
partner  may  maintain  such  an  action. 
Me. — Davis  v.  Briggs,  39  Me.  304. 
Mass. — Thayer  v.  Buffum,  11  Mete. 
398;  Pitcher  v.  Barrows,  17  Pick.  361, 
28  Am.  Dec.  306.  Mich. — Carpenter  v. 
Greenop,  74  Mich.  664,  42  N.  W.  276, 
16  Am.  St.  Eep.  662,  4  L.  E.  A.  241. 
Mo.— Willis  V.  Barron,  143  Mo.  450, 
45   S.    W.   289,   65   Am.    St.   Eep.    673. 

■  Vt.— Walker  v.  Wait,  50  Vt.  668. 

[b]  An  action  of  mandamus  is  not 
governed  by  this  technical  rule  of 
parties.    Cooper  v.  Nelson,  38  Iowa  440. 

69.  la. — Ford  v.  Independent  Dis- 
trict, 46  Iowa  294;  Cooper  v.  Nelson, 
38  Iowa  440.  Minn. — Crosby  v.  Tim- 
olat,  50  Minn.  171,  52  N.  W.  526.  Mo. 
Willis  V.  Barron,  143  Mo.  450,  45  S.  W. 
289,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  673.  N.  Y. 
Taylor  v.  Thompson,  176  N.  Y.  168,  68 
N.  E.  240;  Cole  v.  Reynolds,  18  N.  Y. 
74;   Schnaier  v.  Schmidt,  59  Hun  625, 


13  N.  Y.  Supp.  725,  37  N.  Y.  St.  638. 
Ohio. — Gibson  &  Co.  v.  Ohio  Farina 
Co.,  2  Disn.  499,  13  Ohio  Dec.  306. 
Ore. — Beacannon  v.  Liebe,  11  Ore.  443, 

5  Pac.  273.  Tenn.— Banks  v.  Mitchell, 
8  Yerg.  Ill,  29  Am.  Dec.  106.  Vt. 
Green  v.  Chapman,  27  Vt.  236. 

70.  Ala. — Alexander  v.  Jones,  90 
Ala.  474,  7  So.  903.  Kan. — Frye  v. 
Sanders,  21  Kan.  26,  action  simple  debt 
where  no  accounting  necessary.  Mich. 
Carpenter  v.  Greenop,  74  Mich.  664,  42 
N.  W.  276,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  662,  4 
L.  E.  A.  241.    Pa. — Pennock  v.  Swayne, 

6  Watts  &  S.  239.  Utah.— Jungk  v. 
Eeed,  9  Utah  49,  33  Pac.  236. 

71.  Mich. — Carpenter  v.  Greenop,  74 
Mich.  664,  42  N.  W.  276,  16  Am.  St. 
Eep.  662,  4  L.  E.  A.  241.  N.  Y.— First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Wood,  128  N.  Y.  35,  27 
N.  B.  1020;  Cole  v.  Eeynolds,  18  N.  Y. 
74;  Mangels  v.  Shaen,  21  App.  Div. 
507,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  526;  Schnaier  v. 
Schmidt,  59  Hun  625,  13  N.  Y.  Supp. 
725,  37  N.  Y.  St.  638.  Tex.— Douglass, 
Brown  &  Co.  v.  Neil  &  Co.,  37  Tex. 
528.  Utah.— Jennings  v.  Pratt,  19  Utah 
129,  56  Pac.   951. 

72.  Ala. — Gooden  v.  Morrow  &  Co., 
8  Ala.  486.  Ark. — Mathews  v.  Paine, 
47  Ark.  54,  14  S.  W.  463.  Oal.— Braun 
17.  WooUacott,  129  Cal.  107,  61  Pac. 
801.  Colo. — ^Walker  v.  Steele,  9  Colo. 
388,  12  Pac.  423.  Conn. — Whiting  v. 
Farrand,  1  Conn.  60.  Ga. — Thompson 
V.  McDonald,  84  Ga.  5,  10  S.  E.  448. 
Haw. — Silva  v.  De  Freitas,  18  Hawaii 
613.  111. — Heidenreich  v.  Bremner,  260 
111.  439,  103  N.  E.  275,  affirming  judg- 
ment, 176  111.  App.  230.  La.— Helm  v. 
O'Eourke,  46  La.  Ann.  178,  15  So. 
400.  Me. — Gannett  v.  Cunningham,  34 
Me.  56.  Mass. — Hyde  v.  Moxie  Nerve- 
Food  Co.,  160  Mass.  559,  36  N.  E. 
585;  Fish  V.  Gates,  133  Mass.  441. 
Mich.— Hayes  v.  Knox,  41  Mich.  529, 
2  N.  W.  670.  Miss. — Holmes  v.  Stands, 
26  Miss.  639.  Mo.— Willis  Coal  & 
Mining    Co.    v.    Furstenfeld,    146    Mo. 
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and  not  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  former  partners,^'  unless  there  has 
been  an  assignment  to  him.''*  Thus  where  a  partnership  is  dissolved 
by  one  partner  retiring,  he  should  still  be  made  a  party  to  a  suit 
brought  upon  a  partnership  obligation^' 

Assumption  of  Firm  Indebtedness  by  One  Partner.  —Where  by  agree- 
ment between  the  partners  one  or  more  of  them  assumes  the  firm  lia- 
bilities the  creditor  may  still  pursue  his  remedy  against  all  the  part- 
ners,^" except  in  ease  of  a  novation  or  agreement  by  the  creditor  to 
accept  the  new  arrangement,  in  which  ease  the  retiring  partner  is 
discharged  from  liability  and  is  neither  a  necessary  nor  proper  party." 

Under  the  principle  that  a  party,  for  whose  benefit  a  contract  was 
made,  may  maintain  an  action  thereon,^*  the  creditors  of  a  firm  may 
maintain  an  action  against  the  remaining  partner  upon  an  agreement 
made  by  him  with  the  retiring  partner  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  firm,'* 
and  if  there  is  a  surety  upon  such  agreement,  he  may  be  joined  as  a 
party  defendant.*" 


App.  279,  129  S.  W.  1028.  Neb.— O 'Shea 
V.  Kavanaugh,  65  Neb.  639,  91  N.  W. 
578.  N.  Y.— Hill  v.  Packard,  5  "Wend. 
375.  Okla. — Moore  v.  Leigh-Head  & 
Co.,  48  Okla.   228,   149  Pac.   1129. 

73.  Ark. — Mathews  v.  Paine,  47 
Ark.  54,  14  S.  W.  463.  Conn.— Soule 
V.  Borelli,  80  Conn.  392,  68  Atl.  979. 
Ga. — Thompson  v.  McDonald,  84  6a. 
5,  10  S.  B.  448.  Me.— Gannett  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 34  Me.  56.  Mass. — Hyde  v. 
Moxie  Nerve-Food  Co.,  160  Mass.  550, 
36  N.  E.  585;  Fish  v.  Gates,  133  Mass. 
441.  Mich. — McKnight  v.  Lowitz,  176 
Mich.  452,  142  N.  "W.  769.  Neb. 
O'Shea  v.  Kavanaugh,  65  Neb.  639,  91 
N.  W.  578.  N.  J.— Wright  v.  William- 
son, 3  N.  J.  L.  532. 

74.  McKnight  v.  Lowitz,  176  Mich. 
452,  142  N.  W.  769. 

75.  Smith  v.  Shelden,  35  Mich.  42, 
24  Am.  Eep.  529  (retiring  partner  be- 
comes surety  of  partner  assuming  the 
firm  obligation);  Dodd  v.  Dreyfus,  17 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  600,  57  How.  Pr.  319; 
Briggs  V.  Briggs,  20  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  477. 

76.  Ala. — Anniston  First  Nat.  Bank 
i\  Cheney,  114  Ala.  536,  21  So.  1002; 
Hall  V.  Jones,  56  Ala.  493;  Shorter, 
Papot  &  Co.  V.  Hightower,  48  Ala. 
526.  Ind.— Clark  v.  Billings,  59  Ind. 
508.  la. — McAreavy  v.  Magril,  123 
Iowa  605,  99  N.  W.  193.  Mass. — Ayer 
V.  Kilner,  148  Mass.  468,  20  N.  E. 
163.  N.  J.— Gulick  v.  Guliek,  16  N. 
J.  L.  186.  N.  y.— Umbarger  v.  Plume, 
26  Barb.  461.  Pa. — Griffee  v.  Griffee, 
173  Pa.  434,  34  Atl.  441.  Tex.— East- 
ham  V.  Patty,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  473, 
69  S.  W.  224;   Gill  V.  Biekel,  10  Tex. 
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Civ.  App.  67,  80  S.  W.  919.  W.  Va. 
Barnes  v.  Boyers,  34  W.  Va.  303,  12 
S.  E.  708. 

[a]  In  New  York  the  creditor  with 
notice  is  bound  to  recognize  the  rela- 
tion of  principal  and  surety  existing 
between  the  partners  in  such  case,  and 
must  first  pursue  the  partner  who 
takes  the  assets  and  assumes  the  debts. 
Carroll  v.  Sharp,  67  Misc.  254,  122  N. 
Y.  Supp.  694;  Phillips  v.  Mendelsohn, 
121  N.  Y.  Supp  913. 

77.  XJ.  S. — ^Eegester  v.  Dodge,  6 
Fed.  6,  19  Blatchf.  79,  61  How.  Pr. 
107.  N.  T.— Dodd  v.  Dreyfus,  17  Hun 
600,  57  How.  Pr.  319;  Whitlock  v.  Mc- 
Kecbnie,  1  Bosw.  427.  S.  C. — Ander- 
son &  Co.  V.  Holmes,  14  S.  C.  162. 

78.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties." 

79.  U.  S.— Fish  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
150  Fed.  524,  80  C.  C.  A.  266;  In  re 
Downing,  1  Dill.  33,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,044.  .  Colo. — Lehow  v.  Simonton,  3 
Colo.  346.  Ind.— Way  v.  Fravel,  61 
Ind.  162;  Haggerty  v.  Johnston,  48 
Ind.  41;  Dunlap  v.  McNeil^  35  Ind. 
316;  Devol  V.  Mcintosh,  23  Ind.  529; 
Case  V.  Ellis,  4  Ind.  App.  224,  30  N.  E. 
907.  la.— Malanaphy  v.  Fuller  &  J. 
Mfg.  Co.,  125  Iowa  719,  101  N.  W. 
640,  106  Am.  Sti  Eep.  332.  Mo. 
Meyer  v.  Lowell,  44  Mo.  328.  Neb. 
McKillip  V.  Cattle.  12  Neb.  477,  11 
N.  W.  735.  Pa.— Bellas  v.  Fagely,  19 
Pa.  273.  Wis.— Clasgens  Co.  v.  Silber, 
93  Wis.  579,  67  N.  W.  1122;  Kimball 
V.  Noyes,  17  Wis.  695. 

80.  Dunlap  v.  McNeil,  35  Ind.  316: 
Devol  V.  Mcintosh,  23  Ind,  529. 
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b.  Admission  of  New  Partner.  —  It  is  not  proper  to  join  a  part- 
ner who  has  become  such  after  the  making  of  the  contract  sued  on,*'^ 
or  after  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,'^  unless  the  new  firm  be- 
comes the  assignee  or  is  substituted  by  novation  in  the  place  of.  the 
old  firm,  in  which  event,  the  incoming  member  may  sue  or  be  sued  as 
a  member  of  such  new  firm.*^ 

6.  Bankruptcy  or  Insolvency.  —  The  assignee  in  bankruptcy,^* 
and  not  the  members  of  the  bankrupt  firm,^°  is  the  proper  person 
to  prosecute  or  defend  suits  by  or  against  the  firm. 

After  insolvency  or  'bankruptcy  of  one  partner,  the  solvent  members  and 
the  assignee  should,  except  where  the  statute  does  not  pass  title  to 
the  property  to  the  assignee,^"  join  as  plaintiffs"  in  the  prosecution  of 


81.  N.  Y. — Smith  v.  Douglass,  4 
Dalv  191.  Tex. — Maverick  v.  Maury, 
79  Tex.  435,  15  S.  W.  686;  Gill  v. 
Bickel,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  67,  30  S.  W. 
919.  Bng. — Wilsford  v.  Wood,  1  Esp. 
N.  P.  182;  Vere  v.  Ashby,  10  Barn. 
&  C.  288,  21  E.  C.  li.  127,  LI.  &  W. 
20,  8  L.  J.  K.  B.  O.  S.  57,  109  Eng. 
Eeprint  457. 

82.  U.  S. — Atwood  V.  Lockhart,  4 
McLean  350,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  642.  Ala. 
Hatchett  v.  Blanton,  72  Ala.  423; 
Shorter,  Papot  &  Co.  v.  Hightower,  48 
Ala.  526.  Ark.— Eingo  v.  Wing,  49 
Ark.  457,  5  S.  W.  787.  Ga.— Pfeifler 
&  Co.  V.  Hunt,'  75  Ga.  513;  Bracken 
V.  Dillon  &  Sons,  64  Ga.  243,  37  Am. 
Eep.  70.  Md. — ^Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Floss,  67  Md.  403,  10  Atl.  139,  1  Am, 
St.  Bep.  S98.  Mass. — Armaby  v.  Far 
nam,  16  Pick.  318.  Tex. — Neal  v.  Ad 
kins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.   W.  264 

83.  XJ.  S. — Regester  v.  Dodge,  6  Fed, 
6,  19  Blatehf.  79,  61  How.  Pr.  107, 
Ark. — Eingo  v.  Wing,  49  Ark.  457,  5 
S.  W.  787.  Fla.-^Tysen  v.  Somerville, 
35  Fla.  219,  17  So.  567.  Ga.— Bracken 
V.  Dillon,  64  Ga.  243,  37  Am.  Rep.  70. 
Md. — Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Floss,  67 
Md.  403,  10  Atl.  139,  1  Am.  St.  Eep. 
398.  Mich. — Osborn  v.  Osborn,  36 
Mich.  48.  S.  0. — Anderson  &  Co.  v. 
Holmes,  14  S.  C.  162. 

See  supra,  II,  D,  5,  a.     Note  77. 

84.  Miss. — Sims  v.  Eoss,  Strong  & 
Co.,  8  Smed.  &  M.  557.  N.  Y.— Bird 
V.  Caritat,  2  Johns.  342,  3  Am.  Dec. 
433;  Bird  v.  Pierpont,  1  Johns.  118. 
Va.— Cannon  v.  Wellford,  22  Gratt.  ^63 
Va.)  195.  Bng.— Scott  v.  Franklin,  15 
Bast  428,  104  Eng.  Eeprint  906. 

[a]  Upon  a  partnership  claim  the 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  the  estate 
of  an  individual  partner  cannot  sue. 
Amsinck  v.  Bean,  22  Wall.  395,  22  L. 
ed.  801. 


[b]  The  assignees  of  partners, 
against  whom  separate  commissions  of 
bankruptcy  have  issued,  may  be  joined 
in  the  same  suit,  to  recover  a  debt 
due  to  the  bankrupts  jointly.  Hancock 
V.  Haywood,  3  Term  Eep.  433,  100 
Eng.  Reprint  661. 

85.  Miss. — Sims  v.  Ross,  Strong  & 
Co.,  8  Smed.  &  M.  557.  N.  Y.— Bird 
V.  Pierpoint,  1  Johns.  118.  Va. — Can- 
non V.  Wellford,  22  Gratt.  (63  Va.) 
195.  Eng. — Eckhardt  v.  Wilson,  8 
Term  R.   140,  101   Bng.   Reprint  1311. 

[a]  An  assignment  in  Insolvency  of 
the  estate  of  one  of  the  partners  which 
did  not  extend  to  partnership  assets 
or  demands  will  not  prevent  all  the 
partners  from  maintaining  an  action 
previously  commenced  on  a  debt  due 
to  the  partnership.  Cunningham  v. 
Muuroe,  15  Gray  (Mass.)  471. 

86.  Kirkland  &  Co.  v.  Lowe,  Pat- 
•tison  &  Co.,  33  Miss.  423,  69  Am.  Dec. 
355.  And  see  Wonson  v.  Pew,  148 
Mass.  299,  19  N.  E.  522. 

87.  Ala.— McNutt  V.  King,  59  Ala. 
597;  Lacy  v.  Rockett,  11  Ala.  1002. 
Ark.- Peel  v.  Ringgold,  6  Ark.  546. 
Miss. — Halsey  v.  Norton,  45  Miss.  703, 
7  Am.  Rep.  745;  Burrus  v.  Fisher,  27 
Miss.  418.  N.  Y. — Browning  v.  Mar- 
vin, 22  Hun  547;  Bird  v.  Pierpoint, 
1  Johns.  118;  Murray  v.  Murray,  5 
Johns.  Ch.  60.  Pa.— Merrill  v.  Tam- 
any,  3  Pa.  433.  Eng.— Eckhardt  v. 
Wilson,  8  Term  R.  140,  101  Eng.  Re- 
print 1311;  Graham  v.  Robertson,  2 
Term  R.  282,  100  Eng.  Reprint  154; 
Ex  parte  Owen,  13  Q.  B.  Div.  113,  53 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  863,  32  W.  R.  811. 

[a]  Neither  Can  Sue  Alone. — Brown- 
ing V.  Marvin,  22  Hun  (N.  T.)  547. 

[b]  Amendment.— After  all  the  evi- 
dence  was  before  the  jury,  it  ia  not 
error  for  the  court  to  refuse  an  amend- 
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partnership  demands,  and  be  joined  as  defendants  in  suits  to  en- 
force Arm  obligations.^® 

7.  Change  in  the  Firm  Pendente  Lite,  —  a.  In  General.  —  A 
change  in  the  firm  pending  the  action  does  not  abate  it  as  to  the  par- 
ties,®^ and  no  revival  is  necessary,  where  pending  the  action,  one 
partner  dies.  In  such  ease  the  procedure  is  to  suggest  the  death  on 
the  record  and  continue  the  action  by*"  or  against^^  the  surviving  part- 


ment  making  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy 
one  of  the  parties  in  place  of  the 
bankrupt  partner.  Burrus  v.  Fisher, 
27  Miss.  418.  ' 

[c]  But  if  the  proceedings  in  in- 
solvency are  pending  against  one  part- 
ner, an  action  upon  a  partnership  de- 
mand is  properly  brought  in  the  name 
of  all  the  partners.  Russell  v.  Cole, 
167  Mass.  6,  44  N.  E  1057,  57  Am. 
St.  Eep.  432. 

88.  Dorn   v.    O'Neale,    6   Nev.    155. 

89.  Ala. — Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hayes, 
73  So.  945;  Long  v.  Kansas  City,  M. 
&  B.  E.  Co.,  170  Ala.  635,  54  So.  62; 
Walton  V.  Atkinson,  165  Ala.  644,  51 
So.  826.  Colo.— Eice  v.  Van  Why,  49 
Colo.  7,  111  Pac.  599.  Fla.— Bucki  v. 
Cone,  25  Fla.  1,  6  So.  160.  Ind. — Hess 
V.  Lowery,  122  Ind.  225,  23  N.  E.  156, 
17  Am.  St.  Rep.  355,  7  L.  E.  A.  90. 
Ky. — Eobinson  v.  Bank  of  Pikeville, 
108  Ky.  389,  56  S.  W.  660;  Dougherty 
V.  Smith,  Wilson  &  Co.,  4  Mete.  279. 
Mass. — Brown  v.  Kellogg,  182  Mass. 
297,  65  ISr.  E.  378.  Mo.— Crook  v.  Tull, 
111  Mo.  283,  20  S.  W.  8.  Neb.— Dineen 
V.  Lanning,  92  Neb.  545,  IS'S  N.  W. 
759;  Union  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Metcalf, 
50  Neb.  452,  69  N.  "W.  961.  N.  Y. 
Seligman  v.  Friedlander,  199  N.  Y.  373, 
92  N.  E.  1047;  Latz  v.  Blumenthal,  50 
Misc.  407,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  527,  af- 
firmed in  116  App.  Div.  914,  101  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1128.  Ohio. — Phoenix  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Carnahan,  63  Ohio  St.  258,  58  N.  E. 
805.  Tex. — BrouBsard  v.  Le  Blanc 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  182  S.  W.  78.  W.  Va. 
Euffner,  Donnally  &  Co.  v.  Hewitt, 
Kerehival  &  Co.,  14  "W.  Va.  737. 

[a]  Sale  of  one  party's  interest  to 
another  partner  does  not  necessitate 
a  change  of  parties.  Evans  Co.  v. 
Beeves,  6  Tex,  Civ.  App.  254,  26  S.  W. 
219. 

90.  U.  S.— Jones  v.  Pettingill,  245 
Fed.  269,  157  C.  C.  A.  461.  Ala.— Long 
V.  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  E.  Co.,  170 
Ala.  635,  54  So.  62;  Walton  v.  Atkin- 
son, 165  Ala.  644,  51  So.  826.  Fla. 
Bucki  V,   Cone,  25  Fla.  1,  6  So.   160. 
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Ga. — Atlanta  v.  Dooly,  74  Ga.  702. 
lU. — Moore  v.  Terhune,  161  111.  App. 
155.  Ind. — Newman  v.  Gates  (Ind. 
App.),  67  N.  E.  468.  Ky.— Eobinson 
V.  Bank  of  Pikeville,  108  Ky.  389,  58 
S.  W.  660;  Smith  v.  Ferguson;  3  Mete. 
424;  McCandless  &  Co.  v.  Haddeh,  9 
B.  Mon.  186.  Md. — Keirle  v.  Shriver, 
11  Gill  &  J.  405.  Mass. — Hathaway  v. 
Stone,  215  Mass.  212,  102  N.  E.  461. 
Minn. — Northness  v.  Hillestad,  87  Minn. 
304,  91  N.  W.  1112.  Miss.— Sprawles 
V.  Barnes,  1  Smed.  &  M.  629.  Mo, 
State  V.  Stratton,  110  Mo.  426,  19 
S.  "W.  803;  Meriwether  v.  Quiney,  O. 
&  K.  C.  E.  Co.,  128  Mo.  App.  647, 
107  S.  W.  434.  Mont.— Bohm  v.  Dun- 
phy,  1  Mont.  333.  Neb.— Union  Pac. 
E.  Co.  V.  Metcalf,  50  Neb.  452,  69 
N.  W.  961.  N.  Y.— Seligman  v.  Fried- 
lander,  199  N.  Y.  373,  92  N.  E.  1047; 
Callanan  v.  Keeseville,  A.  C.  &  L.  0.  v 
E.  Co.,  48  Misc.  476,  95  N.  Y.  Supp. 
513.  N.  C— Bond  v.  Hilton,  51  N.  C. 
180.  Pa.— Stable  v.  Poth;  220  Pa.  335, 
69  Atl.  864.  S.  C— Sullivan  v.  Susong, 
40  S.  C.  154,  18  S.  E.  268.  Tenn. 
Hammond  v.  St.  John,  4  Yerg.  107. 
Tex. — Gunter  v.  Jarvis,  25  Tex.  581; 
Broussard  v.  Le  Blanc  (Tex  Civ. 
App.),  182  S.  W.  78;  Shivel  v.  Greer 
Bros.,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  115,  123  S. 
W.  207.  UtaJi.— Sweetser  v.  Fox,  43 
ITtah  40,  134  Pac.  599,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C, 
620,  47  L.  E.  A.  (N.  SJ  145.  W.  Va. 
Euffner,  Donnally  &  Co.  v.  Hewitt, 
Kerehival  &  Co.,  14  W.  Va.  737. 

[a]  A  nunc  pro  tunc  entry  may  be 
made  suggesting  the  death  of  one  of 
the  partners.  Sullivan  v.  Susong,  40 
S.  C.  154,  18  S.  E.  268. 

[b]  Death  of  partner  after  capias 
issues  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  does 
not  prevent  the  filing  of  the  declara- 
tion in  the  name  of  the  firm.  Byrne, 
Eyan  &  Co.  v.  Schwins,  6  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  199. 

91.  Ala.  —  Weinstein  v.  Citizens' 
Bank  of  Lexington,  75  So.  397.  Cal. 
West  Coast  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Apfield,  86 
Cal.  335,  24  Pac.  993.  Colo.— Eice  v. 
Van    Why,  49   Colo.   7, ,  111  Pac.   599. 
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ners,  and  the  legal  representatives  of  the  deceased  partner  should  not 
be  made  parties.^'' 

b.  Bankruptcy  or  Insolvency. — ^Upon  bankruptcy  of  a  partner 
pending  suit,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  to  judgment  against  the  solv- 
ent partners.^^  The  assignee  of  the  bankrupt  partner  need  not  be 
substituted  in  his  place  as  defendant.^* 

8.  Objections  as  to  Parties.  —  a.  In  General.  —  A  defect  of  par- 
ties apparent  on  the  face  of  the  pleadings  is  ground  for  demurrer,"^ 


pia. — First  Nat.  BanK  v.  Greig,  43 
ria.  412,  31  So.  239;  Bucki  v.  Cone, 
25  Pla.  1,  6  So.  160.  Ind.— Hess  v. 
Lowery,  122  Ind.  225,  23  N.  E.  156, 
17  Am.  St.  Eep.  355,  7  L.  E.  A.  90. 
la. — ^Bowen  v.  Troy  Portable  Mill  Co., 
31  Iowa  460;  Childs,  Sanford  &  Co. 
V.  Hyde  &  Co.,  10  Iowa  294,  77  Am. 
Dec.  113.  Mass. — Brown  v.  Kellogg, 
182  Mass.  297,  65  N.  E.  378.  Neb. 
Dineen  v.  Lanning,  92  Neb.  545,  138 
N  W  759.  N.  Y. — Seligman  v.  Fried- 
lander,  199  N.  Y.  373,  92  N.  B.  1047; 
Xtatz  V.  Blumenthal,  50  Misc.  407,  100 
N.  Y.  Supp.  527,  affirmed  in  116  App. 
Div.-  914,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  1128.  Okla. 
White  V.  Dillinger,  50  Okla.  555,  151 
Pae.  194.  Pa.— Stable  v.  Poth,  220  Pa. 
335,  69  Atl.  864;  Given  v.  Albert,  5 
Watts  &  S.  333;  Serrill  v.  Denman, 
Bright.  N.  P.  65.  S.  C. — Sullivan  v. 
Susong,  40  S.  C.  154,  18  S.  E.  268. 
Teun. — Hammond  v.  St.  John,  4  Yerg. 
107.  Va. — Townes  v.  Birchett,  12  Leigh 
(39  Va.)  173.  W.  Va.— EufEner,  Don- 
nally  &  Co.  v.  Hewitt,  Kerchival  & 
Co.,  14  W.  Va.  737. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  deceased 
partner  was  the  only  one  served  will 
not  abate  the  action.  Latz  v.  Blu- 
menthal, 50  Misc.  407,  100  N.  Y.  Supp. 
527.  But  as  to  service  of  process  on 
a  single  partner,  see  infra,  II,  F,  2. 

[b]  To  substitute  the  survivor  as 
an  individual  rather  than  as  surviving 
partner  is  erroneous.  Pennsylvania 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carnahan,  19  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.   97,  10  Ohio   Cir.  Dec.   225. 

92.  TT.  S.— Jones  v.  Pettingill,  245 
Fed.  269,  157  C.  C.  A.  461.  Ky.— Me- 
Candless  &  Co.  v.  Hadden,  9  B.  Mon. 
186.  Md. — Keirle  v.  Shriver,  11  Gill 
&  J.  405.  Mass. — Hathaway  v.  Stone, 
215  Mass.  212,  102  N.  E.  461.  Minn. 
Northness  v.  Hillestad,  87  Minn.  304, 
91  N.  W.  1112.  N.  Y.— Latz  v.  Blu- 
menthal, 50  Misc.  407,  100  N.  Y.  Supp. 
527.  Pa. — Given  v.  Albert,  5  Watts 
&  S.  333;  Serrill  v.  Denman,  Bright. 
N.  P.  65.     T6X. — Dunman  v.  Coleman, 


59  Tex.  199.  Va. — Townes  v.  Birchett, 
12  Leigh  (39  Va.)  173. 

fa]  Misjoinder  of  parties  is  ef- 
fected where  legal  representative  is 
made  party.  Bond  v.  Hilton,  51  N.  C. 
180. 

[b]  Where  the  partner  misrepre- 
sents the  firm,  however,  or  has  con- 
flicting interests  with  the  estate  of 
the  deceased  partner,  the  legal  rep- 
resentatives may  be  made  parties. 
Hausliug  V.  Eheinfrank,  103  App.  Div. 
517,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  121;  Callanan  v. 
Keeseville  A.  C.  &  L.  C.  E.'  Co.,  48 
Misc.  476,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  513. 

93.  Kan. — Hogendobler  v.  Lyon,  12 
Kan.  276.  Mont. — Lomme  v.  Kintzing, 
1  Mont.  290.  Nev. — Tinkum  v.  O'Neale, 
5  Nev.  93. 

[a]  But  where  the  partnership  obli- 
gation is  joint  (1),  even  insolvent 
partners  should  be  retained  as  parties 
(White  V.  Frances,  5  Ohio  Dec.  [Ee- 
print]  323);  (2)  the  remedy  of  sueh 
insolvent  partners  is  to  compel  a  stay 
of  proceedings  against  them  after 
judgment.  White  v.  Francis,  5  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eepriut)   323. 

94.  Stewart  v.  Spaulding,  72  Cal. 
264,  13  Pae.  661. 

95.  Ark. — Hicks  v.  Branton,  21  Ark. 
186;  fiamilton  v.  Buxton,  6  Ark.  24. 
Cal. — Gilman  &  Co.  v.  Cosgrove,  22 
Cal.  356.  Md.— Loney  v.  Bailey,  43 
Md.  10;  Kent  v.  Holliday,  17  Md.  387; 
Armstrong  v.  Eobinson,  5  Gill  &  J. 
412.  Mo. — Iroquois  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Annan- 
Burg  Milling  Co.,  179  Mo.  App.  87,  161 
S.  W.  320.  N.  Y.— Green  v.  Lippin- 
cott,  53  How.  Pr.  33;  Harris  v.  Schultz, 
40  Barb.  315. 

See  generally  6  Standard  Pkoo.  897, 
and  the  title  "Parties."- 

[a]  But  in  tort  actions,  under  the 
common  law  rule,  a  plea  in  abatement 
is  necessary  though  the  defect  is  ap- 
parent on  the  face  of  the  pleading. 
Deal.  V.  Bogue,  20  Pa.  228,  57  Am. 
Dec.  702. 
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or  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.""  If  not  apparent  on  the  face  of  the 
record  the  error  may  be  reached  by  a  plea  in  abatement,"^  or  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss,®'  or,  under  the  codes,  by  answer.** 

b.  Waiver  of  Defect.  —  Unless  properly  taken  advantage  of  an  er- 
.  ror  as  to  parties  will  be  deemed  waived,^  and  is  cured  by  the  verdict." 

E.  Process.^  —  1.  Form  of  Process.  —  The  summons  need  not 
describe  the  partners  as  such,*  but,  except  where  the  statute  authorizes 
suits  by  and  against  the  partnership  as  an  entity,"  it  should  set  out 


96.  Hicks  V.  Branton,  21  Ark.  186. 

97.  Ala. — SimB,  Harrison  &  Co.  v. 
Jacobson  &  Co.,  51  Ala.  186.  Ark. 
Hicks  V.  Branton,  21  Ark.  186;  Ham- 
ilton V. .  Buxton,  6  Ark.  24.  Colo. 
Erskine  v.  Eussell,  43  Colo.  449,  96 
Pac.  249.  D.  C— Parker  v.  Heald,  29 
App.  Cas.  35.  111. — Page  v.  Brant,  18 
111.  37.  Md.— Loney  v.  Bailey,  43  Md. 
10;  Armstrong  v.  Robinson,  5  Gill  & 
J.  412.  Nev. — Tinkum  v.  O'Neale,  5 
Nev.  93.  N.  Y. — Robertson  v.  Smith, 
18  Johns.  459,  9  Am.  Dec.  227.  Pa. 
Witmer  v.  Schlatter,  2  Eawle  359;  Mc- 
Cahan  V.  Grensemer,  3  Kulp  40.  Tex. 
Davis  V.  Willis,  47  Tex.  154. 

See  generally  the  title  "Abatement, 
Pleas  of." 

[a]  Where  the  partnership  Is  the 
defendant,  nonjoinder  must  be  taken 
by  plea  in  abatement.  Ark. — Hicks 
V.  Branton,  21  Ark.  186;  Hamilton  v. 
Buxton,  6  Ark.  24.  Md. — Smith  v. 
Cooke,  31  Md.  174,  100  Am.  Dee.  58; 
Kent  V.  Holliday,  17  Md.  387.  Mich. 
Purvis  V.  Butler,  87  Mich.  248,  49 
N.  W.  564.  N.  Y.— Le  Page  v.  Mc- 
Crea,  1  Wend.  164,  19  Am.  Dee.  469; 
Robertson  v.  Smith,  18  Johns.  459,  9 
Am.  Dec.  227.  Vt. — Goddard  v.  Brown, 
11   Vt.   278. 

[b]  In  a  suit  on  a  contract  made 
■with  one  partner,  and  in  his  name,  it 
is  not  ground  for  abatement  that  the 
other  partner  is  not  joined.  Sylvester 
V.  Smith,  ;9  Mass.  119;  Farweill  v. 
Davis,  66  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  73;  Clark 
V.  Holmes,  3  Johns.   (N.  Y.)    148. 

[e]  The  ostensible  partner,  if  sued 
alone,  cannot  plead  in  abatement  that 
he  has  a  dormant  partner.  Cammack 
V.  Johnson,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  163. 

As  to  answer  In  abatement  of  non- 
joinder of  partner  of  defendants,  see 
9  Standard  Proc.  914. 

98.  Hicks  V.  Branton,  21  Ark.  186; 
Richardson  v.  Smith  &  Co.,  21  Pla. 
336. 

99.  Cal. — Harrison  v.  McCormick,  69 
Cal.  616,  11  Pae.  456.  Minn.— Sand- 
wich Mfg.   Co.  V.   Herriott,  37  Minn. 
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214,   33   N.   W.   782.     Mont.— Parehen 
V.  Peck,  2  Mont.  567. 

[a]  A  tort  action  by  one  member, 
where  the  tort  results  in  injury  to 
firm,  is  subject  to  plea  in  abatement 
for  nonjoinder  of  the  other  partners. 
Ind.  Ter. — Carlisle  v.  MoAlester,  3  Ind. 
Ter.  164,  53  S.  W.  531.  N.  H.— True 
V.  Congdon,  44  N.  H.  48.  Pa. — Deal 
P.  Bogue,  20  Pa.  228,  57  Am.  Dee. 
702. 

1.  Ala. — Conn  ».  Sellers,  73  So.  961; 
Simmons  v.  Titche,  102  Ala.  317,  14 
So.  786;  Foreman  v.  Weil  Bros.,  98 
Ala.  495,  12  So.  815;  Moore  v.  Watts, 
81  Ala.  261,  2  So.  278.  Colo.— Simon- 
ton  V.  Rohm,  14  Colo.  51,  23  Pae.  86. 
Ga.— De  Leon  v.  Heller,  77  Ga.  740, 
743.  HI. — Robinson  v.  Magarity,  28 
111.  423,  Ind.  Ter.— Carlisle  v.  Mo- 
Alester, 3  Ind.  Ter.  164,  53  S.  W.  531. 
Mo. — Mitchell  v.  Railton,  45  Mo.  App. 
273.  Ohio. — ^Brownson  v.  Metcalfe  & 
Co,  1  Handy  188. 

See  generally  the  title  "Parties." 

2.  Seitz  &  Co.  V.  Buffum  &  Co.,  14 
Pa.  69. 

3.  See  the  title  "Process." 

4.  Tarlton  v.  Herbert,  4  Ala.  359. 

5.  IT.  S. — Empire  Rice  Mill  Co.  v. 
Neumond,  199  Fed.  800.  Fla. — Thomas 
V.  Nathan,  65  Fla.  386,  62  So.  206. 
Ga. — Denton  Bros.  v.  Hannah,  12  Ga. 
App.  494,  77  S.  E.  672;  Ferry  &  Co. 
V.  Mattox,  2  Ga.  App.  104,  58  S.  B. 
291.  Kan. — Neiswanger  v.  Ord,  81  Kan. 
63,  105  Pac.  17,  29  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
287.  Mich.— Eickman  v.  Eickman,  180 
Mich.  224,  146  N.  W.  609,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915C,  1237.  N.  D.— Goldstein  v.  Fox 
Sons  Co.,  22  N.  D.  636,  135  N.  W. 
180,  40  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  566.  N.  Y. 
LutJi  V.  Kalmus,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  230. 
Tenn. — Blue  Grass  Canning  Co.  v. 
Wardman,  103  Tenn.  179,  52  S.  W. 
137.  Tex. — Slaughter  v.  American  Bap- 
tist Publication  Society  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  150  S.  W.  224.  TItall.— Bingham 
Coal  &  Lumber  Co.  i'.  Blom,  43  Utah 
584,  137  Pae.  630. 
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the  names  of  the  partners.' 

2.  Service.^  —  Service  of  process  in  actions  against  partnerships 
is  largely  regulated  by  statute.  The  rule  that  notice  to  or  service 
upon  one  partner,  in  actions  against  the  partners  in  their  individual 
names,  does  not  confer  jurisdiction  over  the  other  partners  so  as  to 
bind  them  in  any  way^  has  been  generally  supplanted  by  statutory 
provisions  authorizing  service  upon  a  partnership  by  leaving  a  copy 
of  the  process  at  the  usual  place  of  business  of  the  firm,^  or  by  serving 
any  member  of  the  partnership,^"  but  such  service  does  not  authorize 


6.  Ala. — Tarlton  v.  Herbert,  4  Ala. 
359.  ni.— Day  v.  Cushman,  2  111.  475. 
Md.— Mitchell  v.  Dall,  2  Har.  &  G.  159. 
Mich.— Smith  v.  Canfield,  8  Mich.  493. 
Mo. — Johnson.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Watson, 
57  Mo.  App.  629.  Okla. — Holmes  v. 
Alexander,  152  Pac.  819.  Ore.— Dun- 
ham V.  Shindler,  17  Ore.  256,  20  Pae. 
326. 

[a]  Where  the  petition  or  declara- 
tion shows  who  the  memhers  are,  a  fail- 
ure of  the  writ  properly  to  do  so 
will  not  be  fatal.  iLy. — Keathley  v. 
Stump,  147  Ky.  406,  144  S.  W.  87;  Bry- 
ant V.  Cheek,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  749,  41 
S.  W.  776.  Mich.— Barber  v.  Smith, 
41  Mich.  138,  1  N.  W.  992..  Tex.— Put- 
man  V.  Wheeler,  65  Tex.  522;  Guimond 
V.  Nast,  44  Tex.  114. 

7.  See  the  title  ' '  Service  of  Process 
and  Papers." 

8.  U.  S.— Hall  V.  Lanning,  91  U.  S. 
160,  23  L.  ed.  271.  Ala.— Ladiga  Saw- 
Mill  Co.  V.  Smith,  78  Ala.  108;  Shap- 
ard  V.  Lightfoot,  56  Ala.  506.  Cal. 
Feder  v.  Epstein,  69  Cal.  456,  10  Pac. 
785;  Davidson  v.  Knox,  67  Cal.  143, 
7  Pac.  413.  Fla. — ^First  National  Bank 
V.  Greig,  43  Fla.  412,  31  So.  239.  Ga. 
Clayton  v.  Eoberts,  84  Ga.  149,  10  S.  E. 
621;  Taylor  v.  Folder,  3  Ga.  A-pp.  106, 
59  S.  E.  328.  lU.— Hibbard  v.  Hol- 
loway,  13  111.  App.  101.  la. — Har- 
ford, Thayer  &  Co.  v.  Street,  46  Iowa 
594;  Weaver  v.  Carpenter,  ^2  Iowa  343. 
Ky. — Heavrin  v.  Lack  Malleable  Iron 
Co.,  153  Ky.  329,  155  S.  W.  729;  Bal- 
lou  V.  Skidmore,  113  S.  W.  441,  after 
dissolution.  La. — Le  Blanc  v.  Marsou- 
det,  •25  La.  Ann.  464;  Grieff  v.  Kirk 
&  Co.,  15  La.  Ann.  320;  Seott  v. 
Bogart,  14  La.  Ann.  261.  Miss. — Fuqua 
17.  Tindall,  11  Smed.  &  M.  465;  Demoss 
V.  Brewster,  4  Smed.  &  M.  661;  Pitt- 
man  V.  Planters'  Bank,  1  How.  527. 
Mo. — Maelay  v.  Freeman,  48  Mo.  234; 
Bascom  v.  Young,  7  Mo.  1.  Neb. — Han- 
na  V.  Emerson,  45  Neb.  708,  64  N.  W. 
229;  Herron  v.  Cole  Bros.,  25  Neb.  692, 


41  N.  W.  765;  Winters  v.  Means,  25 
Neb.  241,  41  N.  W.  157,  13  Am.  St. 
Eep.  489.  N.  Y.— Liebert  v.  Eeiss,  174 
App.  Div.  308,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  535. 
Pa.— Walsh  V.  Kirby,  228  Pa.  194,  77 
Atl.  452;  Cover  v.  Brown,  Sutter  & 
Co.,  7  Pa.  Dist.  19.  Vt.— People's 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Hall,  76  Vt.  280,  56  Atl. 
1012.  Wash.— McCoy  v.  Bell,  1  Wash. 
504,  20  Pac.  595.  W.  Va.— Ferguson 
V.  Millender,  32  W.  Va.  30,  9  S.  E. 
38;  Carlon's  Admr.  v.  EufEner,  12  W. 
Va.  297.  Eng. — Moulston  v.  Wire,  1 
Dowl.  &  L.  527. 

9.  U.  S. — Irvine  v.  Church,  227 
Fed.  252  (Ohio);  United  States  v. 
American  Bell  Tel.  Co.,  29  Fed.  17. 
La.^^Wolf  V.  New  Orleans  Tailor-Made 
Pants  Co.,  52  La.  Ann.  1357,  27  So. 
893.  Neb. — Hanna  v.  Emerson,  45 
Neb.  708,  64  N.  W.  229;  Herron  v. 
Cole  Bros.,  25  Neb.  692,  41  N.  W.  765; 
Eosenbaum  v.  Hayden,  22  Neb.  744, 
36  N.  W.  147.  Ohio.— Smith  v.  Hoover, 
39  Ohio  St.  249;  Shafer  v.  Hockheimer, 
36  Ohio  St.  215;  Whitman  v.  Keith,  18 
Ohio  St.  134.  Eng.— Pollexfen  v.  Sib- 
son,  L.  E.  16  Q.  B.  Div.  792,  where 
partnership' is  suedj  in  its  firm  name. 

[a]  Service  upon  an  agent  or  clerk, 
is  in  the  absence  of  such  a  statute, 
insufficient.  TT.  S. — In  re  Grossmayer, 
177  U.  S.  48,  20  Sup.  Ct.  535,  44  L. 
ed.  665.  Mo.— Huffman  v.  Sisk,  62 
Mo.  App.  398,  service  on  manager. 
N.  Y.— Sherman  v.  Oelsner,  135  N.  Y. 
Supp.  592.  Wash. — Coughlin  v.  Pin- 
kerton,  41  Wash.  500,  84  Pac.  14. 

10.  V.  S. — Sugg  V.  Thornton,  132 
V.  S.  524,  10  Sup.  Ct.  163,  33  L.  ed. 
447  (Texas);  D'Arcy  v.  Ketohum,  11 
How.  165,  13  L.  ed.  648,  New  York. 
Ala. — Eatchford  v.  Covington  County 
Stock  Co.,  172  Ala.  461,  55  So.  806; 
Ladiga  Saw-Mill  Co.  v.  Smith,  78  Ala. 
108  (partnership  sued  in  firm  name) ; 
Yarbrough  &  Co.  v.  Bush  &  Co.,  69  Ala. 
170.  C^. — Booth  V.  Gamble-Eobinson 
Commission  Co.,  139  Cal.  175,^  72  Pac 
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a  personal  judgment  against  the  partners."  In  equity,  a  service 
upon  one  of  the  partners,  where  the  other  has  left  the  jurisdiction 
or  cannot  be  found,  is  sufficient  to  support  a  decree  against  the  firm." 
Non-resident  Partners.  -Where  all  the  members  of  a  partnership 
are  non-residents,  service  of  process  may  be  made  upon  an  agent  of 


908.  Colo. — ^Barnes  v.  Colorado  Springs 
&  C.  C.  D.  Ry.  Co.,  42  Colo.  461,  94 
Pac.  570;  Ellsberry  v.  Block,  28  Colo. 
477,  65  Pac.  629.  Ga. — Cunningham  v. 
Woodbridge,  76  Ga.  302;  Denton  Bros. 
V.  Hannah,  12  Ga.  App.  494,  77  S.  E. 
672;  Warren  Brick  Co.  v.  Lagarde 
Lime  &  Stone  Co.,  12  Ga.  App.  58, 
76  S.  E.  761;  Ferry  &  Co.  v.  Mattox, 
2  Ga.  App.  104,  58  S.  Ew  291.  la. 
Weaver  v.  Carpenter,  42  Iowa  343; 
Gregory,  Tilton  &  Co.  v.  Harmon,  10 
Iowa  445;  Sanders  v.  Bentley,  8  Iowa 
516.  La. — Levy  v.  Rich,  106  La.  243, 
30  So.  377;  Wolf  v.  New  Orleans  Tailor- 
Made  Pants  Co.,  52  La.  Ann.  1357, 
27  So.  893  (commercial  partnership); 
Anderson  v.  Arnette,  27  La.  Ann.  237; 
Kearney  &  Co.  v.  Fenner  &  Co.,  14 
La.  Ann.  870,  commercial  partnership. 
Me. — Cooper  v.  Bailey,  52  Me.  230. 
Mass. — Parker  v.  Danforth,  16  Mass. 
299,  where  some  of  the  partners  are 
nonresidents.  Mich. — Smith  v.  Kun- 
nells,  94  Mich.  617,  54  N.  W.  375; 
Hubbardston  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Covert,  35 
Mich.  254.  Minn. — Dimond  v.  Min- 
nesota Sav.  Bank,  70  Minn.  298,  73 
N.  W.  182.  Mo.— Huffman  v.  Sisk,  62 
Mo.  App.  398.  Neb.— Stelling  v.  Ped- 
dicord,  78 'Neb.  779,  111  N.  W.  793; 
Hanna  v.  Emerson,  ,45  Neb.  708,  64  N. 
W.  229;  Herron  v.  Cole  Bros.,  25  Neb. 
692,  41  N.  W.  765.  Nev.— Flannery 
V.  Anderson,  4  Nev.  437;  Whitmore 
V.  Shiveriek,  3  Nev.  288.  N.  M. 
Good  V.  Bed  Eiver  Valley  Co.,  12  N. 
M.  245,  78  Pac.  46;  LewinBon  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  11  N.  M.  510,  70  Pac. 
567.  N.  Y. — Ludwig  v.  Lazarus,  10 
App.  Div.  62,  41  N.  Y.  S'upp.  773,  75 
N.  Y.  St.  1169;  Feldman  v.  Siegel,  43 
Misc.  392,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  538;  Ma- 
neely  v.  Mayers,  43  Misc.  380,  87  N. 
Y.  Supp.  471.  Okla. — Symns  Grocer 
Co.  V.  Burnham,  6  Okla.  618,  52  Pac. 
918.  Pa.— Walsh  v.  Kirby,  228  Pa. 
194,  77  Atl.  452.  R.  I.— Nathanson 
V.  Spitz,  19  E.  I.  70,  31  Atl.  690.  S.  C. 
Pierce  1).  Varn,  Byrd  &  Co.,  76  S.  C. 
359,  57  S.  E.  184;  Whitfield  v.  Hovey, 
30  S.  C.  117,  8  S.  E.  840.  Tex.- Frank 
V.  Tatum,  87  Tex.  204,  25  S.  W.  409; 
Sanger  Bros.  v.  Overmier,  64  Tex.  57; 
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Hedges  v.  Armistead,  60  Tex.  276; 
Burnett  v.  Sullivan,  58  Tex.  535;  Gui- 
mon'd  V.  Nast,  44  Tex.  114;  Alexander 
V.  Stern,  41  Tex.  193.  Wis.— Young 
V.  Krueger,  92  Wis.  361,  66  N.  W. 
355.  Eng. — Pollexfen  v.  Sibson,  L.  E. 
16  Q.  B.  Div.  792;  Kitchin  v.  Wilson, 
4  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  483,  93  E.  C.  L.  483, 
140  Eng.  Eeprint  1179,  where  affidavit 
shows  that  absent  partner  is  evading 
service. 

[a]  Service  after  dissolution  upon 
one  member  of  the  dissolved  firm  is 
a  valid  service  authorizing  a  judgment 
against  the  late  firm.  Ala. — Faver  v. 
Briggs,  18  Ala.  478;  Beal  v.  Snedicor, 

8  Port.  523;  Duncan  v.  Tombeckbee 
Bank,  4  Port.  181.  Fla. — Thomas  v. 
Nathan,  65  Fla.  386,  62  So.  206.  la. 
Harford,  Thayer  &  Co.  v.  Streetj  46 
Iowa  594.  Me. — Cooper  v.  Bailey,  52 
Me.  230.  Tex. — Texas,  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
McCaughey,  62  Tex.  271.  But  see  Levy 
V.  Eich,  106  La.  243,  30  So.  377. 

11.  Ala.  —  Eatehf  ord  v.  Covington 
County  Stock  Co.,  172  Ala.  461,  55 
So.   806;    Comer  v.   Eeid,   93   Ala.   391, 

9  So.  620;  Ladiga  Saw-Mill  Co.  v. 
Smith,  78  Ala.  108;  Watts  v.  Eice,  75 
Ala.  289;  Yarbrough  &  Co.  v.  Bush 
&  Co.,  69  Ala.  170.  Colo. — Erskine  v. 
Russell,  43  Colo.  449,  96  Pac.  249. 
N.  J. — Stehr  v.  Albermann,  49  N.  J. 
L.  633,  10  Atl.  547.  N.  Y.— Brandagee 
V.  Cleary,  152  N.  Y.  SuppL  628.  Okla. 
Heaton  v.  Schaeffer,  34  Okla.  631,  126 
Pac.  797,  43  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  540; 
Sayre  Commission  Co.  v.  Keen,  26  Okla. 
794,  110  Pac.  775. 

A3  to  what  name  partnership  may 
sue  or  be  sued  in,  see  supra,  II,  D. 

12.  Bank  of  Hamilton  v.  Blakeslee, 
9  Ont.  Pr.  (Can.)  130;  Leese  v.  Mar- 
tin, L.  R.  13  Eq.  77;, Kinder  v.  Forbes, 
1  Beav.  503,  48  Eng.  Reprint  1277; 
Darwent  v.  Walton,  2  Atk.  510,  26  Eng. 
Reprint  707;  Coles  v.  Gurney,  1  Madd. 
187,  56  Eng.  Reprint  70  (where  one 
partner  is  abroad,  the  subpoena  against 
him,  was,  on  motion,  permitted  to  be 
served  on  the  resident  partner) ;  Hen- 
derson V.  Campbell,  13  Wkly.  Rep. 
704. 


PABTNEBSHIP 


71 


such  partnership  in  the  county  of  the  place  of  business,^'  and  service 
upon  a  resident  partner  is,  where  the  obligation  is  joint,  sufficient  to 
sustain  a  judgment  against  the  partnership,  although  a  non-resident 
partner  is  not  served.^*  Service  by  publication  as  to  a  non-resident 
partner  confers  no  jurisdiction  over  him,  where  the 'firm  has  no  prop- 
erty subject  to  attachment  within  the  state  ;^^  but  such  a  judgment  has 
no  operation  outside  the  state  as  against  a  partner  not  served  and 
who  does  not  appear.^" 

3.  Return.^'  —  "Where  the  action  is  against  the  partnership  and 
service  is  made  on  one  of  the  members  thereof,  the  return  need  not 
show  that  such  member  was  employed  in  the  general  management 
of  the  business,^^  but  where  the  service  is  made  upon  an  agent,  it 
should  appear  that  he  was  so  employed.^^  A  return  of  not  found  is 
not  a  prerequisite  to  bind  the  interest  of  a  partner  not  served  as  to 
the  partnership  property  in  an  action  against  the  copartners.^" 

4.  Amendments.  —  The  process  may  be  amended  to  correct  ir- 
regularities therein,^^  but  not  to  remedy  errors  of  substance.^^ 

F.  Appearance.  —  1.  In  General.^'  —  One  partner  may  enter  the 
appearance  of  the  partnership,^*  except  perhaps  in  jurisdictions  re- 


13.  Fox  V.  Blue-Grass  Grocery  Co., 
22  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1695,  61  S.  W.  265,  60 
S.   W.  414. 

[a]  Non-residence  of  the  partners 
in  the  county  where  the  suit  is  brought 
is  sufficient  to  permit  service  to  be 
made  on  their  agent  in  such  county. 
Watson  V.  Coon,  247  111.  414,  93  N.  E. 
289  (affirming  155  HI.  App.  158); 
Kamp  V.  Bartlett,  164  111.  App.  338. 

14.  Sugg  V.  Thornton,  132  IT.  S.  524, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  163,  33  L.  ed.  447;  Whit- 
field V.  Hovey,  30  S.  B.  117,  8  S.  E. 
840. 

[a]  Service  made  upon  a  member 
of  a  foreign  partnership  who  hap- 
pened to  be  within  the  jurisdiction 
is  a  good  service  upon  such  foreign 
partnership.     Pollexfen  v.  Sibson,  L.  E. 

16  Q.  B.  Div.  792. 

15.  People's  ISTat.  Bank  v.  Hall,  76 
Vt.   280,   56   Atl.   1012. 

16.  U.  S. — Goldey  v.  Morning  News, 
156  U.  S.  518,  15  Sup.  Ct.  559,  39 
L.  ed.  517  (judgment  has  no  effect  in 
a  court  of  the  United  States);  Hall 
V.  Lanning,  91  U.  S.-  160,  23  L.  ed. 
271;  D'Arcy  v.  Ketchum,  11  How.  165, 
13  L.  ed.  648.  Ga. — Conley  v.  Chap- 
man,   74   Ga.    709;    Clein   v.   Diamond, 

17  Ga.  App.  652,  87  S.  E.  1101.  Mass. 
Phelps  V.  Brewer,  9  Cush.  390,  57 
Am.  Dec.  56.  Miss. — ^Persons  v.  Old- 
field,  101  Miss.  110,  57  So.  417.  N.  Y. 
Hoffman  v.  Wight,  1  App.  Div.  514, 
37  N.  T.  Supp.  262,  72  N.  T.  St.  588. 


[a]  An  action  cannot  be  nuiintained 
on  such  judgment  outside  of  the  state 
of  its  rendition  against  the  partner 
not  served.  D'Arcy  v.  Ketchum,  11 
How.  (U.  S.)  165,-13  L.  ed.  648; 
Hoffman  v.  Wight,  1  App.  Div.  514, 
37  N.  Y.  Supp.  262,  72  N.  Y.  St. 
588.  See  generally  15  Standard  Peoc. 
656. 

17.  See  generally  the  title  "Ee- 
tuma." 

18.  Walker  v.  Clark,  8  Iowa  474. 

19.  Walker  v.  Clark,  8  Iowa  474. 

20.  Priutup  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Turner, 
65  Ga.  71. 

21.  Goldstein  v.  Pox  Sons  Co.,  22 
iSr.  D.  636,  135  N.  W.  180,  40  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  566,  entity  changed  from 
corporation  to  partnership.  See  more 
fully  the  title  "Process." 

22.  Maritime  Bank  v.  Eand  &  Son, 
24  Conn.  9. 

[a]  A  change  in  the  parties  cannot 
be  effected  by  amendment.  Maritime 
Bank  v.  Eand  &  Son,  24  Conn.  9. 

23.  See  the  titles  "Appearances;" 
"Jurisdiction." 

24.  Oatis  V.  Brown,  59  Ga.  711; 
State  V.  Cloudt  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  84 
S.  W.  415. 

[a]  But  after  dissolution  of  the 
firm,  the  acknowledgment,  by  one 
partner,  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  of 
the  service  of  process,  will  not  author- 
ize a  joint  judgment  against  the  part- 
ners. De  Mott  V.  Swaim's  Admr.,  5 
Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  293. 
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quiring  service  of  process  on  all  the  partners.^^  Appearance  by  one 
partner,^"  or  by  the  partnership,^'  will  not  bind  personally  those  not 
served  and  who  do  not  appear. 

2.  Waiver  of  Defects.  —  The  general  rule  that  defects  in  the  pro- 
cess or  service  thereof  are  waived  by  a  general  appearance,"*  applies 
in  actions  against  a  partnership."* 

G.  Pleading.  —  1.  Declaration,  Complaint  or  Petition.  —  a. 
Form  of: — It  should  appear  from  the  title  or  caption  whether  the 
action  is  by  or  against  the  firm  or  the  individuals  alone.'"  If  allega- 
tions of  partnership  are  necessary,  they  should  be  made  in  the  body  of 
the  pleading,'^  and  not  merely  in  the  caption  or  title.'" 

b.  Contents.-  (I.)  Existence  of  Faxtueirslilp.  —  (A.)  Necessity  of  Alleging. 
An  allegation  of  partnership  between  plaintiffs  is  necessary  where 
their  right  jointly  to  maintain  the  suit  depends  upon  the  existence 


25.  Heavrin  v.  Lack  Malleable  Iron 
Co.,  153  Ky.  329,  155  S.  W.  729.  But 
see  dictum  in  Southard  v.  Steele,  3 
Men.    (Ky.)   435. 

26.  U.  S.— Hall  V.  Lanning,  91  U.  S. 
160,  23  L.  ed.  271;  Atchison  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Templar,  26  Fed.  580.  Ala.— De 
Mott  V.  Swaim's  Admx.,  5  Stew.  & 
P.  293.  Mass. — Phelps  v.  Brewer,  9 
Gush.  390,  57  Am.  Dec.  56,  non- 
resident. Mo. — Weldon  v.  Fisher,  194 
Mo.  App.  573,  186  S.  W.  1153,  non- 
resident. S.  C. — Loomis  &  Co.  v. 
Pearson,  Harp.  L.  470;  Haslet  v. 
Street,  2  McCord  310,  13  Am.  Dec. 
724.  Va. — ^Bowler  v.  Huston,  30  Gratt. 
(71  Va.)   266,  32  Am.  Rep.  673. 

27.  Ga. — ^Fincher  v.  Hanson,  12  Ga. 
App.  608,  77  S.  E.  1068.  la.— Lansing 
V.  Bever  Land  Co.,'  158  Iowa  693,  138 
N.  W.  833.  Kan. — Wheatley  v.  Tutt, 
4  Kan.  240.  Mass. — Phelps  v.  Brewer, 
9  Cush.  390,  57  Am.  Dec.  56.  Okla. 
Holmes    v.    Alexander,    152    Pac.    819. 

But  Bee  Marks  v.  Fordyce,  5  Ohio 
Dec.   (Eeprint)   81. 

28.  See  generally  2  Standard  Peoc. 
536;  17  Standard  Pboc.  903. 

29.  Ala. — ^Bowin  &  Co.  v.  Suther- 
lin,  44  Ala.  278.  Kan. — Anglo-American 
P.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Turner  Casing  Co.,  34 
Kan.  340,  8  P.ae.  403.  Tenn.— Blue 
Grass  Can.  Co.  v.  Wardman,  103  Tenn. 
179,  52  S.  W.  137. 

30.  Maclay  Co.  v.  Meads,  14  Cal. 
App.  363,  112  Pac.  195,  113  Pac. 
364. 

[a]  For  complaints  held  to  be 
against  the  individuals  and  not  the  firm, 
see  the  following  cases:  Cal. — Lee  v 
Orr,  70  Cal.  398,  11  Pac.  745;  Feder  v 
Epstein,    69    Cal.    456,     10     Pac.     785. 
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Colo. — Fryer  v.  Breeze,  16  Colo.  323, 
26  Pac.  817.  Neb.— Wigton  v.  Smith, 
57  Neb.  299,  77  N.  W.  772;  King  v. 
Bell,  13  Neb.  409,  14  N.  W.  141.  N.  M. 
Good  V.  Bed  Eiver  Valley  Co.,  12 
N.  M.  245,  78  Pac.  46;  Curran  v.  Ken- 
dall Boot  &  Shoe  Co.,  8  N.  M.  417, 
45  Pac.  1120.  N.  C— Palin  v.  Small, 
63  N.  C.  484.  Utah.— Gutheil  v.  Gil- 
mer, 27  Utah  496,  76  Pac.  628. 

[b]  A  petition  wherein  the  defend- 
ants are  described  as  M.  H.  S.  and 
E.  H.  S.,  "partners  doing  business  as 
S.  Bros.,"  is  not  an  action  against  the 
firm  named,  but  will  sustain  a  personal 
judgment  against  the  defendants  there- 
in named.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Slo'man, 
42  Neb.  350,  60  N.  W.  589,  47  Am. 
St.   Rep.    707. 

31.  Millhiser  v.  Holleyman,  37  S.  C 
572,  16  S.  E.  688;  BischofE  &  Co.  v. 
Blease,  20  S.  C.  460. 

[a]  Partnership  alleged  in  the  body 
of  the  complaint  is  sufficient  although 
the  caption  of  the  complaint  does  not 
designate  the  plaintiffs  as  partners. 
Wise  V.  Williams,  72  Cal.  544,  14  Pac. 
204.  Compare  McCord  v.  Scale,  56  Cal. 
262;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hattenbaeh, 
13  S.  D.  365,  83  N.  W.  421;  Van  Brunt 
&  Davis  Co.  V.  Harrigan,  8  S.  D.  96 
65  N.  W.  421. 

32.  Millhiser  «,  Holleyman,  37  S.  C 
572,  16  S.  B.  688;  Bisehoff  &  Co  v 
Blease,  20  S.  C.  460. 

[a]  But  as  against  a  general  de- 
murrer it  is  sufficient  if  the  caption 
or_  title  recites  the  fact  of  partner- 
ship. Atchison,  etc.  Co.  v.  Carrow,  18 
Ariz.  92,  156  Pac.  965;  Jaeger  v.  Hart- 
man,  13  Minn.  55.  Contra,  Bisehoff  & 
Co.  V.  Blease,  20  S.  C.  460. 
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of  a  partnership  between  them,'^  but  not  otherwise.'* 

In  actions  against  partners  upon  a  partnership  obligation,  it  is  not  nec- 
essary to  allege  a  partnership  between  the  defendants,  a  joint  liability 
being  alleged,'^  nor  where  the  liability  of  the  partners  is  joint  and 
several,  is  such  allegation  necessary.'*  Where  the  plaintiff  is  suing 
on  a  contract  which  he  claims  was  made  by  one  of  the  defendants 
as  a  partner  of  the  others,  he  must  allege  the  existence  of  the  partner- 
ship as  to  such  transaction.'' 


33.  Ark. — Keith  v.  Pratt,  5  Ark. 
661.  Cal.— Wise  v.  Williams,  72  Cal. 
544,  14  Pac.  204;  Hallock  v.  Jaudin, 
34  Cal.  167.  HI.— Wilcox  v.  Woods, 
4  m.  51.  Ind. — Mcintosh  v,  Zaring, 
150  Ind.  301,  49  N.  E.  164;  Hughes 
t'.  Walker,  Carter  &  Co.,  4.  Blackf.  50; 
Anderson  v.  Evansville  Brewing  Assn., 
49  Ind.  App.  403,  97  N".  E.  445.  Minn. 
Boosalis  V.  Stevenson,  62  Minn.  193, 
64  N.  W.  380;  Irvine  V.  Myers  &  Co., 
4  Minn.  229;   Poerster  v.  Kirkpatrick, 

2  Minn.  210.     N.  Y. — ^Loper  v.  Welch, 

3  Duer  644.  Ore. — Clark  v.  Wick,  25 
Ore.  446,  36  Pac.  165.  S.  C— Mill- 
hiser  v.  HoUeyman,  37  S.  C.  572,  16 
S.  E.  688;  Walter  v.  Godshall,  32  S.  C. 
187,  10  S.  E.  951;  Bischoff  &  Co.  v. 
Blease,  20  S.  C.  460;  Martin  v.  Kelly, 
Cheves  215. 

[a]  That  at  the  time  of  bringing 
suit,  they  were  partners,  need  not  be 
averred.  Klemik  v.  Henricksen  Jew- 
elry Co.,  122  Minn.  380,  142  N.  W. 
871. 

34.  Cal.— Lee  v.  Orr,  70  Cal.  398, 
11  Pac.  745.  Minn. — Hayward  v. 
Grant,  13  Minn.  165,  97  Am.  Dee.  228; 
Jaeger  v.  Hartman,  13  Minn.  55. 
N.  J.— Wood  V.  Fithian,  24  N.  J.  L. 
33,  838.  N".  Y.— Loper  v.  Welch,  3 
Duer  644.  Ore. — Clark  v.  Wick,  25 
Ore.  446,  36  Pac.  165. 

See  also  Cowan,  MeClung  &  Co.  v. 
Baird,  77  N.  C.  201,  demurrer  held 
frivolous. 

[a]  In  a  suit  on  a  written  Instru- 
ment where  the  statute  permits  a 
party  to  sue  by  the  same  name  by 
which  he  is  designated  in  such  in- 
strument, it  is  unnecessary  to  allege 
partnership  capacity.  Wendall  &  Os- 
borne &  Co.,  63  Iowa  99,  18  N.  W. 
709;  Harris  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marsh,  49 
Iowa  11. 

35.  IT.  S.— Davis  v.  Abbott,  2  Mc- 
Lean 29,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,622.  Ala.. 
Austin  «.  Beall,  167  Ala.  426,  52  So. 
657,  Ann.  Cas.  1912A,  510;  Jemison 
V.  Dearing's  Exr.,  41  Ala.  283.     Ark. 


Bumpass  «.  Taggart,  26  Ark.  398,  7 
Am.  Eep.  623;  Kent  l).  Wells,  21  Ark. 
411;  Swinney  v.  Burnside  &  Co.,  17 
Ark.  38.  Cal.— Pike  v.  Zadig,  171  Cal. 
273,  152  Pac.  923;  Hunter  v.  Martin, 
57  Cal.  365.  Fla.— Bay  v.  Pollock,  56 
Fla.  530,  47  So.  940.  Ind.— Pollock  v. 
Glazier,  20  Ind.  262;  Ensminger  v.  Mar- 
vin, 5  Blackf.  210.  IMich. — Danaher 
V.  Hitchcock,  34  Mich.  516;  Pegg  v. 
Bidleman,  5  Mich.  26.  Minn. — Keene 
V.  Masterman,  66  Minn.  72,  68  N.  W. 
7.71;  Fetz  v.  Clark,  7  Minn.  217.  Miss. 
Nutt  V.  Hunt,  4  Smed.  &  M.  702.  Mo. 
Fellows  V.  Jernigan;  68  Mo.  434;  Stix 
V.  Mathews,  63  Mo.  371;  Gates  v.  Wat- 
son, 54  Mo.  585;  Smith  v.  Cain,  180 
Mo.  App.  457,  166  S.  W.  653,  question 
of  partnership  is  one  of  evidence. 
N.  H.— Maynard  v.  Fellows,  43  N.  H. 
255.  N.  Y.— Ageloff  v.  Lakin,  115  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1082;  Wolff  V.  Strahl,  54 
Hun  636,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  593,  27  N.  Y. 
St.  7,  3  Silvernail  552;  Mack  v.  Spen- 
cer, 4  Wend.  411;  Singleton  ■».  Thorn- 
ton, 45  Hun  589,  9  N.  Y.  St.  600. 
Ore. — Wallace  v.  Baisley,  22  Ore.  572, 
30  Pac.  432.  S.  D.— First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hattenbach,  13  S.  D.  365,  83  N.  W. 
421;  Van  Brunt  &  Davis  Co.  V.  Har- 
rigan,  8  S.  D.  96,  65  N.  W.  421.  Vt. 
Hawley  v.  Hurd,  56  Vt.  617. 

36.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Tort  Actions.  —  Ind.  —  Alexan- 
dria Min.  &  E.  Co.  V.  Painter,  1  Ind. 
App.  587,  28  N.  E.  113.  Me.— Head 
V.  Goodwin,  37  Me.  181.  S.  C. — Baker 
V.  Hornick,  51  S.  C.  313,  28  S.  E. 
941. 

37.  III.— Petrie  v.  Newell,  13  HI. 
647.  la. — McCloskey  v.  Strickland,  7 
Iowa  259.  Ky. — Reid  v.  Lyttle,  150 
Ky.  304,  150  S.  W.  357.  Neb.— Stone 
V.  Neeley,  42  Neb.  567,  60  N.  W.  965. 
S.  C— Harle  v.  Morgan,  29  S.  C.  258, 
7  S.  E.  487.  S.  D.— Van  Brunt  & 
Davis  Co.  V.  Harrigan,  8  S.  D.  96,  65 
N.  W.  421.  Tex.— Laing  v.  Craig,  14 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  134,  36  S.  W.  142; 
Mexican  Nat.  E.  Co.  v.  Savage  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  41  S.   W.  663.     Va.— Gar- 
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(B.)  SuTPiciENCY  OP  Allegation.  —Though  contrary  to  the  rule  gen- 
erally laid  down  in  actions  between  partners  where  partnership  is  a 
material  fact,''*  it  is  held  in  actions  by  and  against  partners  that  the 
fact  of  partnership  may  be  alleged  generally,^^  or  the  pleader  may, 
of  course,  set  out  facts  and  circumstances  from  which  the  existence 
of  the  relation  follows  as  a  matter  of  law.*" 

(II.)  Names  of  Partners.  —Not  only  must  the  pleader  aver,  in  cer- 
tain cases,  the  existence  of  a  partnership,  but  he  must  further  set 
forth  the  names  of  the  individuals  composing  it,*^  but  in  jurisdictions 


land ,  V.   Davidson,   3   Munf.    (17   Va.) 
189. 

[a]  Where  a  dormant  partner  is 
made  a  party,  the  plaintiff  need  not 
allege  that  he  knew  such  defendant 
was  a  partner  at  the  time  the  con- 
tract was  entered  into.  Allen  &  Co. 
V.  Davids,  70  S.  C.  260,  49  S.  B.  846. 

38.  See  supra,  I,  C,  6,  a,  (I). 

39.  Ga. — Mims  v.  Brook  &  Co.,  3 
Ga.  App.  247,  59  S.  E.  711.  Mo.— See 
Meeks  v.  Clear  Jack  Min.  Co.,  141 
Mo.  App.  648,  124  S.  W.  1084.  S.  C. 
Walter  v.  Godshall,  32  S.  C.  187,  10 
S.  E.  951.  Wis. — Howard  v.  Boorman, 
17  Wis.  459. 

[a]  In.  the  absence  of  a  motion  to 
ma^e  specific  and  certain  an  averment 
of  partnership  is  suflficient  which  states 
that  "said  plaintiffs,  for  several  years 
last  past,  have  been  and  are  now  co- 
partners, doing  business  under  the  firm 
name  and  style  of  A.  Pfister  &  Co." 
Pfister  V.  Wade,  69  Cal.  133,  10  Pac. 
369. 

[b]  That  partnerships  arising  by- 
estoppel  must,  however,  b©  specially 
pleaded,  see  Hamner  v.  Barker  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  144  S.  W.  1180.  But  see 
Gornhauser  &  Co.  v.  Roberts,  75  Wis. 
554,  44  N.  W.   744. 

[c]  The  statute  may  authorize  the 
alleging  of  partnership  generally  or  as 
a  legal  conclusion.  Ware  v.  Deffert, 
151  iowa  17,  130  N.  W.  793;  Sweet, 
Dempster  &  Co.  v.  Ervin  &  Co.,  54  Iowa 
101,  6  N.   W.  156. 

[d]  That  plaintiff  is  a  joint  stock 
company  is  sufficient  allegation.  Chap- 
man V.  Barney,  129  V.  S.  677,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  426,  32  L.  ed.  800.  Contra,  Coody 
V.  Shawver  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S. 
W.  935. 

[e]  A  distinct  and  formal  allega- 
tion of  partnership  is  not  necessary. 
Thus  a  pleading  entitled  in  the  name 
of  certain  parties  plaintiffs  as  part- 
ners, and  which  describes  them  as  part- 
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ners  is  sufficient.     Campbell  v.  Blanke, 
13  Kan.  62. 

40.  See  Kessler  v.  First  Nat.  Bank 
of  Yoakum,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  98,  51 
S.  W.  62,  and  5  Standard  Proc.  205, 
208,  and  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Setting  out  a  contract  signed 
in  the  firm  name  of  plaintiffs  is  not 
alone  sufficient  to  show  a  partnership. 
Mcintosh  V.  Zaring,  150  Ind.  301,  49 
N.  E.  164. 

[b]  An  averment  that  plaintiffs  ara 
merchants,  engaged  in  the  sale  of  gen- 
eral merchandise,  is  not  sufficient  to 
show  a  partnership  interest.  Ander- 
son V.  Evansville  Brewing  Assn.,  49 
Ind.  App.  403,  97  N.  E.  445. 

[c]  Sharing  Profits  and  Losses. 
An  allegation  that  two  persons  con- 
ducted a  business  under  the  name  Wan- 
gemann,  and  shared  in  the  profits  and 
losses,  is  insufficient  in  the  absence  of 
a  general  averment  of  partnership  or 
averment  of  agreement  of  partnership., 
Kessler  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Yoakum, 
21   Tex.    Civ.  App.   98,   51    S.    W.   162. 

41.  Ga. — Bracken  v.  Dillon  &  Sons, 
64  Ga.  243,  37  Am.  Eep.  70.  La. 
Wolf  V.  New  Orleans  Tailor-Made 
Pants  Co.,  52  La.  Ann.  1357,  27  So. 
893.  Md.— Hirsh  v.  Thurber  &  Co.,  54 
Md.  210.  N.  C— Brewer  &  Co.  v. 
Abernathy,  Lyerly  &  Co.,  159  N.  C. 
283,  74  S.  E.  1025;  Palin  v.  Small,  63 
N.  C.  484.  S.  C— Walter  v.  Godshall. 
32  S.   C.  187,  10  S.  E.  951. 

[a]  If  the  title  contains  the  names, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  repeat  them  in 
the  body  of  the  pleading.  Walter  v. 
Godshall,   32   S.   C.   187,   10   S.   E.   951. 

[b]  Objection  on  this  ground  is 
waived  (1)  unless  raised  by  written  ' 
demurrer  or  answer.  Brewer  &  Co.  v. 
Abernathy,  Lyerly  &  Co.,  159  N.'  C. 
283,  74  S.  E.  1025.  (2)  A  demurrer 
to  the  evidence  is  not  a  sufficient  or 
timely  method  of  raising  the  objec- 
tion that  the  names  of  the  partners 
were   not   alleged.     Brewer    &   Co.   v. 
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permitting  suits  by  and  against  partnerships  in  the  firm  name,  the 
rule  is  otherwise.*^ 

(III.)  Nature  and  Purpose  of  Partnership.  —The  nature  and  purpose 
of  the  partnership  need  not  be  averred,*'  except  that  in  certain  eases 
such  allegations  may  be  material  to  the  •  cause  of  action,**  or  to  the 
right  to  sue  or  be  sued  in  the  firm  name.*" 

(IV.)  Allegation  of  Piling  Certificate  of  Fictitious  Name.  —Where  the 
filing  of  a  certificate  as  to  the  names  of  partners  doing  business  under 
a  fictitious  name,  is  required,*^  an  allegation  of  compliance  with  the 
statute  is  not  necessary,  in  a  suit  by,*^  or  against,**  such  partnership, 


Abernathy,  Lyerly  &  Co.,  159  N.  C. 
283,  74  S.  B.  1025;  Koohs  Co.  v.  Jack- 
son, 156  N.  C.  326,  72  S.  E.  382. 

42.  Minn.  —  Dimond  v.  Minnesota 
Sav.  Bank,  70  Minn.  298,  73  N.  W. 
182.  Neb. — Winters  v.  Means,  50  Neb. 
209,  69  N.  W.  753;  Church  v.  Callahan, 
49  Neb.  542,  68  N.  W.  932.  Ohio. 
Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carnahan,  63  Ohio 
St.  258,  58  N.  E.  805;  Pennsylvania 
Pire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carnahan,  19  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  97,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  225. 
Wyo.— Noble  v.  Hudson,  20  Wyo.  227, 
122  Pac.  901. 

[a]  Alleging  Partners'  Names  Sur- 
plusage.— Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carna- 
han,  63   Ohio   St.    258,   58   N.   B.   805. 

43.  National  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bowman, 
60  Mo.  252. 

44.  Alsop  V.  Central  Trust  Co.,  100 
Ky.  375,  18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  830,  38  S.  W. 
510. 

[a]  A  complaint  against  a  non- 
trad^  partnership  upon  a  written 
obligation  signed  in  the  firm  name  by 
one  of  the  partners,  the  plaintiff  must 
affirmatively  allege  the  nature  of  the 
partnership.  Alsop  v.  Central  Trust 
Co.,  100  -Ky.  375,  18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  830, 
38  S.  W.  510. 

45.  MeJunkin  v.  Plaeek,  80  Neb. 
373,   114  N.  W,  411. 

[a]  Doing  Business  in  the  State,  etc. 
That  the  partnership  was  organized 
for  the  purpose  of  doing  business  in 
the  state  or  holding  property  therein, 
must  be  alleged  in  jurisdictions  per- 
mitting suits  by  and  against  the  part- 
nership in  the  firm  name,  where  it  is 
organized  for  such  purpose.  MeJun- 
kin V.  Plaeek,  80  Neb.  373,  114  N.  W. 
411;  Church  V.  Callahan,  49  Neb.  542, 
68  N.  W.  932;  Peaks  v.  Graves,  25  Neb. 
235,  41  N.  W.  151;  Burlington,  etc. 
E.  Co.  V.  Dick,  7  Neb.  242;  Jackson 
V.  Akron  Brick  Assn.,  53  Ohio  St. 
303,  41  N.  E.  257,  53  Am.  St.  Hep. 
638,  33  L.  E.  A.  287;   Shafer  v.  Hock- 


heimer,  36  Ohio  St.  215;  Sanders  v. 
K«ber,  28  Ohio  St.  630;  Haskins  v. 
Alcott,  13  Ohio  St.  210;  Beers  &  Co. 
V.  Gurney,  14  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  82,  7  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  411. 

[b]  "Doing  Business"  Sufficient. 
An  allegation  that  the  firm  "was  do- 
ing business  under  that  name  in  the 
state  of  O. "  is  sufficient  without  al- 
leging that  it  was  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  doing  business  in  the  state. 
Globe  Eolling  Mill  v.  King  &  Co.,  13 
Ohio  Dec.  744,  2  Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  21. 

46.  See  supra,  II,  D,  1. 

47.  Cal. — Holden  v.  Mensinger,  165 
Pac.  950;  Cook  v.  Fowler,  101  Cal.  89, 
35  Pac.  431;  Phillips  v.  Goldtree,  74 
Cal.  151,  13  Pac.  313,  15  Pac.  451. 
Mont. — Eeilly  v.  Hatheway,  46  Mont. 
1,  125  Pac.  417.  Ohio.— Walsh  v.  J.  E. 
Thomas'  Sons,  91  Ohio  St.  210,  110 
N.  E.  454;  Kinsey  &  Co.  v.  Ohio  South- 
ern Ey.  Co.,  3  Ohio  Dec.  249,  2  Ohio 
N.  P.  175.  Contva,  New  Carlisle  Bank 
V.  Brown,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  77,  5  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  94.  Okla. — Oklahoma  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Wagester,  38  Okla.  291, 
132  Pac.  1071;  Swope  v.  Burnham,  6 
Okla.  736,  52  Pac.  924. 

[a]  The  presumption  iS  that  the 
law  has  been  complied  with.  Okla- 
homa Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wagester,  38 
Okla.  291,  132  Pac.  1071;  Swope  v. 
Burnham,  6  Okla.  736,  52  Pac.  924. 

[b]  But  where  the  complaint  shows 
upon  its  face  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
doing  business  under  a  fictitious  name 
and  declares  upon  a  contract  made 
in  the  firm  name,  it  then  devolves 
upon  the  plaintiffs  to  further  allege 
that  they  have  complied  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute.  Sweeney  v. 
Stanford,  67  Cal.  635,  8  Pac.  444,  dis- 
cussed in  Alaska  Salmon  Co.  v.  Stand- 
ard Box  Co.,  158  Cal.  567,  112  Pac. 
454. 

48.  Adams  Express  Co.  v.  State,  161 
Ind.  328,  67  N.  E.  1033. 
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as  non-compliance  is  matter  to  be  pleaded  in  defense  to  defeat  the 
action.*' 

(V.)  Prayer.  -In  a  suit  against  a  firm  it  is  not  necessary  to  pray 
for  a  judgment  against  each  and  a  judgment  against  all.^" 

2.  Plea  or  Answer.  —  a.  Denial  of  Partnership.  — -  In  many  juris- 
dictions, in  actions  by  or  against  a  partnership,  the  existence  of  the 
partnership  must  be  denied  by  a  plea  verified  by  afSdavit  in  order 
to  make, an  issue  thereon,^ ^  but  such  a  plea  is  not  necessary  to  allow 
a  defendant  to  show  a  non-joinder  of  other  members  composing  the 
partnership,^^  nor  under  some  of  the  statutes  is  such  a  plea  necessary 


49.  See  infra,  II,  G,  2,  c. 

50.  Tracy  v.  Symmes,  7  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
450. 

51.  Ala. — Guin  v.  Grasselli  Chemical 
Co.,  197  Ala.  117,  72  So.  4l3;  Brantley 
V.  Thomas,  194  Ala.  646,  70  So.  122. 
Ark. — Stone  v.  Kaufman  &  Co.,  25 
Ark.  186.  Colo. — Litchfield  v.  Daniels, 
1  Colo.  268.  Fla. — Smith  v.  Westeott, 
34  Fla.  430,  16  So.  332.  Ga.— Water- 
man c.  Glisson,  115  Ga.  773,  42  S.  E. 
95;  De  Leon  v.  Heller,  77  Ga.  740; 
Seymour,  Johnson  &  Co.  v.  Cobb,  43 
Ga.  525.  lU.— Smith  v.  Knight,  71  111. 
148,  22  Am.  Eep.  94;  M;cKinney  v. 
Peck,  28  111.  174;  Warren  v.  Chambers, 
12  111.  124.  la. — Eichards  v.  Hellen, 
153  Iowa  66,  133  N.  W.  393.  Kan. 
Hayner  v.  Eberhardt,  37  Kan.  308,  15 
Pac.  168.  Md.— National  Bldg.  Sup- 
ply Co.  V.  Gosnell,  116  Md.  640,  82 
Atl.  557.  IVIiss. — Walker  Bros.  v.  Nix, 
115  Miss.  199,  76  So.  143;  Anderson 
V.  Tarpley,  6  Smed.  &  M.  507.  Mo. 
Curtis  V.  Sexton,  252  Mo.  221,  159  S. 
W.  512;  Nephler  v.  Woodward,  200 
Mo.  179,  98  S.  W.  488;  Commercial 
Jewelry  Co.  v.  Hite,  161  Mo.  App. 
465,  144  S.  W.  153;  Meeks  v.  Clear 
Jack  Min.  Co.,  141  Mo.  App.  648,  124 
S.  W.  1084.  Pa.^Stahle  v.  Poth,  220 
Pa.  335,  69  Atl.  864;  Elm  City  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Haupt,  50  Pa.  Super.  489.  Tenn. 
Eiehmond  v.  Boyd,  130  Tenn.  187,  169 
S.  W.  755;  Barrett  v.  Hambright,  i 
Sneed  586.  Tex.— Tyler  Box  &  Lumber 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  City  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  185  S.  W.  352;  Houston  & 
Texas  Central  E.  Co.  v.  Corsicana  Fruit 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  170  S.  W.  849. 
Va. — Shepherd,  Hunter  &  Co.  v  Frys, 
3  Gratt.  (44  Va.)  442.  W.  Va.— Euff- 
ner  Bros.  v.  Montgomery  &  Co.,  61 
W.  Va.  62,  56  8.  E.  388;  Hall  v. 
Lyons,  29  W.  Va.  410,  1  S.  B.  582. 
Wla.- Woolsey  v.  Henke,  125  Wis.  134, 
103  N.  W.  267;  Lago  v.  Walsh,  98  Wis, 
348,  74  N.  W.  212. 
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See   7   Standard   Peoc.    55,   note   18. 

[a]  Verified  denial  not  necessary 
where  action  is  not  by  or  against  a 
partnership.  Thus,  in  an  account  sued 
on  by  the  assignees  of  a  partnership, 
the  partnership  may  be  denied  without 
verifying  the  plea.  Commercial  Jew- 
elry Co.  V.  Hite,  161  Mo.  App.  465,  144 
S.  W.  153. 

[b]  Plaintiff  May  Waive  Require- 
ment.— Goebel  v.  Montgomery  &  Co., 
63  111.  App.  135  (by  failing  to  object 
to  introduction  of  evidence);  National 
Bldg.  Supply  Co.  V.  Gosnell,  116  Md. 
640,  82  Atl.  557. 

[c]  Insufficient  Denial.— la.— Uni- 
'I'ersity  of  Chicago  v.  Emmert,  108 
Iowa  500,  79  N.  W.  285.  Ky.— Craig 
V.  Chipman,  22  Ky.  L.  Eep.  322,  57 
8.  W.  244.  Wis.— Martin  v.  American 
Exp.  Co.,  19  Wis.  336,  unverified  de- 
nial. 

rd]     On  a  plea  of  payment  it  is  not 

necessary  to  prove  who  composed  the 
planitifif  firm.  Stone  v.  '  Kaufman  & 
Co.,  25  Ark.   186. 

fe]  Withdrawal  of  verified  denial 
effects  an  admission  of  the  allegation 
of  partnership.  Gay  v.  Waltman,  89 
Pa.  453. 

[f J  A  verified  plea  by  one  of  the 
defendants  denying  (1)  that  he  is  a 
partner  is  sufficient  to  place  the  neces- 
sity upon  the  plaintiff  of  proving  that 
the  defendant  so  denying  was  in  fact 
a  partner  (Eeiter  v.  Fruh,  150  Pa.  623, 
24  Atl.  347  See  also  Bradford  v. 
Taylor  61  Tex.  508),  and  (2)  inures 
to  the  benefit  of  all,  according  to  some 
authorities.  Willis  v.  Morrison,  44  Tex 
27;  Hayden  Saddlery  Hdw.  Co.  v. 
Eamsay,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  185,  36 
H.  W.  595.  But  see  Ginners'  Mutual 
Underwriters  v.  Wiley  (Tex  Civ 
App.),   147    S.   W.    629.      Compare    7 

STAXDAtiD    PrOC.    61. 

52.  Tallapoosa  County  Bank  v.  Sal- 
mon,   12    Ala.    App.    589,    68    So.    542; 
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where  the  defendants  are  sued  as  partners.°^  Under  some  of  the 
statutes,  a  denial,  verified  by  affidavit,  of  the  execution  of  the  in- 
strument sued  upon  will  put  in  issue  the  fact  of  partnership. °* 

b.  Denial  of  Liability.  —  If  the  defendants  wish  to  deny  that  they 
are  jointly  liable  upon  an  instrument,  they  should  deny  its  execution 
under  oath.^^ 

c.  Filing  Certificate  of  Fictitious  Name.  —  A  defense  that  plain- 
tiffs have  no  right  to  maintain  a  suit  for  the  reason  that  they  have 
failed  to  file  a  certificate  of  fictitious  name  must  be  specially  pleaded,"* 
otherwise  it  will  be  deemed  waived."' 


Houston  &  Texas  Central  E.  Co.  v. 
Corsicana  Fruit  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
170  S.  W.  849. 

53.  Minn. — McKasy  v.  Huber,  65 
Minn.  9,  67  N.  W.  650.  N.  Y.— See 
Schneider  v.  Fuchs,  107  N.  Y.  Supp. 
33.  Tenn. — Eichmond  v.  Boyd,  130 
Tenn.  187,  169  S.   W.  755. 

And  see  Graham  v.  Henderson,  35 
Ind.  195,  in  the  absence  of  statute. 

54.  Finney  v.  Erie  City  Iron  Works, 
109  Ala.  485,  20  So.  48;  Cain  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Standard  Dry  Kiln  Co.,  108 
Ala.  346,  18  So.  882;  Fowlkes  &  Co. 
V.  Baldwin,  Kent  &  Co.,  2  Ala.  70^; 
Rogers  v.  Nuckolls,  2  Colo.  281;  Litch- 
field V.  Daniels,  1  Colo.  268. 

55.  Colo. — ^Litchfield  v.  Daniels,  1 
Colo.  268.  HI.— Zuel  v.  Bowen,  78  111. 
234;  Kennedy  v.  Hall,  68  111.  165; 
Davis  V.  Scarritt,  17  111.  202;  Warren 
V.  Chambers,  12  111.  124,  joint  liability 
admitted  by  those  who  fail  to  join  in 
the  affidavit.  la. — Byington  v.  Wood- 
ward, ■&  Iowa  360.  Mich. — McEobert 
V.  Crane,  49  Mich.  483,  13  N.  W.  820; 
Haight  V.  Arnold,  48  Mich.  512,  12  N.. 
W.  680;  Wren  v.  McLaren,  48  Mich. 
197,  12  N.  W.  41.  Miss. — Fairchild 
V.  Grand  Gulf  Bank,  5  How.  597.  Mo. 
Greene  v.  Wilhite,  29  Mo.  App.  459. 
Tenn. — Barrett  v.  Hambright,  4  Sneed 
586.  Tex. — Ferguson  v.  Wood,  23  Tex. 
177.  Va. — Phaup  v.  Stratton,  9  Gratt. 
(50  Va.)  615.  Wis.— Whitman  v. 
Wood,  6  Wis.  676. 

[a]  The  affidavit  should,  not  be 
technically  construed,  but  should  be 
held  sufficient  if  in  good  faith  it 
seems  to  be  intended  to  meet  the  plain- 
tiff's case.  Haight  v.  Arnold,  48  Mich. 
512,  12  N.  W.  680.  And  see  also 
Wren  v.  McLaren,  48  Mich.  197,  12  N. 
W.  41. 

56.  Cal. — Cook  V.  Fowler,  101  Cal. 
89,  35  Pac.  431;  Carlock  v.  Cagnacci, 
88  Cal.  600,  26  Pac.  597,  demurrer  not 
proper   objection.     Mich. — Turnbull   v. 


Michigan  Central  E.  Co.,  183  Mich. 
213,  150  N.  W.  132.  Mont.— Eeilly 
V.  Hatheway,  46  Mont.  1,  125  Pac. 
417;  Vaughan  v.  Kujath,  44  Mont.  484, 
120  Pac.  1121;  Wilson  v.  Yegen  Bros., 
38  Mont.  504,  100  Pac.  613.  N.  Y. 
Stoddart  v.  Key,  62  How.  Pr.  137; 
O 'Toole  V.  Garvin,  1  Hun  92;  Henne- 
quin  V.  Butterfield,  11  Jones  &  S.  411; 
Lunt  V.  Lunt,  8  Abb.  K.  C.  76.  Ohio. 
Walsh  V.  J.  E.  Thomas'  Sons,  91  Ohio 
St.  210,  110  N.  B.  454;  Kinsey  &  Co. 
V.  Ohio  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  3  Ohio  Dec. 
249,  2  Ohio  N.  P.  175.  OMa.- Swope 
V.  Burnham,  6  Okla.  736,  52  Pac.  924. 
Ore. — Beamish  v.  Noon,  76  Ore.  415, 
149  Pac.  522.  S.  D.— Drake  u.  Great 
Northern  Ey.  Co.,  24  S.  D.  19,  123  N. 
W.  82.  Wash.— Hale  v.  City  Cab,  Car- 
riage &  Transfer  Co.,  66  Wash.  459, 
119  Pac.  837;  Bowman  v.  Harrison,  59 
Wash.  56,  109  Pac.  192. 

See  supra,  II,  G,  1,  b,  (IV). 

[a]  Conclusion  of  Law. — An  allega- 
tion that  the  designation  under  which 
the  plaintiffs  sued  is  one  not  showing 
the  names  of  the  persons  interested  as 
partners  is  a  mere  conclusion  of  law 
and  insufficient.  Vaughan  v.  Kujath, 
44  Mont.  484,  120  Pac.  1121. 

57.  Cal.— Cook  V.  Fowler,  101  Cal. 
89,  35  Pac.  43.  But  see  Sweeney  v. 
Stanford,  67  Cal.  635,  8  Pac.  444,  supra, 
IT,  H,  1,  b,  (IV),  note.  Mont.— Eeilly 
V.  Hatheway,  46  Mont.  1,  125  Pac.  417. 
Ohio. — Kinsey  &  Co.  v.  Ohio  Southern 
Ey.  Co.,  3  Ohio  Dec.  249,  2  Ohio  N.  P. 
175.  Wash.— Hale  v.  City  Cab,  Car- 
riage &  Transfer  Co.,  66  Wash.  459, 
119  Pac.  837;  Bowman  v.  Harrison,  59 
Wash.  56,  109  Pac.  192. 

But  compare  Cobble  v.  Farmers' 
Bank,  63  Ohio  St.  528,  59  N.  E.  221, 
holding  that  a  judgment  taken  by  a 
partnership  doing  business  under  a 
fictitious  name -without  complying  with 
the  statute  is  invalid. 
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d.  Separate  Pleas  by  Partners.  —  In  an  action  against  partners 
upon  a  partnership  liability,  either  partner  may  separately  plead  a 
defense  available  either  to  himself  alone,^^  or  to  all  the  partners.^" 
A  partner  may  adopt  his  copartners  plea,®"  and  a  defense  by  one 
partner  may  inure  to  the  benefit  of  another  partner  sued  jointly  with 
him.^^ 

3.  Replication  or  Reply.  —  Plaintiff  may  in  accordance  with  the 
.►iCneral  rules  where  such  is  the  practice,  reply  to  any  new  matter 
contained  in  the  plea  or  answer  of  defendant.^^ 

4.  Verification.  —  Under  the  theory  that  one  partner  is  the  agent 
for  the  firm  in  so  far  as  he  acts  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  one 
partner  may  verify  the  pleadings  of  the  firm.^^ 

5.  Amendments.  —  The  general  rules  governing  the  right  to  amend 
pleadings"*  apply  in  actions  by  or  against  partners.  Thus  under 
proper  circumstances  amendments  may  be  made  to  show  the  existence,"^ 


58.  Ala. — Emanuel  v.  Martin,  12 
Ala.  233;  Plowman  v.  Eiddle,  7  Ala. 
775;  Beal  v.  Snedioor,  S  Port.  523. 
Conn.— Anderson  v.  Henshaw,  2  Day 
272.  Fla.— Friend  v.  Duryee,  17  Fla. 
Ill,  35  Am.  Eep.  89.  Ga. — Strausa  v. 
Waldo,  Barry  &  Co.,  25  Ga.  641.  Pa. 
Nelson  v.  Lloyd,  9  Watts  22;  Prior  v. 
Wurzburger  &  Co.,  4  Kulp  9.  Tex. 
Walton  V.  Payne,  18  Tex.  60. 

[a]  The  failure  of  one  partner  to 
plead,  thus  admitting  the  plaintiff's 
claim,  will  not  affect  the  right  of  an- 
other partner  to  enter  a  plea  deny- 
ing Buch  claim.  Corcoran  v.  Trich,  9 
Sad.  (Pa.)  110,  11  Atl.  677;  Prior  v. 
Wurzburger  &  Co.,  i  Kulp  (Pa.)   9. 

59.  Ala. — Emanuel  v.  Martin,  12 
Ala.  233.  ria. — Friend  v.  Duryee,  17 
Fla.  Ill,  35  Am.  Eep.  89.  Ga.— Wynne 
V.  Millers,  61  Ga.  343.  III.— Yoeum 
V.  Benson,  45  111.  435  (denial  of  exist- 
ence of  the  partnership);  Davis  v. 
Scarritt,  17  111.  202.  la.— Machinists ' 
Bank  v.  Krum,  15  Iowa  49,  usury. 
Ky. — Vallandingham  v.  Duval,  7  J.  J. 
Marsh.    262,    statute    of   limitations. 

[a]  One  partner  may  demur  while 
another  may  answer  the  complaint  upon 
the  merits.  Allison  Bros.  Co.  v.  Hart, 
56  Hun  282,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  692,  30 
N.  Y.  St.   697.      ■ 

60.  Barnett  v.  Watson,  1  Wash.  (1 
Va.)   372. 

61.  Machinists'  Bank  v.  Krum,  15 
Iowa  49;  McEobert  v.  Crane,  49  Mich. 
483,  13  N.  W.  826. 

62.  See  generally  the  title  "Repli- 
cation and  Reply,"  and  Fordice  v. 
Seribner,  108  Ind.  85,  9  N.  E.  122. 

[a]  Ratification  of  note  sued  on 
may  be  pleaded  where  one  of  the  de- 
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fendants  denied  its  execution.  Patti- 
son  V.  Norris,  29  Ind.  165. 

[b]  Where  one  of  the  defendant 
partners  pleads  infancy,  the  plaintiff 
may  reply  a  confirmation  of  the  eon- 
tract  by  him  after  reaching  his  major- 
ity.    Kirby  v.   Cannon,  9  Ind.   371. 

63.  Ala. — Garner  v.  Simpson,  Minor 
67.  la. — Lessem,  Bro.  &  Co.  v.  Wil- 
son, 43  Iowa  488,  where  the  affidavit 
fails  to  show  that  the  person  verify- 
ing the  pleading  is  a  member  of  the 
firm,  the  court  will,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary,  presume"  that 
he  is.  N.  Y. — Mooney  v.  Eyerson,  8 
Civ.  Proc.  435.  Tenn.— Cheatham  i\ 
Pearce,  89  Tenn.  668,  15  S.  W.  1080; 
Moody  V.  Alter,  Winston  &  Co.,  12 
Heisk.  142.  Wis. — Garland  v.  Hiekey, 
75  Wis.   178,  43   N.   W.   832. 

64.  See  generally  the  titles  "Amend- 
ments and  Jeofails;"  "New  Cause  of 
Action  or  Defense." 

65.  Colo.— Fryer  v.  Breeze,  16  Colo. 
323,  26  Pac.  817.  Ga.— Heyman  v. 
Decatur  Street  Bank,  16  Ga.  App.  14, 
84  S.  E.  483;  Dublin  &  S.  W.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Akerman,  2  Ga.  App.  746,  59 
S.  E.  10.  Mo.— Gunther  Bros.  &  Co. 
V.  Aylor,  92  Mo.  App.  161.  S.  C. 
Munroe  v.  Williams,  85  S.  C.  572,  15 
S.  E.  279. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  com- 
pany Is  a  corporation  may  be  amended 
by  striking  the  word  corporation  and 
making  an  allegation  that  the  com- 
pany is  a  partnership.     Ala Manistee 

Mill  Co.  V.  Hobdy,  165  Ala.  411,  51  So. 
S71,  138  Am.  St.  Eep.  73.  Ga.— Per- 
kins Co.  V.  Shewmake,  119  Ga.  617,  46 
S.  E.  832.  Kan. — Anglo-American 
Pack.    &   Prov.    Co.   v.    Turner    Casing 
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or  non-existence*^  of  a  partnership ;  to  correct  an  averment  of  the  firm 
name,*'  or  name  of  a  member  thereof/*  or  to  show  who  the  individual 
members  of  the  firm  are.*°  And  an  amendment  may,  within  the  court 's 
discretion,  be  allowed  converting  an  action  by  or  against  a  firm  to 
one  by  or  against  the  individual  members  thereof,'"  or  vice  versa.'^ 
H.  Issues,  Phoof  and  Variance.'^  —  1.  Existence  of  Partnership. 
At  common  law,  an  averment  of  partnership  had  to  be  proved  as  al- 
leged.'^ Under  the  statutes  it  need  be  proved  only  when  there  is  a 
proper  denial  thereof.'*    Proof  of  a  partnership  by  estoppel  is  suflfi- 


Co.,    34    Kan.    340,    8    Pae.   403.     Mo. 
Ward  V.  Pine,   50   Mo.    38. 

66.  McDorment  V.  Hicksen,  9  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1012. 

[a]  Where  a  corporation  is  sued  as 
a  partnership,  the  complaint  may  be 
amended  to  show  that  the  defendant 
is  a  corporation.  Ala. — Lewis  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Gamody,  137  Ala.  578,  35  So. 
126;  Key  v.  Goodall,  Brown  &  Co., 
7  Ala.  A.pp.  227,  60  So.  986.  Kan. 
Anglo-American  P.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Turner 
Casing  Co.,  34  Kan.  340,  8  Pac.  403. 
S.  D. — Haggarty  v.  Strong,  10  S.  D. 
585,  74  N.  W.  1037. 

67.  Craig  v.  Chipman,  22  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  322,  57  S.  W.  244. 

68.  Welch  V.  Hull,  73  Mich.  47,  40 
N.  W.  797;  Dwyer  Brick  Works  r. 
Flanagan   Bros.,    87    Mo.    App.    340. 

69.  TJ.  S. — SchifEer  v.  Anderson,  146 
Ted.  457,  76  C.  C.  A.  667.  Ark. 
Loewenberg  v.  Gilliam,  72  Ark.  314,  79 
S.  W.  1064,  allow  setting  out  of  names 
of  members.  Cal. — Bogart  v.  Crosby, 
91Cal.  278,  27  Pac.  603.  Colo. — Adam- 
son  V.  B«rgen,  15  Colo.  App.  396,  62 
Pac.  629,  addition  of  partner.  Conn. 
Phelps  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Enz,  19  Conn.  58. 
Ga. — Perkins  Co.  v.  Shewmake,  119  Ga. 
617,  46  S.  E.  832;  Smith  &  Co.  v. 
Columbia  Jewelry  Co.,  114  Ga.  698,  40 
S.  E.  735.  la.— Padden  v.  Clark,  124 
Iowa  94,  99  F.  W.  152,  amendment 
allowed  showing  that  firm  was  com- 
posed of  one  individual.  Kan. — Huckle- 
bridge  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  66  Kan.  443,  71  Pac.  814;  Anglo- 
American  Pack.  &  Prov.  Co.  v.  Turner 
Casing  Co.,  34  Kan.  340,  8  Pac.  403; 
Henderson  v.  Sletter,  31  Kan.  56,  2 
Pac.  849.  ]Mich. — Stirling  v.  Heintz- 
man,  42  Mich.  449,  4  N.  W.  165.  Minn. 
Miles  V.  Wann,  27  Minn.  56,  6  N.  W. 
417.  Mo. — Tyrrel  v.  Milliken,  135  Mo. 
App.  293,  115  S.  W.  512;  Gunther  Bros. 
&  Co.  V.  Aylor,  92  Mo.  App.  161; 
Dwyen  Brick  Works  v.  Flanagan  Bros., 
87  Mo.  App.  340.     Okla. — Symns  Gro- 


cer Co.  V.  Burnham,  6  Okla.  618,  52 
Pac.  918,  adding  a  partner.  Pa.- — Dan- 
iel V.  Lance,  29  Pa.  Super.  454.  Utah. 
Brown  v.  Pickard,  4  Utah  292,  9  Pac. 
573,  11  Pac.  512.  Va.— Murdock  v. 
Herndon's  Exrs.,  4  Hen.  &  M.  (14 
V.a.)   200. 

70.  Ala. — Levystein  v.  Gerson,  Selig- 
man  &  Co.,  147  Ala.  251,  41  So.  774. 
Mo. — Tyrrel  v.  Milliken,  135  Mo.  App. 
293,  115  8.  W.  512.  S.  C— Baker  v. 
Hornick,  51  S.  C.  313,  28  S.  E.  941. 

But  see  Emerson  v.  Wilson,  11  Vt. 
357,  34  Am.  Dee.  695. 

71.  Ala.— Lister  v.  Vowel],  122  Ala. 
264,  25  So.  564;  McCaskey  v.  Pollock 
&  Co.,  82  Ala.  174,  2  So.  674.  la. 
Van  Dyk  v.  Mosterdt,  171  Iowa  3,  153 
N.  W.  206;  Hodges  v.  Kimball,  49  Iowa 
577,  31  Am.  Eep.  158;  Dixon  v.  Dixon, 
19  Iowa  512.  Mo. — Tyrrel  v.  Milliken, 
135  Mo.  App.  293,  115  S.  W.  512. 
Ore.— York  v.  Nash,  42  Ore.  321,  71 
Pac.  59. 

72.  See  generally  the  title  "Vari- 
ance and.  Failure  of  Proof." 

73.  Ala. — Findlay  v.  Stevenson,  3 
Stew.  48.  Del. — Boswell  &  Co.  v.  Dun- 
ning, 5  Harr.  231.  HI. — King  v.  Haines, 
23  111.  340.  Minn.— Hayward  v.  Grant, 
13  Minn.  165,  97  Am.  Dec.  228; 
Irvine  v.  Myers  &  Co.,  4  Minn.  229. 
Neb. — McDonald  v.  Jenkins,  44  Neb. 
163,   62   N.   W.   444. 

74.  U.  S.— Pratt  v.  Willard,'6  Mc- 
Lean 27,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,378. 
Ala. — Moore  v.  Burns  &  Co.,  60  Ala. 
269.  Ark.— Stone  v.  Kaufman  &  Co., 
25  Ark.  186.  Colo.— Teller  v.  Hart- 
man,  16  Colo.  447,  27  Pac.  947;  Litch- 
field V.  Daniels,  1  Colo.  268.  Fla. 
Smith  V.  Westcott,  34  Fla.  430,  16  So. 
332.  Ga. — Henderson  Warehouse  Co. 
V.  Brand,  105  Ga.  217,  31  S.  E.  551; 
Wiggins  V.  McCalla,  20  Ga.  App.  739, 
93  S.  E.  231.  111.— Smith  v.  Knight, 
71  111.  148,  22  Am.  Eep.  94;  Ken- 
nedy V.  Hall,  68  m.  165;  Yoeum  v. 
Benson,  45  111.  435;   King  v.  Haines, 
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cient  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  recover.^" 

A  variance  will  result  between  a  pleading  setting  up  a  partnership 
and  proof  showing  that  at  the  time  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of 
action,  the  firm  was  not  composed  as  alleged,^^  or  that  it  was  a  corpora- 
tion instead  of  a  partnership/^  but  the  existence  of  the  partnership 
being  proved,  a  variance  as  to  the  firm  name  is  immaterial/* 

2.  As  to  Liability.  —  There  is  no  variance  between  a  declaration 
'  against  the  defendants  as  joint  makers  of  a  note  and  proof  that  they 
made  the  note  as  partners,'*  or  that  it  was  executed  by  one  of  the 
partners  in  the  firm  name.*"  An  action  to  recover  as  upon  a  partnership 
demand  is,  unless  the  liability  is  joint  and  several,  fatally  variant  from 
proof  showing  liability  of  one  of  the  partners  individually,*^  and  a 


23  111.  340;  Haywood  v.  Harmon,  17 
111.  477;  Warren  v.  Chambers,  12  111. 
124.  Ind. — Hauser  v.  Smith,  13  Ind. 
532;  Groves  v.  Train,  11  Ind.  198; 
Eees  V.  Simons,  10  Ind.  82.  Ky. — Fen- 
nell  V.  Myers,  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  589,  76 
S.  W.  136;  Craig  v.  Chipman,  22  Ky. 
L.  Itep.  322,  57  S.  W.  244.  I.a.--At- 
water  &  Co.  v.  Colton,  18  La.  Ann. 
226.  Md.— Thome  v.  Pox,  67  Md.  67, 
8  Atl.  667.  Minn. — Stickney  v.  Smith, 
Baker  &  Co.,  5  Minn.  486;  Irvine  v. 
Myers  &  Co.,  4  Minn.  229.  IHiss. 
Walker  Bros.  v.  Nix,  115  Miss.  199, 
76  So.  143.  Mo.— Curtis  v.  Sexton,  252 
Mo.  221,  159  S.  W.  512;  Nephler  v. 
Woodward,  200  Mo.  179,  98  S.  W.  488. 
Neb. — McCann  v.  McDonald  &  Co.,  7 
Neb.  305.  N.  Y.— McCall  v.  Mosch- 
cowitz,  10  Civ.  Proe.  107,  14  Daly 
16,  1  N.  Y.  St.  99;  Anable  v.  Steam- 
Engine  Co.,  16  Abb.  Pr.  286.  Ohio. 
Clark  V.  Kensell,  Wright  480.  Pa. 
Pag«ly  V.  Bellas,  17  Pa.  67.  Tex. 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  By.  Co.  v.  EdlofE, 
89  Tex.  454,  34  S.  W.  414,  35  S.  W, 
144;  Lindsay  v.  JafEray,  55  Tex.  626. 
Va. — Phaup  v.  Stratton,  9  Gratt.  (50 
Va.)  615;  Shepherd,  Hunter  &  Co.  v. 
Frya,  3  Grqtt.  (44  Va.)  422.  W.  Va. 
Euffner  v.  Montgomery,  61  W.  Va.  62, 
56  S.  B.  388;  Hall  v.  Lyons,  29  W. 
Va.  410,  1  S.  E.  582.  Wis.— Lago  v. 
Walsh,  98  Wis.  348,  74  N.  W.  212; 
Fisk  V.  Tank,  12  Wis.  276,  78  Am. 
Dec.  737;  Whitman  v.  Wood,  6  Wis. 
676;   Barnes  v.  Elmbinger,   1  Wis.   56. 

See  supra,  II,  G,  2,  a. 

75.  Ala.— Cain  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Stand- 
ard Dry  Kiln  Co.,  108  Ala.  346,  18 
So.  882.  Ark. — Brugman  v.  McGuire, 
32  Ark.  733.  Conn Salomon  v.  Hop- 
kins, 61  Conn.  47,  23  Atl.  716.  Del. 
Davis  V.  White,  1  Houst.  228.  HI. 
Smith  V.  Knight,  71  111.  148,  22  Am. 
Eep.  94;  Fisher  «.  Bowles,  20  111.  396. 
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Ind. — Henshaw  v.  Boot,  60  Ind.  220; 
Stephenson  v.  Cornell,  10  Ind.  475.  la. 
Hancock  &  Co.  v.  Hintrager,  60  Iowa 
374,  14  N.  W.  725;  Maxwell  v.  Gibbs, 
32  Iowa  32.  Mass. — Bice  v.  Barrett, 
116  Mass.  312.  Mich.— Gray  v.  Gib- 
son, 6  Mich.  300.  Mo. — Campbell  v. 
Dent,  54  Mo.  325;  Young  v.  Smith, 
25  Mo.  341;  Bippey  v.  Evans,  22  Mo. 
157.  Neb. — McDonald  v.  Jenkins,  44 
Neb.  163,  62  ,N.  W.  444.  N.  Y.— Hal- 
liday  v.  McDougall,  22  Wend.  264. 
Ohio. — Beber  v.  Columbus  Machine 
Mfg.  Co.,  12  Ohio  St.  175.  Pa.— Eeed 
V.  Kremer,  111  Pa.  482,  5  Atl.  237. 
Vt.— Hicks  &  Co.  V.  Cram,  17  Vt.  449. 
Wis. — Cornhauser  &  Co.  v.  Boberts,  75 
Wis.  554,  44  N.  W.  744. 

76.  Neal  V.  Adkins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
145  S.  W.  264. 

[a]  Such  variance  is  immaterial 
where  the  opposite  party  is  not  mis- 
led in  maintaining  his  defense  on  the 
merits.  Schiffer  v.  Anderson,  146  Fed. 
457,   76  C.   C.  A.  667. 

77.  McGrew  &  Sons  v.  Earnest,  167 
Ala.  531,  52  So.  639;  Collier  v.  Pos- 
tum  Cereal  Co.,  150  App.  Div.  169,  134 
N.  Y.  Supp.  847. 

78.  Mass.— Phipps  v.  Little,  213 
Mass.  414,  100  N.  E.  615.  Minn 
Stickney  v.  Smith,  Baker  &  Co.,  5 
Minn.  486.  Pa.— Tarns  v.  Hitner,  9 
Pa.  441.  W.  Va.— Courson  v.  Parker. 
39  W.  Va.  521,  20  S.  E.  583. 

79.  Jemison  v.  Dearing's  Exrs.,  41 
Ala.  283;  Mack  v.  Spencer,  4  Wend. 
411. 

80.  Ala.— Jemison  i>.  Dearing's  Exrs., 
41  Ala.  283.  Conn.— Champion  v.  Mum- 
ford,  Kirby  170.  Mass.— Nichols  v. 
James,  130  Mass.  589.  N.  Y.— Vallett 
V.  Parker,  6  Wend.  615;  Mack  v.  Spen- 
cer, 4  Wend.  411. 

81.  U.  S.— Graves  v.  Boston  Marine 
Ins.  Co.,  2  Cranch  419,  2  L.  ed.  324. 
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complaint  by  or  against  a  person  in  his  individual  capacity  is  variant 
from  proof  showing  a  cause  of  action  by  or  against  a  firm  of  which  he 
is  a  member.^^  But  under  statutes  allowing  a  recovery  against  such 
defendants,  sued  jointly,  as  are  shown  to  be  liable,'^  the  fact  that 
dU  the  defendants  sued  as  partners  are  not  shown  to  be  liable  is  no 
variance.** 

1.  Trial.  —  1.  Separate  Trials.  —  The  fact  that  the  partners  have 
set  up  separate  defenses  does  not  necessarily  entitle  them  to  separate 
trials.^^ 

2.  Dismissal,  Discontinuance  and  Nonsuit.  —  While  one  partner 
may,  upon  an  action  on  a  partnership  demand,  dismiss  the  action 
against  the  will  of  his  co-plaintiff,*"  he  cannot  do  so  when  shown  to 
be  acting  in  fraud  or  collusion  with  the  defendant,*^  or  when  it  ap- 
pears that  the  remaining  partner  plaintiff  will  suffer  injury.**  In 
an  action  against  a  partnership  the  plaintiff  may  discontinue  as  to 
those  partners  on  whom  the  writ  is  not  served  without  effecting  & 


Ala. — XJlrick  v.  Bagan,  11  Ala.  529. 
la.— Ogle  V.  Miller,  128  Iowa  474,  104 
N.  W.  502;  Black  i;.  Struthers,  11  Iowa 
459.  Md.— Boyd  v.  Wolff,  88  Md.  341, 
41  Atl.  897.  imch.— Roberts  v.  Pep- 
ple,  55  Mich.  367,  21  N.  W.  319.  Miss. 
Wilder  v.  Harris,  112  Miss:  164,  72  So. 
890.  Mo. — Michael  v.  Kennedy,  166 
Mo.  App.  462,  148  S.  W.  983.,  N.  Y. 
Menzie  v.  Wolff,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  53. 
Okla. — ^Brown  v.  Williams,  24  Okla. 
308,  103  Pac.  588.  S.  0.— Pope  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Charleston  Cycle  Co.,  55  S.  C. 
528,  33  S.  E.  787.  Va.— Gordon  v. 
Brown's  Exr.,  3  Hen.  &  M.  (13  Va.) 
219.  Vt. — Fullerton  v.  Seymour,  5  Vt. 
249. 

82.  U.  S.— Barry  v.  Foyles,  1  Pet. 
311,  7  L.  ed.  157.  Ala.— Clark  v. 
Jones,  87  Ala.  474,  6  So.  362;  MeCul- 
loch  V.  Judd  Sons  &  Co.,  20  Ala.  703. 
Cal.— McCord  v.  Seale,  56  Cal.  262; 
Kern  County  Brick  &  Contract  Co.  v. 
English,  10  Cal.  App.  637,  102  Pac. 
960.  Colo. — Erskine  v.  Russell,  43 
Colo.  449,  96  Pac.  249.  Ga. — Champion 
V.  Wilson  &  Co.,  64  Ga.  184,  191. 
la. — Smith  V.  James,  72  Iowa  515,  34 
N.  W.  309;  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  66 
Iowa  754,  21  N.  W.  570,  24  N.  W, 
564.  La. — Gallot  v.  M-cCluskey,  18  La. 
Ann.  259.  Md.— Smith  v.  Crichton,  33 
Md.  103;  Neal's  Exrs.  v.  Fisher's 
Admr.,  2  Har.  &  G.  274.  Mo. — ^Lowe 
V.  Electric  Springs  Co.,  47  Mo.  App. 
426.  N.  I>. — Lake  Grocery  Co.  v. 
Chiostri,  34  N.  T>.  386,  158  N.  W. 
998.  Okla. — King  v.  Timmons,  23  Okla. 
407,  100  Pac.  536.  S.  C— Simonds  v. 
Speed,  6  Rich.  L.  390.  Tenn.— Hyman, 
Gratz   &   Co,   v.    Stump,     Cooke    494. 


Wi9.^Slutts   V.    Chafee,   48    Wis.    617, 

4  N.  W.  763.  Can. — Marsolais  v.  Wil- 
lett,  17  Quebec  Sup.  Ct.  262. 

83.  See  infra,  II,  J,  2,  e,  and  15 
Standard  Pkoc.  84. 

84.  Cal. — Morgan  v.  Righetti,  113 
Cal.  xvii,  45  Pac.  260.  Mass.— Taft 
I'.  Church,  162  Mass.  527,  39  N.  E. 
283;  Wiggin  V.  Lewis,  12  Cush.  486. 
Mo. — Hutchinson  v.  Richmond  Safety 
Gate  Co.,  247  Mo.  71,  152  S.  W.  52; 
Bagnell  Timber  Co.  v.  Missouri,  K. 
&  T.  R.  Co.,  242  Mo.  11,  145  S.  W. 
469  {reversing  180  Mo.  420,  79  S.  W. 
1130);  Berkshire  Lumb.  Co.  ■;;.  Chick 
Inv.  Co.,  168  Mo.  App.  342,  153  S.  W. 
1078;  Lowe  V.  Electric  Springs  Co., 
47  Mo.  App.  426.  N.  Y. — Pruyn  v. 
Black,  21  N.  Y.  300 

,   85.     Walton  v.  Payne,  18  Tex.  60. 

86.  Arnold  v.  Greene,  15  B.  I.  348, 

5  Atl.  503;  Noonan  v.  Orton,  31  Wis. 
265,  one  partner  may  secure  a  discon- 
tinuance as  to  himself. 

87.  ni. — Winslow  v.  Newlan,  45  111. 
145.  Mms. — Loring  v.  Brackett,  3 
Pick.  403.  Mo. — Hoover  v.  Missouri 
Pac.  By.  Co.,  16  S.  W.  480.  B.  I. 
Arnold  v.  Greene,  15  B.  I.  ,348,  5 
Atl.  503.  Wis. — Noonan  v.  Orton,  31 
Wis.  265. 

88.  Arnold  v.  Greene,  15  R.  I.  348, 
5  Atl.  503.  See  7  Standard  Pkoc. 
656. 

[a]  Remedy, — "The  most  which  the 
plaintiff  desiring  to  discontinue  can 
require,  is  indemnity  from  his  co- 
plaintiff  in  case  judgment  should  go 
for  the  defendant."  Arnold  v.  Greene, 
15  R.  1.  348,  5  Atl.  503.  To  same 
effect,  Winslow  v.  Newlan,  45  111.  145. 

Vol.  XXI 


82 


PARTNERSHIP 


discontinuance  of  the  action  as  against  the  partnership,*'  though  there 
is  authority  to  the  contrary.^" 

3.  Province  of  Court  and  Jury.  —  What  constitutes  a  partnership 
is  for  the  court  to  determine,®^  as  is  also  the  existence  of  the  rela- 
tion under  undisputed  facts.  But  the  evidence  being  conflicting,  the 
question  of  partnership  between  the  parties  should  be-  left^^  to  the 


89.  U.  S. — Mason  v.  Connors,  129 
Fed.  831.  Ala.— Nail  v.  Adams,  7  Ala. 
475;  Clark  v.  Stoddard,  Miller  &  Co.., 
3  Ala.  366;  Earbee  v.  Evans,  9  Port. 
295;  Gazzam  v.  Bebee  &  Co.,  8  Port. 
49.  Ga. — Warren  Brick  Co.  v.  Lagarde 
Lime  &  Stone  Co.,  12  Ga.  App.  58,  76 
B.  E.  761.  Kan. — Silvers  v.  Foster,  9 
Kan.  56.  Miss. — Lyons  v.  Jackson,  1 
How.  474.  S.  C. — Bull  V.  Lambson,  5 
8.  0.  288.  Tenn.— Link  v.  Allen,  1 
Heisk.  318.  Va. — Brown  v.  Belches,  1 
Wash.  (1  Va.)  9.  W.  Va.— Carlon's 
Admr.  v.  Eufener,  12  W.  Va.  297. 

See  15  Standard  Proc.  8Y;  7  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  666.  But  see  Storm  v.  Rob- 
erts, 54  Iowa;  677,  7  N.  "W.  124. 

90.  McManus  v.  Cash,  101  Tex.  261, 
108  S.  "W.  800;  Glasscock  v.  Price,  92 
Tex.  271,  47  S.  W.  965;  Frank  v. 
Tatum,  87  Tex.  204,  25  S.  W.  409; 
Tramel  v.  Guaranty  State  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  176  S.  W. 
65.  See  also  Eowse  v.  Woody  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  197  S.  W.  362,  wherein  two 
defendants  were  sued  as  partners,  the 
plaintiff  declaring  that  his  right  to 
recover  arose  under  a  contract  with 
them  as  a  firm,  and  the  court  held  that 
he  could  not,"  by  nonsuiting  as  to  one 
defendant,  change  his  action  to  one 
against  the  other  defendant  as  an  in- 
dividual. 

91.  Ala. — Peck  V.  Lampkin,  75  So. 
580.  Del. — Davis  v.  White,  1  Houst. 
228.  Ind. — Matthews  v.  Myers  (Ind. 
App.),  115  N.  E.  959.  la.— Anfenson 
V.  Banks,  163  N.  W.  608.  Mc— Stun- 
don  V.  Dahlenberg,  184  Mo.  App.  381, 
171  S.  W.  37.  S.  C— Dulany  &  Co.  v. 
Elford,  22  S.  C.  304.  Utah.- Morgan 
V.  Child,  Cole  &  Co.,  47  Utah  417,  155 
Pac.  451. 

92.  U.  S. — Chick  v.  Eobinson,  95 
Fed.  619,  87  C,  C.  A.  205,  52  L.  E. 
A  833.  Ala. — Nevers  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Fields,  151  Ala.  367,  44  So.  81 ;  Eabitte 
V.  Orr,  83  Ala.  185,  3  So.  420.  Colo. 
De  Temple  v.  Mitchell,  15  Colo.  App. 
127,  61  Pae.  434;  Lo'ok  Ding  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 7  Colo.  App.  72,  41  Pac.  1112. 
Conn. — Watson  v.  Farley,  85  Conn.  705, 
82   Atl.   189.     Del.— Jones  v.   Purnell, 
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5  Penne.  444,  62  Atl.  149;  Deputy  v. 
Harris,  1  Marv.  100,  40  Atl.  714,  1 
Hard.  92.  Fla. — Dpggett  v.  Jordan,  2 
Fla.  541.  Ga. — Hutchinson  Shoe  Co. 
r.  Elko  Mercantile  Co.,  143  Ga.  170, 
84  S.  E.  453;  Cary  v.  Simpson,  15  Ga. 
App,  280,  82  S.  E.  918.  111.— Commer- 
cial Nat.  Bank  v.  Proctor,  98  111.  558; 
Gray's  Harbor  Commercial  Co.  v. 
Weise,  86  111.  App.  125;  Buun  v.  West, 

13  111.  App.  415.  Ind.— Matthews  v. 
Myers  (Ind.  App.),  115  N.  E.  959. 
la. — Anfenson  v.  Banks,  163  N.  W. 
608.  Ky. — Eobertson  v.  Wilhoite,  157 
Ky.  58,  162  S.  W.  563;  Mathis  v.  Bank 
of  Taylorsville,  124  S.  W.  876.  Mass. 
Mersick  v.  Bilafsky,  205  Mass.  488,  91 
N.  B.  889.  Mich. — Negaunee  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Freeman,  47  Mich.  408, 
11  N.  W.  219;  Chamberlain  v.  Jackson, 
44  Mich.  320,  6  N.  W.  683;  Gray  v. 
Gibson,  6  Mich.  300.  Minn. — Miller 
Pub.  Co.  V.  Orth,  133  Minn.  139,  157 
N.  W.  1083;  McGi-ay  v.  Cohb,  130 
Minn.  434,  152  N.  W.  262,  153  N.  W. 
736.  Miss. — Jameson  v.  Franklin,  6 
How.  376.  Mo. — Eimel  v.  Hayes,  83 
Mo.  200;  Hartwell  v.  Becker,  181  Mo. 
App.  408,  168  S.  W.  837;  Watts  v. 
Pierson,  170  Mo.  App.  532,  156  S.  W. 
724;  Thornton  v.  Mersereau,  168  Mo. 
App.  1,  151  S.  W.  212.  Neb.— Wag- 
goner V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  43  Neb.  84, 
61    N.    W.    112;    McCann   v.   McDonald 

6  Co.,  7  Neb.  305.  N.  J.— Benoliel  v. 
Homac,  87  N.  J.  L.  375,  94  Atl.  605; 
Seabury  v.  Bollea,  51  N.  J.  L.  103, 
16  Atl.  54,  11  L.  E.  A.  136,  modified, 
52  N.  J.  L.  413,  21  Atl.  952,  11  L.  E. 
A.  136.  N.  Y.— Sheehan  v.  Fleetham, 
58  Hun  605,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  158,  34 
N.  Y.  St.  665;  Drake  v.  Elwyn,  1 
Caines  184.  Okla. — Harmon  v.  Nation- 
al Supply  Co.,  166  Pac.  80;  Moning 
Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  Wiseman,  159  Pac. 
259;    Cassidy   v.    Saline    County   Bank, 

14  Okla.  532,  78  Pae.  324.  Ore.— North 
Pacific  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Spore,  44  Ore. 
462,  75  Pac.  890.  Pa.— Bing  v.  Schmitt, 
226  Pa.  622,  75  Atl.  854.  S.  C— Holli- 
day  V.  Pegram,  89  S.  C.  73,  71  S  E. 
367,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  33;  American 
Type  Founders  Co.  v.  Greenwood  Print- 
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jury,  as  should  also  other  matters  depending  upon  disputed  facts.^^ 
4.  Instructions.  —  The  general  rules  relating  to  the  giving  of  in- 
structions as  elsewhere  discussed  apply  in  actions  by,  or  against  firms 
or  partners.^*  The  court  should,  upon  issues  arising  in  respect  thereto 
instruct  the  jury  as  to  what  constitutes  a  partnership  or  a  partner;®^ 
the  liability  of  partners,^^  and  the  nature  of  and  the  facts  which  make 
property  partnership  property."'' 

The  court  may  direct  a  verdict  for  either  party  where  but  one  conclu- 
sion can  be  drawn  from  the  pleadings  and  evidence.®* 

J.  Judgment.®^  —  1.  By  Default.^  —  In  those  jurisdictions  where 
the  statutes  require  service  of  process  upon  the  individual  members 
of  the  partnership,^  the  court,  upon  service  made  on  the  partnership 


ing  Co.,  88  a  C.  30S,  70  S.  E.  803. 
Tex. — Texas  &  Paciiic  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mis- 
souri Iron  &  Metal  Co.  (Tex.  Civ; 
App.),  178  S.  W.  597;  Look  v.  Bailey 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  164  S.  W.  407.  Wash. 
Eandall  ■;;.  Gerrick,  93  Wash.  522,  161 
Pae.  357.  Wis. — ^Moore  v.  Dickson,  121 
Wis.  591,  99  N.  W.  322:  Manegold  v. 
Grange,  70  Wis.  575,  36  N.  W.  263. 

93.  Citizens'  Trust  Co.  v.  Tindle 
(Mo.  App.),  194  S.  W.  1066. 

See  the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
and  Jury." 

[a]  Whether  transaction  a  partner- 
ship one  or  an  individual  one.  Ga. 
Mavnard  &  Son  v.  Ponder,  75  Ga.  664. 
N.  Y.— Boor  V.  Moschell,  49  Hun  606, 
1  N.  Y.  Supp.  731,  17  N.  Y.  St.  310. 
Pa. — Ernest  v.  Wible,  10  Pa.  Super. 
576.  S.  O. — Planters'  Bank  v.  Biv- 
ingsville  Cotton  Mfg.  Co.,  10  Eich. 
L.  95. 

[b]  Whether  oi  not  a  transaction 
was  inconsistent  with  the  general 
scope  of  the  business  of  the  partner- 
ship is  a  question  of  fact.  Biggs  & 
Co.  V.  Hubert   &  Co.,  14  8.   C.   620. 

•[c]  The  extent  of  a  partner's  power 
(1)  to  bind  the  firm  is  a  question  of 
law  in  a  commercial  partnership 
(Alsop  V.  Central  Trust  Co.,  100  Ky. 
375,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  830,  38  S.  W. 
510),  while  (2)  in  a  non-commercial 
firm,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Alsop  V.  Central  Trust  Co.,  100  Ky. 
375,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  830,  38  S.  W. 
510. 

94.  See  the  title  "Instructions." 

95.  See  the  following  cases:  Ark. 
Kahn  Co.  v.  Bowden  &  Co.,  80  Ark. 
23,  96  S.  W.  126.  Colo.— Ashenfelter 
V.  Williams,  12  Colo.  App.  345,  55 
Pac.  734.  Del. — Jones  v.  Purnell,  5 
Penne.  444,  62  Atl.  149;  Deputy  v. 
Harris,  1  Marv.  100,  40  Atl.  714,  1 
Hard.   92.      la.— Sheldon   v,   Bigelow, 


118  Iowa  586,  92  N.  W.  701.  Mich. 
Weeks  v.  Hutchinson,  135  Mich.  160, 
97  N.  W.  695.  Minn.— Connolly  v. 
Davidson,  15  Minn.  519,  2  Am.  Rep. 
154.  Mo. — Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Alt- 
heimer,  91  Mo.  190,  3  S.  W.  858; 
Campbell  v.  Dent,  54  Mo.  325.  Mont. 
Lawrence  v.  Westlake,  28  Mont.  503, 
73  Pac.  119.  S.  C— Dulany  &  Co.  v. 
Elford,  22  S.  C.  304.  Tex.— Coody  v. 
Shawver  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W. 
935;  Wood  V.  Samuels,  1  White  &  W. 
Civ.  Caa,  §922.  WasOi.- Willamette 
Casket  Co.  v.  McGoldrick,  10  Wash. 
229,  38  Pae.   1021. 

96.  Ind. — Jones  v.  Austin,  26  Ind. 
App.  399,  59  N.  E.  1082.  Mich.— Mc- 
Pherson  v.  Bristol,  115  Mich.  258,  73 
N.  W.  236;  Conely  v.  Wood,  73  Mich. 
203,  41  N.  W.  259.  Mo.— Cannon  v. 
Wing,  150  Mo.  App.  12,  129  S.  W. 
718.  Neb. — Maurer  v.  Midmay,  25  Neb. 
575,  41  N.  W.  395.  S.  C— Hyrne  v. 
Erwin,  23  S.  C.  226,  55  Am.  Rep.  15. 
Utah. — Morgan  v.  Child,  Cole  &  Co., 
47  Utah  417,  155  Pac.  451.  Wash. 
Calhoun  v.  Whitcomb,  90  Wash.  128, 
155  Pae.  759. 

97.  Bacon  v.  Lloyd,  1  White  &  W. 
Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.)   §286. 

98.  III.— Powell  Co.  V.  Finn,  198 
111.  567,  64  N.  E.  1036.  Pa.— Thomp- 
son V.  Piot,  52  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  305. 
S.  C— Holliday  v.  Pegram,  89  S.  C. 
73,  71  S.  E.  367,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A, 
33. 

[a]  Existence  of  partnership  not 
proved  where  such  proof  is  necessary. 
Atlanta  Trust  Co.  v.  Willingham,  20 
G.a.  App.  152,  92  S.  K  759. 

99.  See  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

1.  See  generally  14  Standard  Pboc. 
854;    6   Standard   Proc.   800. 

2.  See  supra,  II,  E,  2. 
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itself,  does  not  obtain  jurisdiction  to  enter  a  default  judgment  against 
the  partnership.^  A  default  judgment  in  favor  of  a  partnership  is 
not  void  because  the  names  of  the  individuals  composing  the  firm  have 
not  been  set  forth  in  the  summons.* 

2.  By  Confession.^  —  As  a  general  rule  one  partner  cannot  con- 
fess or  consent  to  a  judgment  binding  upon  his  associates,  without 
their  consent  or  concurrence,*  but  a  surviving  partner  can  confess 
judgment  which  is  enforceable  by  execution  against  the  firm  assets 
under  his  control  as  survivor.'  A  judgment  obtained  upon  the  con- 
fession cf  one  partner  will  not  reach  the  partnership  effects,  but  will 
be  effective  only  against  the  partners  authorizing  its  entry,^  although 
some  courts  hold  that  a  confession  of  judgment  by  one  partner  upon 
whom  service  is  made  is  enforceable  against  the  joint  property  as 
well  as  his  separate  property.^ 

3.  Form  and  SuiScieiicy.  —  a.  Con-formiiy  to  Pleadings  and  Proof. 
The  general  rule  that  the  judgment  must  conform  to  the  pleadings 
and  the  proof,^"  is  applicable  to  actions  between  firms  or  partners  and 
third  persons.^^ 

b.  As  to  Names  of  Parties.  —  (I.)  Generally.  _  Under  statutes  per- 
mitting a  partnership  to  sue  or  be  sued  in  the  firm  name,^^  a  judg- 
ment entered  in  such  name  is  perfectly  proper,^^  and  where  only  the 
firm  as  an  entity  is  sued,  a  judgment  against  the  individual  partners 
is  erroneous."  But  where  no  such  statutes  exist  a  judgment  for  or 
against  a  partnership  in  the  firm  name  is  absolutely  void,  according 


3.  Miller  v.  First  State  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184  S.  W. 
614. 

4.  Fredlook  v.  Fredloek,  70  W.  Va. 
607,  74  S.  E.  865. 

5.  See  generally  14  Standard  Proc. 
791. 

6.  See  14  Standard  Proc.  798. 

As  to  whether  a  judgment  confessed 
without  authority  by  one  partner  is  a 
bar  to  another  action  against  the  firm, 
see  15  Standard  Peoc.  569. 

Waiver  of  objection-  by  failure  of 
other  partners  to  make  application  for 
vacation,  see  15  Standard  Proc.  185, 
note. 

7.  Stampfle  v.  Bush,  71  W.  "Va.  659, 
77  S.   E.   283. 

8.  See  14  Standard  Proc  799. 

9.  See  14  Standard  Proc.  799. 

10.  See  generally  15  Standard 
Proc.  35. 

11.  Cai. — Weinreich  v.  Johnson,  78 
Cal.  254,  20  Pac.  556;  Shirran  v.  Dal- 
las, 21  Cal.  App.  405,  132  Pae.  454, 
462.  Colo. — Jansen  v.  Hyde,  8  Colo. 
App.  38,  44  Pac.  760;  Shafer  v.  Hewitt. 
6   Colo.   App.  374,   41   Pae.   509;   Deis- 
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sauer  v.  Koppin,  3  Colo.  App.  115,  32 
Pae.  182.  Ind.— Hill  v.  Marsh,  46  Ind. 
218.  la. — McDonald  v.  Franehere,  102 
Iowa  496,  71  N.  W.  427.  N.  Y. 
Brandagee  v.  Cleary,  152  N.  Y.  Supp. 
628.  Okla. — Holmes  v.  Alexander,  152 
Pac.  819;  Heaton  v.  Schaeffer,  34  Okla. 
631,  126  Pac.  797,  43,  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.) 
540;  Sayre  Commission  Co.  v.  Keen, 
26  Okla.  794,  110  Pac.  775.  Tex. 
Hughes  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  McDill,  1  White 
&  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §1266.  Va.— Adams 
&  Co.  V.  Powers,  Blair  &  Co.,  82  Va. 
612. 

[a]  Whether  a  person  is  a  member 
of  a  partnership  and  liable  as  such 
being  an  issue  in  the  ease,  the  judg- 
ment against  the  partnership  should 
identify  such  person  as  a  member  of 
the  firm.  Paul  v.  Commercial  Bank, 
66  Fla.  83,  63  So.  265. 

12.  See  supra,  II,  D,  1. 

13.  Carrier   v.   Hampton,   33   N.  C. 

oU7. 

14.  Craig  v.  Smith,  10  Colo.  220,  15 
Pac.  337;  Dessauer  v.  Koppin,  3  Colo. 
App.  115,  32  Pac.  182:  Teller  v. 
Gerry,  30  Misc.  12?,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
864. 
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to  some  authorities,^'  while  others  hold  it  to  be  merely  erroneous,"  and 
require  a  timely  objection  to  render  such  error  available.^'  Under  a  stat- 
ute authorizing  a  judgment  against  all  of  the  joint  debtors  or  pai'tners, 
enforceable  against  those  served  and  the  joint  or  partnership  property, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  in  the  form  thus  preseribed.^^ 
Fictitious  Firm  Name.  —  In  those  jurisdictions  requiring  the  filing  of 
a  certificate  of  names  where  a  partnership  is  doing  business  under  a 
fictitious  name,  before  it  is  permitted  to  maintain  a  suit,^^  a  judg- 
ment entered  in  the  firm  narde  where  no  such  certificate  has  been  filed, 
has  been  held  void,^"  but  generally  the  judgment  is  not  affected  by 


15.  Del. — Hitch  v.  Gray,  1  Marv. 
400,  41  Atl.  91,  2  Hard.  113.  Mo. 
Weldon  i>.  Fisher,  194  Mo.  App.  573, 
186  S.  W.  1153;  Johnson  Machinery 
Co.  V.  Watson,  57  Mo.  App.  629.  N.  J. 
Tomlinson  i).  Burke,  10  N".  J.  L.  295; 
Williamson  v.  Wright,  3  N.  J.  L.  984. 
Tex.— Frank  v.  Tatum,  87  Tex.  204,  25 
S.  W.  409;  American  Express  Co.  v. 
North  Fort  Worth  Undertaking  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  179  S.   W.  908. 

16.  Ind. — ^Meyer  v.  Wilson,  166  Ind. 
651,  76  N.  E.  748.  Term. — Marshal  v. 
Hill,  8  Yerg.  101,  may  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  by  plea  in  abatement.  Tex. 
Ferryman  w.'Eayburn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
30  S.  W.  915;  Stephens  v.  Turner,  9 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  628,  29   S.  W.  937. 

[a]  The  person  doing  business  in 
such  name  as  sole  member,  is  bound. 
Easterwood  v.  Burnett,  59  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  521,  126  S.  W.  934. 

[b]  If  other  parts  of  record  show 
the  partners'  names,  it  is  sufB.cient. 
Olson  V.  Veazie,  9  Wash.  481,  37  Pac. 
677,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  855. 

[c]  Amendment  to  cure  the  defect 
permitted.  Wright  v.  McCampbell,  75 
Tex.  644,  13  S.  W.  293. 

[d]  Effect  Upon  Subsequent  Pur- 
chaser.— (1)  A  judgment  against  a 
firm,  entered  upon  the  judgment  dock- 
et, without  setting  forth  the  names 
of  the  several  partners,  is  without  ef- 
fect as  a  lien,  so  far  as  respects  sub- 
sequent purchasers  and  encumbrancers 
without  notice.  In  re  York  Bank's 
Appeal,  36  Pa.  458.  (2)  But  where 
the  judgment  is  in  favor  of  the  part- 
nership, the  fact  that  it  fails  to  state 
the  names  of  the  partners  does  not 
affect  the  lien,  the  name  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor  being  correctly  deseribea. 
Dearborn  v.  Patton,  3  Ore.  420. 

[e]  Judgment  by  default,  rendered 
in  the  name  of  a  partnership,  the  in- 
dividual names  not  appearing,  reversed 
in  Simmons  v.  Titche  Bros.,  102  Ala. 


317,  14  So.  786;  Green  v.  Jones,  102 
Ala.  303,  14  So.  630;  Burden  v.  Cross 
&   Co.,  33   Tex.   685. 

17.  Ala. — Simmons  v.  Titche  Bros., 
102  Ala.  317,  14  So.  786.  Ark. 
Spaulding  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Godbold,  92  Ark. 
63,  121  S.  Wi  1063,  135  Am.  St.  Eep. 
168,  29  L.  El.  A.  (N.  S.)  282.  111. 
Gore  V.  Muhlenburg,  135  111.  App. 
525.  Ky. — Heavrin  v.  Lack  Malleable 
Iron  Co.,  153  Ky.  329,  155  S.  W.  729. 
Mo.— Fowler  v.  Williams,  62  Mo.  403; 
Weldon'  v.  Fisher,  194  Mo.  App.  573, 
186  S.  W.  1153;  Mitchell  v.  Eailton, 
45  Mo.  App.  273;  Conrades  &  Co.  v. 
Spink,  38  Mo.  App.  309.'  N.  C— Dan- 
iels v.  Eoanoke  E.  &  Lumber  Co.,  158 
N.  C.  418,  74  S.  E.  331;  Lash  v.  Ar- 
nold, 53  N.  C.  206.  Pa. — Morse  v. 
Chase  &  Co.,  4  Watts  456;  Porter  v. 
Cresson,  10  Serg,  &  E.  257.  Tex. 
Houssels  V.  Coe  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159 
S,  W.  864.  Va.— Pate  v.  Bacon  &  Co., 
6  Munf.  (20  Va.)  219;  Totty's  Exr. 
V.  Donald  &  Co.,  4  Munf.  (18  Va.) 
430.  Wis. — Frisk  v.  Eeigelman,  75 
Wis.  499,  43  N.  W.  1117,  44  N.  W. 
766),  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  198;  Bennett 
V.  Child,  19  Wis.  362,  88  Am.  Dee. 
692. 

[a]  Objection  before  verdict  neces- 
sary so  as  (1)  to  give  the  parties  an 
opportunity  to  amend.  Fowler  v.  Wil- 
liams, 62  Mo.  403;  Mitchell  &  Bro. 
V.  Eailton,  45  Mo.  App.  273.  (2)  After 
verdict  the  court  will  presume  that 
the  firm  name  is  the  name  of  a  real 
person.  Morse  v.  Chase  &  Co.,  4  Watts 
(Pa.)   456. 

18.  Brawley  v.  Mitchell,  92  Wis. 
671,  66  N.  W.  799. 

19.  See  swpra,  II,  D,  1;  II,  G,  1, 
b,  (IV). 

20.  Cobble  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  63 
Ohio  St.  528,  59  N.  B.  221. 

[a]  Complia/nce  with  the  statute 
made  after  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment will  not   validate   it.     Cobble  v. 
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such  failure  and  unless  the  point  is  duly  raised  the  objection  is 
waived.^^ 

(II.)  After  Dissolution. —  After  the  death  of  a  partner  pendente  lite, 
the  partnership  being  dissolved  thereby,^^  it  is  erroneous  to  render  a 
judgment  against  the  former  partnership.^^  Judgment  should  be 
entered  in  the  name  of  the  surviving  partners.^* 

c.  Joint  and  Several.^^  —  The  liability  of  partners  at  common  law 
is  joint,  and  in  an  action  against  two  or  more  partners,  where  all 
are  served,  a  verdict  or  judgment  cannot  be  given  against  one  or 
more  of  them  without  the  others,^^  unless  such  others  have  been  dis- 
charged on  a  plea  of  infancy  or  some  other  personal  plea  which  does 
not  go  to  the  discharge  of  all.^^  But  in  jurisdictions  where  the  obli- 
gations of  the  partnership  are  joint  and  several,^^  or  where  the  obli- 


Farmers'  Bank,  63  Ohio  St.  528,  59 
N.  E.  221. 

21.  See  supra,  II,  G,  2,  c. 

22.  See  supra,  II,  D,  7,  a. 

23.  Bowen  v.  Troj  Portable  Mill 
Co.,  31  Iowa  460;  White  v.  Dillinger, 
50  Okla.  555,  151  Pac.  194. 

[a]  The  court  will  award  a  new 
trial  where  the  judgment  has  been  ren- 
dered against  the  partnership,  one  of 
the  members  of  which  died  pending 
the  suit.  Bowen  v.  Troy  Portable 
Mill  Co.,  31  Iowa  460. 

24.  Davis  v.  Davis,  93  Ala.  173,  9 
So.  736. 

25.  See  generally  15  Standard  Pboc. 
81,   88. 

26.  CaL — Morgan  v.  Eighetti,  113 
Cal.  xvii,  45  Pac.  260;  Curry  v.  Bound- 
tree,'  51  Cal.  184.  Conm. — Champlin  v. 
Tilley,    3    Day    303,    5   Fed.    Cas.    No. 

\2,586.  Ga.— Francis  v.  Diekel  &  ■  Co., 
68  Ga.  255;  Campbell  v.  Bowen,  49  Ga. 
417;  Wooten  &  Cqj,  v.  Nail,  18  Ga. 
609.  m.— Pettis  V.  Atkins,  60  111. 
454;  Yocum  v.  Benson,  45  111.  435; 
Gribbin  v.  Thompson,  28  111.  61;  Tol- 
man  v.  Spaulding,  4  111.  13.  la. — Lan- 
sing V.  Bever  Land  Co.,  158  Iowa  693, 
138  N.  "W.  833;  AndCTSon  v.  "Wilson, 
142  Iowa  158,  120  N.  W.  677.  Minn. 
Whitney  v.  Eeese,  11  Minn.  138.  Neb. 
Morrissey  v.  Schindler,  18  Neb.  672,  26 
N.  W.  476.  N.  Y. — Knickerbocker  Ice 
Co.  V.  Theiss,  23  Misc.  625,  52  N.  Y. 
Supp.  163;  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18 
Johns.  459,  9  Am.  Dec.  227.  Ore. 
Bertin  v.  Mattison,  80  Ore.  354,  157 
Pac.  153;  Ah  Lep  v.  Gong  Choy,  13 
Ore.  205,  9  Pac.  483.  Pa.— Nelson  v. 
Lloyd,  9  Watts  22.  S.  D.— North  Star 
Boot  &  Shoe  Co.  v.  Stebbins,  3  S.  D. 
540,  54  N.  W.  593.  Eng.— Shirreff  v. 
Wilks,  1  Bast  47,  102  Eng.  Keprint 
19. 
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See  15  Standard  Peoc.  82,  et  seq. 

[a]  Error  Not  Cured  by  Confessing 
Judgment. — A  judgment  rendered 
against  one  of  several  partners  can- 
not be  cured  by  the  other  partners 
coming  in  and  confessing  judgment  in 
the  original  action,  without  the  con- 
sent of  their  co-defendant.  Nelson  v. 
Lloyd,  9  Watts  (Pa.)  22. 

27.  See  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  459,  9  Am.  Dec.  227,  and 
15  Standard  Pboc.  82. 

[a]  If  a  plea  of  infancy  is  sus- 
tained, the  judgment  should  be  en- 
tered against  the  adult  partners  only. 
Ind. — Kirby  v.  Cannon,  9  Ind.  371. 
Mass. — Tuttle  v.  Cooper,  10  Pick.  281; 
Woodward  v.  Newhall,  1  Pick.  500. 
Va. — Cole  V.  Pennell,  2  Rand.  (23  Va.) 
174. 

28.  U.  S.— Bibb  V.  Allen,  149  U.  S. 
481,  13  Sup.  Ct.  950,  37  L.  ed.  819. 
Ala.— Neveps  Lumber  Co.  v.  Fields,  151 
Ala."  367,  44  So.  81;  Gazz-ani  v.  Bebee 
&■  Co.,  8  Port.  49;  Johnson  v.  Green, 
4  Port.  127.  Ark.— Brugnian  v.  Mc- 
Guire,  32  Ark.  733.  CaJ.— Morgan  v. 
Bighetti,  113  Cal.  xvii,  45  Pac.  260; 
Bailey  Loan  Co.  v.  Hall,  110  Cal.  490, 
42  Pac.  962;  McNeil  v.  Kredo,  31  Cal. 
App.  76,  159  Pac.  818.  Conn.— Salomon 
V.  Hopkins,  61  Conn.  47,  23  Atl.  716; 
Dean  v.  Savage,  28  Conn.  359.  Ga. 
Doody  Co.  V.  Jeffcoat,  127  Ga.  301,  56 
S.  E.  421;  Ledbetter  v.  Dean,  82  Ga. 
790,  9  S.  E,  720;  Maynard  &  Son  v. 
Ponder,  75  Ga.  664;  Francis  v.  Diekel 
&  Co.,  68  Ga.  255;  Wooten  &  Cc.  v. 
Nail,  18  Ga.  609;  Crockett  &  Co.  v. 
Garrard  &  Co.,  4  Ga.  App.  360,  61 
8.  E.  552.  Ind.— Pollock  v.  Glazier,  20 
Ind.  262.  la.— Ogle  v.  Miller,  128  Iowa 
474,  104  N.  W.  502;  Poole,  Gillam  & 
Co.  V.  Hintrager,  60  Iowa  180,  14  N. 
W.  223;   Crenshaw  v.  Wickersham,  15 
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gation  is  joint,  but  the  statute  allows  a  recovery  against  the  joint  debt- 
ors upon  whom  service  is  made,^"  a  judgment  rendered  is  binding 
upon  such  members  as  are  served  or  appear,^"  and  upon  the  paVtner- 


lowa  154,  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
disturb  such  a  judgment.  Kan. — Sil- 
vers V.  Foster,  9  Kan.  56.  Ky. — Wil- 
liams V.  Eogera,  14  Bush  776.  Me. 
Cutts  V.  Haynes,  41  Me.  560.  Mass. 
Taft  V.  Church,  162  Mass.  527,  39  N. 
E.  283;  Wiggin  -u.  Lewis,  12  Cush.  486. 
Mum. — Bunce  v.  Newell,  56  Minn.  8, 
57  N.  W.  160;  Keigher  v.  Dowlan,  47 
Minn.  574,  50  N.  W.  823;  Miles  v. 
W,ann,  27  Minn.  56,  6  N.  W.  417; 
Town  V.  Washburn,  14  Minn.  268.  Mo. 
Hutchinson  v.  Richmond  Safety  Gate 
Co.,  247  Mo.  71,  152  S.  W.  52;  Bag- 
nell  Timber  Co.  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T. 
R.  Co.,  242  Mo.  11,  .145  S.  W.  469; 
Crews  V.  Lackland,  67  Mo.  619.  Mont. 
Knatz  V.  Wise,  16  Mont.  555,  41  Pac. 
710;  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  v.  Clarkson, 
5  Mont.  336,  5  Pac.  894.  Neb.— Mor- 
rissey  v.  Schindler,  18  Neb.  672,  26 
N.  W.  476.  Nev. — Conway  v.  District 
Court,  40  Nev.  395,  164  Pac.  1009. 
N.  Y.— Pruyn  v.  Black,  21  N.  T.  300; 
Brumskill  v.  James,  11  N.  Y.  294; 
Alaska  Bank  &  Safe  Deposit  Co.  v. 
Van  Wyek,  146  App.  Div.  5,  130  N. 
T.  Snpp.  563;  Lapinsky  v.  Colish,  61 
Misc.  319,  113  N.  T.  Supp.  733; 
Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  v.  Theiss,  23 
Misc.  625,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  163;  Hand 
V.  Rogers,  11  Misc.  623,  32  N.  Y. 
Supp.  920,  66  N.  Y.  St.  346;  Parker 
V.  Jackson,  16  Barb.  33;  Claflin  v. 
Butterly,  2  Abb.  Pr.  446,  5  Duer  327. 
W.  C— Neil  V.  Childs,  32  N.  C.  195. 
Ore. — Bertin  v.  Mattison,  80  Ore.  354, 
157  Pac.  153;  Ah  Lep  v.  Gong  Choy, 
13  Ore.  205,  9  Pac.  483.  S.  C— Bull 
V.  Lambson,  5  S.  C.  288.  S.  D. — North 
Star  Boot  &  Shoe  Co.  v.  Stebbins,  3 
S.  D.  540,  54 .  N.  W.  593.  Tex. 
Glasscock  v.  Price,  92  Tex.  271,  47 
S.  W.  965.  Utah. — Brown  v.  Pickard, 
4  Utah  292,  9  Pac.  573,  11  Pac.  512. 
Vt.— People's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hall,  76 
Vt.  280,  56  Atl.  1012.  Wis.— Little  v. 
Staples,  98  Wis.  344,  73  N.  W.  653. 
29.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  U.  S. — Sugg  v.  Thorn- 
ton, 132  U.  S.  524,  10  Sup.  Ct.  163, 
33  L.  ed.  447  (Texas);  D'Arcy  v. 
Ketehum,  11  How.  165,  13  L.  ed.  648; 
Lippineott  v.  Shaw  Carriage  Co.,  25 
Fed.  577.  Colo. — Sawyer  v.  Armstrong, 
23  Colo.  287,  47  Pac.  391.  lU.— Flem- 
ing V.   Ross,   128   111.   App.   265,  judg- 


ment aifirmed,  225  HI.  149,  80  N.  E. 
92;  Gormley  v.  Hartray,  105  111.  App. 
625,  92  III.  App.  115;  Kling  v.  Taylor, 
90  111.  App.  165.  Ky.— Nichols  &  Co. 
V.  Burton,  5  Bush  320.  Mass. — Willock 
V.  WilsoA,  178  Mass.  68,  59  N.  E. 
757,.  action  on  foreign  judgment 
against  both  partners.  Nev. — Davis  v. 
Cook,  9  Nev.  134.  Okla.— Cox  v.  Gilla 
Hdw.  &  Iron  Co.,  8  Okla.  483,  58  Pac. 
645;  Symns  Grocer  Co.  v.  Burnham, 
6  Okla.  618,  52  Pac.  918.  Ore.— North 
Pacific  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Spore,  44  Ore. 
462.  75  Pac.  890.  E.  I. — Nathanson  v. 
Spitz,  19  E.  L  70,  31  Atl.  690.  S.  0. 
Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Welch,  55  S.  C.  528, 
33  S.  E.  787.  Tex. — Frank  v.  Tatum, 
87  Tex.  204,  25  S.  W.  409.  See  Bur- 
nett V.  Sullivan,  58  Tex.  535;  Kings- 
land  &  Douglass  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mitchell 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  36  S.  W.  757.  Wash. 
McCoy  V.  Bell,  1  Wash.  504,  20  Pac. 
595.  Wis.— Brawley  v.  Mitchell,  92 
Wis.-  671,  66  N.  W.  799;  Blackburn 
V.  Sweet,  38  Wis.  578;  Fowler  v.  Bail- 
ley,   14   Wis.    125. 

30.  XT.  S.— Sugg  V.  Thornton,  132 
TJ.  S.  524,  10  Supi  Ct.  163,  33  L.  ed. 
447;  D'Arcy  v.  Ketohum,  11  How.  165, 
13  L.  ed.  648;  Eomona  Oolitic  Stono 
Co.  V.  Bolger,  179  Fed.  979  (Pennsyl- 
vania) ;  Lippineott  v.  Shaw  Carriage 
Co.,  25  Fed.  577.  Ala. — Ladiga  Saw- 
Mill  Co.  V.  Smith,  78  Ala.  108.  Cal. 
Alpers  V.  Schammel,  75  Cal.  590,  17 
Pac.  708;  Davidson  v.  Knox,  67  Cal. 
143,  7  Pac.  413.  Colo.- Blythe  v. 
Cordingly,  20  Colo.  App.  508,  80  Pac. 
495;  Ellsberry  v.  Block,  28  Colo.  477, 
65  Pac.  629;  Sawyer  v.  Armstrong,  23 
Colo.  287,  47  Pac.  391;  Adamson  v. 
Bergen,  15  Colo.  App.  396,  62  Pac. 
629;  Peabody  v.  Oleson,  15  Colo.  App. 
346,  62  Pac.  234.  Fla.— Florida  Brew., 
Co.  V.  Sendoya,  74  So.  799;  Thomas 
V.  Nathan,  65  Fla.  386,  62  So.  206; 
First  National  Bank  v.  Greig,  43  Fla. 
412,  31  So.  239.  Ga.— Cheshire  v.  Mil- 
burn  Wagon  Co.,  89  Ga.  249,  15  S.  B. 
311;  Clayton  v.  Roberts,  84  Ga.  149, 
10  S.  B.  621;  Ells  v.  Bone,  71  Ga. 
466;  Printup  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Turner, 
65  Ga.  71;  Fincher  v.  Hanson,  12  Ga. 
App.  608,  77  S.  E.  1068;  Denton  Bros. 
V.  Hannah,  12  Ga.  App.  494,  77  S.  E. 
672;  Warren  Brick  Co.  v.  Lagarde 
Lime   &   Stone   Co.,   12   Ga.   App.    58, 
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ship  assets  ;^^  at  least  where  the  partnership  is  a  legal  entity  and  the 


76  S.  B.  761;  Guy  v.  Kaulman,  11  Ga. 
App.  350,  75  8.  B.  269;  Hollister  Bros. 
V.  Bluthenthal,  9  Ga.  App.  176,  70  S.  B. 
970;  Lamar-Eankin  Drug  Co.  v.  Cope- 
land,  7  Ga.  Appi  567,  67  So.  703;  Grif- 
fin V.  Colonial  Bank,  7  Ga.  App.  126, 
66  8.  B.  382.  111. — 8herburne  v.  Hyde, 
185  111.  580,  57  N.  B.  776;  Gormley 
V.  Hartray,  92  111.  App.  115;  Kling  v. 
Taylor,  90  111.  App.  165.  la. — ^Lansing 
V.  Bever  Land  Co.,  158  Iowa  693,  138 
N.  W.  833.  La,.— Grieff  v.  Kirk  &  Co., 
15  La.  Ann.  320.  Md. — Fersner  v. 
Bradley  &  Co.,  87  Md.  488,  40  Atl. 
58.  Mass.— Willook  v.  Wilson,  178 
Mass.  68,  59  N.  E.  757.  Mo.— Kneis- 
ley  Lumber  Co.  v.  Stoddard  Co.,  113 
Mo.  App.  306,  88  8.  W.  774.  Nev. 
Davis  V.  Cook,  9  Nev.  134;  Plannery 
V.  Anderson,  4  Nev.  437.  N.  M. 
Lewinson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  11  N.  M. 
510,  70  Pae.  567.  N.  Y.— Latz  v. 
Blumenthal,  50  Misc.  407,  100  N.  Y. 
Supp.  527.  N".  C— Daniel  v.  Bethell, 
167  N.  C.  218,  83  S.  B.  307.  N.  D. 
Goldstein  v.  Peter  Fox  Sons  Co.,  22 
N.  D.  636,  135  N.  W.  180,  40  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  566.  ~  Okla.— Cox  v.  Gille 
Hdw.  &  Iron  Co.,  8  Okla.  483,  58  Pae. 
645.  Ore. — First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Manaasa, 
80  Ore.  53,  150  Pae.  258;  North 
Pacific  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Spore,  44  Ore. 
462,  75  Pae.  890.  Pa.— Walsh  v.  Kirby, 
228  Pa.  194,  77  Atl.  452;  Cover  v. 
Brown,  Sutter  &  Co.,  7  Pa.  Dist.  19. 
R.  I. — Nathanson  v.  Spitz,  19  E.  I. 
70,  31  Atl.  690.  S.  C— Pierce  v.  Yarn, 
Byrd  &  Co.,  76  S.  C.  359,  57  S.  B. 
184;  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Welch,  55  S.  C. 
528,  33  S.  B.  787;  Simonds  v.  Speed, 
6  Eieh.  L.  390.  Tex. — ^Frank  v.  Tatum, 
87  Tex.  204,  25  S.  W.  409;  Sanger 
Bros.  V.  Overmier,  64  Tex.  57;  Hedges 
V.  Armistead,  60  Tex.  276;  Alexander 
V.  Stern,  41  Tex.  193;  Slaughter  v. 
American  Baptist  Publication  Society 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  150  8.  W.  224. 
Wash.— McCoy  v.  Bell,  1  Wash.  504, 
20  Pao.  595.  Wis.— Brawley  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 92  Wis.  671,  66  N.  W.  799;  Black- 
burn V.  Sweet,  38  Wis.  578. 

[a]  Several  Judgment  Upon  Joint 
Contract. — In  a  suit  against  partners 
upon  a  joint  contract,  one  being  resi- 
dent the  other  a  non-resident,  a  sev- 
eral judgment  may  be  rendered  against 
the  resident  served  with  process. 
Moore  v.  Bates,  79  Ky.  282. 

Variance  by  proof  of  individual 
"iability,  see  supra,  11,  H,  2. 
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31.  U.  S.— Sugg  V.  Thornton,  132  IT. 
S.  524,  10  Sup.  Ct.  163,  33  L.  ed.  447; 
D'Arey  v.  Ketchum,  11  How.  165,  13 
L.  ed.  648;  Lippincott  v.  Shaw  Car- 
riage Co.,  25  Fed.  577.  Ala. — ^Ladiga 
Saw-Mill  Co.  V.  Smith,  78  Ala.  108. 
Colo. — Ellsberry  v.  Block,  28  Colo. 
477,  65  Pae.  629;  Sawyer  v.  Armstrong, 
23  Colo.  287,  47  Pae.  391;  Blythe  v. 
Cordingly,  20  Colo.  App.  508,  80  Pae. 
495;  Adamaon  v.  Bergen,  15  Colo.  App. 
396,  62  Pae.  629;  Peabody  v.  Oleson, 
15  Colo.  App.  346,  62  Pao.  234.  Fla. 
Florida  Brewing  Co.  v.  Sendoya,  74 
So.  799;  Thomas  v.  Nathan,  65  Fla. 
386,  62  So.  206;  First  National  Bank 
V.  Greig,  43  Fla.  412,  31  So.  239. 
Ga. — Cheshire  v.  Milburn  Wagon  Co., 
89  Ga.  249,  15  S.  B.  311;  Clayton  v. 
Eoberta,  84  Ga.  149,  10  S.  E.  621; 
Ells  V.  Bone,  71  Ga.  466;  Printup  Bros. 
&  Co.  V.  Turner,  65  Ga.  71;  Fineher 
V.  Hanson,  12  Ga.  App.  608,  77  S.  B. 
1068;  Denton  Bros.  v.  Hannah,  12  Ga. 
App.  494,  77  S.  E.  672;  Warren  Brick 
Co.  V.  Lagarde  Lime  &  Stone  Co.,  12 
Ga.  App.  58,  76  8.  E.  761;  Guy  v.  Kaul- 
man, 11  Ga.  App.  350,  75  8.  E.  269; 
Hollister  Bros.  v.  Bluthenthal,  9  Ga. 
App.  176,  70  S.  E.  970;  Lamar-Eankin 
Drug  Co.  V.  Gopeland,  7  Ga.  App.  567, 
67  So.  703.  la. — Lansing  v.  Bever 
Land  Co.,  158  Iowa  693,  138  N.  W. 
833.  Mich. — Eiekman  v.  Eiekman,  180 
Mich.  224,  146  N.  W.  609,  Ann.  Gas. 
1915C,  1237.  Nev.— Davia  v.  Cook,  9 
Nev.  134;  Flannery  v.  Anderaon,  4  Nev. 
437;  Whitmore  v^  Shiverick,  3  Nev. 
288.  N.  M. — Lewinson  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  11  N.  M.  510,  70  Pae.  567. 
N.  y.— Latz  V.  Blumenthal,  50  Misc. 
407,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  527;  Maneely 
V.  Mayera,  43  Misc.  380,  87  N.  Y. 
Supp.  471.  N.  C— Daniel  v.  Bethell, 
167, N.  C.  218,  83  S.  B.  307.  N.  D. 
Goldstein  v.  Fox  Sons  Co.,  22  N.  D. 
636,  135  N.  W.  180,  40  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  566.  Okla.— Cox  v.  Gille  Hdw.  & 
Iron  Co.,  8  Okla.  483,  58  Pae.  645. 
Ore.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Manaasa,  80 
Ore.  53,  150  Pae.  258.  Pa.— Walsh  v. 
Kirby,  228  Pa.  194,  77  Atl.  452.  E.  I. 
Nathanson  v.  Spitz,  19  E.  I.  70,  31 
Atl.  690.  S.  O. — Pierce  v.  Yarn,  Byrd 
&  Co.,  76  8.  C.  359,  57  S.  E.  184; 
Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Welch,  55  S.  G.  528, 
33  S.  E.  787;  Simonds  v.  Speed,  6  Eich. 
L.  390.  Tex.— Frank  v.  Tatum,  87  Tex. 
204,  25  8.  W.  409;  Sanger  Bros.  v. 
Overmier,    64   Tex.    57;    Alexander   v. 


PARTNERSHIP 


89 


judgment  is  against  it  as  such.'^ 

Ex  DeUcto  Actions.  —  The  liability  in  tort  actions  being  joint  and 
several,  judgment  may  be  rendered  against  those  shown  to  be  liable.^^ 

K.  Enforcement  op  Judgment.'*  —  1.  Against  What  Property, 
a.  In  GeneraV^  —  The  partnership  property ,'°  and  that  of  such 
members  as  have  appeared  or  been  served,'^  may  be  taken  in  satisf ac- 


Stern,  41  Tex.  193;  Slaughter  v.  Amer- 
ican Baptist  Pub.  Society  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  150  S.  W.  224;  State  v.  Cloudt 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  84  S.  W.  415;  Scalfi 
&  Co.  V.  State  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  73 
S.  W.  441;  Owen  v.  Kuhn,  Loeb  & 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ,  App.),  72  S.  W.  432. 
Wash.— McCoy  v.  Bell,  1  "Wash.  504,  20 
Pae.  595.  Wla. — Brawley  v.  Mitchell, 
92  Wis.  671,  66  N.  W.  799;  Black- 
burn V.  Sweet,  38  Wis.  578. 

32.  Sugg  V.  Thornton,  132  U.  S. 
524,  10  Sup.  Ct.  163,  33  L.  ed.  447. 
See  Tay,  Brooks  &  Backus  v.  Hawley, 
39  Cal.  93,  strongly  intimating  that 
the  interest  of  the  partner  not  served 
is  not  bound  in  spite  of  the  statute, 
on  constitutional  grounds. 

33.  Ga.— Phillips  v.  Wait,  105  6a. 
848,  32  S.  E.  647;  Austin  v.  Appling, 
88  Ga.  54,  13  S.  E.  955.  111.— Swenson 
V.  Erickson,  90  111.  App.  358.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Blackford,  35  App.  Div.  330,  54 
N.  Y.  Supp.  972. 

See  15  Standard  Proc.  83. 

34.  See  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments and  Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

35.  Attachment  of  partnership  prop- 
erty, see  supra,  II,  B,  and  3  Standard 
Peoc.  323. 

36.  IT.  S. — ^Kalya  Market  Co.  v.  Ar- 
mour &  Co.,  102  Fed.  530;  Inbusch 
V.  Farwell,  1  Black  566,  17  L.  ed. 
188.  Ga.— Ells  v.  Bone,  71  Ga.  466. 
Oolo.— Craig  v.  Smith,  10  Colo.  220,  15 
Pae.  337;  Dessauer  v.  Koppin,  3  Colo. 
App.  115,  32  Pac.  182.  la. — Lansing 
V.  Bever  Land  Co.,  158  Iowa  693,  138 
N.  W.  833;  Capital  Food  Co.  v.  Globe 
Coal  Co.,  142  Iowa  134,  120  N.  W. 
704;  Anderson  v.  Wilson,  142  Iowa 
158,  120  N.  W.  677;  Harford,  Thayer 
&  Co.  V.  Street,  46  Iowa  594.  Kan. 
Stout  V.  Baker,  32  Kan.  113,  4  Pac. 
141;  Bead  v.  Jeffries,  16  Kan.  534. 
Mich. — ^Brooks  v.  Mclntyre,  4  Mich. 
316.  N.  M. — Lewinson  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  11  N.  M.  510,  70  Pac.  567.  N.  Y. 
Hofferberth  v.  Nash,  117  App.  Div. 
284,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  317;  Sogers  v. 
Tngersoll,  103  App.  Div.  490,  93  N.  Y. 
Supp.  140,  aHlrmed,  185  N.  Y.  592,  78 
N.  E.   1111;   Latz  V.    Blumenthal,    50 


Misc.  407,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  527,  af- 
firmed,  116  App.  Div.  914,  101  N.  Y, 
Supp.  1128;  Staiger  v.  Theiss,  19  Misc, 
170,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  292;  Souls  v.  Cor 
nell,  15  App.  Div.  161,  44  N.  Y.  Supp, 
194;  Lahey  v.  Kingon,  13  Abb.  Pr 
192,  22  How.  Pr.  209.  Nev.— Plan 
nery  v.  Anderson,  4  Nev.  437.  N.  0. 
Daniel  v.  Bethell,  167  N.  C.  218,  83 
S.  E.  307.  Okla. — Heaton  v.  Sohaeffer, 
34  Okla.  631,  126  Pac.  797,  43  L.  E. 
A.  .(N.  S.)  540;  Symms  Grocer  Co.  v. 
Burnham,  6  Okla.  618,  52  Pac.  918. 
Ore. — ^North  Pacific  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Spore,  44  Ore.  462,  75  Pac.  890.  Pa. 
Cover  V.  Brown,  Sutter  &  Co.,  7  Pa. 
Dist.  19.  S.  C— Pope  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Welch,  55  S.  C.  528,  33  S.  E.  787; 
Whitfield  V.  Hovey,  30  S.  C.  117,  8 
S.  E  840.  Tex. — Geo.  Scalfi  &  Co.  v. 
State,  96  Tex.  559,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
671,  73  S.  W.  441;  Blumenthal  v. 
Youngblood,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  266, 
59  S.  W.  290.  Wis. — Brawley  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 92  Wis.  671,  66  N.  W.  799;  Fowler 
V.  Bailley,  14  Wis.  125. 

37.  Xt.  S. — Ealya  Market  Co.  v.  Ar- 
mour &  Co.,  102  Fed.  530.  Colo.— Craig 
V.  Smith,  10  Colo.  220,  15  Pac.  337. 
Ga. — Ells  V.  Bone,  71  Ga. ,  466.  la. 
Anderson  v.  Wilson,  142  Iowa  158,  120 
N.  W.  677;  Harford,  Thayer  &  Co. 
V.  Street,  46  Iowa  594.  Kan. — Stout 
V.  Baker,  32  Kan.  113,  4  Pac.  141; 
Read  v.  Jeffries,  16  Kan.  534.  N.  M. 
Lewinson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  11  N.  M. 
510,  70  Pac.  567.  N.  Y.— Hofferberth 
V.  Nash,  117  App.  Div.,  284,  102  N.  Y. 
Supp.  317;  Latz  v.  Blumenthal,  50 
Misc.  407,  300  N.  Y.  Supp.  527;  Staiger 
V.  Theiss,  19  Misc.  170,  43  N.  Y.  Supp. 
292;  Lahey  v.  Kingon,  13  Abb.  Pr. 
192,  22  How.  Pr.  209.  N.  C— Daniel 
V.  Bethell,  167  N.  C.  218,  83  S.  B. 
307.  Okla. — Heaton  v.  Sehaeffer,  34 
Okla.  631,  126  Pac.  797,  43  L.  E.  A. 
W.  S.)  540.  Ore. — First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Manassa,  80  Ore.  53,  150  Pac.  258; 
North  Pacific  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Spore,  44 
Ore.  462.  75  Pac.  890.  Pa. — Cover  v. 
Brown,  Sutter  &  Co.,  7  Pa.  Dist.  19, 
S.  C— Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Welch,  55 
S.  C.  528,  33  S.  E.  787.     Tex.— Sealfi 

Vol.  XXI 


so 


PABTNEBS3IP 


tion  of  a  judgment  against  the  firm,  except  that  where  the  partnership 
alone  is  sued  as  an  entity  the  judgment  recovered  can  be  enforced 
only  against  partnership  assets.^*  Where  a  judgment  is  rendered 
against  a  firm  upon  the  confession  of  less  than  all  the  partners,'^  it  is 
enforceable  only  against  the  firm  property  and  the  property  of  the 
partners  making  the  confession.*" 

In  an  action  against  an  individual  partner  his  interest  in  the^  partner- 
ship property  is  subject  to  any  judgment  recovered.*^ 

b.  Homestead  and  Exemptions.*'  —  In  many  states,  undivided 
partnership  property  is  not,  as  against  a  creditor  of  the  firm,  exempt 
from  levy  on  attachment  or  execution,*^  but  other  courts  more  liber- 


&  Co.  V.  State  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  73 
S.  W.  441.  W.  Va.— Lee  v  Hassett, 
41  W  Va.  368,  23  S.  B.  559.  Wis. 
Brawley  v.  Mitchell,  92  Wis.  671,  66 
N.   W.   799. 

[a]  That  the  creditor  need  not  ex- 
haust the  partnership  before  (1)  levy- 
ing upon  the  separate  property  of  a 
partner  see  Ala. — Clark  v.  Johnson,  7 
Ala.  App.  507,  61  So.  34.  N.  J. 
National  Bank  of  the  Metropolis  v. 
Sprague,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  13.  Tex.— Webb 
V.  Gregory,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  282, 
108  S.  W.  478.  (2)  To  the  contrary 
see  Ala. — Goldsmith  v.  Eichold,  94  Ala. 
116,  10  So.  80,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  97. 
Colo.. — Breene  v.  Booth,  3  Colo.  App. 
470,  33  Pae.  1007.  Miss.— Dahlgren  v. 
Duncan,  7  Smed.  &  M.  280.  Neb. 
Leafeh  v.  Milburn  Wagon  Co.,  14  Nob. 
106,  15  N.  W.  232.  N.  Y.— Seligman 
V.  Friedlander,  199  N.  Y.  373,  92  N.  E. 
1047;    Teller    v.    Gerry,    30    Misc.    126, 

61  N.  Y.  Supp.  864.  R.  I.— Pearce  v. 
Cooke,  13  B.  I.  184.  Vt.— Bardwell  v. 
Perry,  19  Vt.  292,  47  Am.  Dec.  687. 

[b]  Property  of  partners  not  served 
and  who  do  not  appear,  is  not  liable 
on  the  judgment.  U.  S. — D'Arcy  v. 
Ketehum,  11  How.  165,  13  L.  ed.  648. 
Fla. — Thomas  v.   Nathan,  65  Fla.   386, 

62  So.  206;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Greig, 
43  Fla.  412,  31  So.  239.  Ga.— Ells  v. 
Bone,  71  Ga.  466;  Flowers  v.  Strick- 
land, 10  Ga.  App.  739,  73  S.  B.  1092. 
la. — Lansing  v.  Bever  Land  Co.,  158 
Iowa  693,  138  N.  W.  833.  Mass. 
Phelps  V.  Brewer,  9  Gush.  890,  57  Am. 
Dec.  56.  Mich. — Brooks  v.  Mclntyre, 
4  Mich.  316.  Miss. — Mitchell  v.  Greeu- 
wald,  43  Miss.  167.  N.  Y.— Latz  v. 
Blumenthal,  50  Misc.  407,  100  N.  Y. 
Supp.  527.  N.  C— Daniel  v.  Bethell, 
167  N.  C.  218,  83  S.  E.  307.  Okla. 
Heaton  v.  Schaeffer,  34  Okla.  631,  126 
Pac.  797,  43  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  540; 
Symns  Grocer  Co.  v.  Burnham,  6  Okla. 

Vol.  XXI 


618,  52  Pac.  918.  Pa.— Cover  v.  Brown, 
Sutter  &  Co.,  7  Pa.  Dist.  19.  Tex. 
Glasscock  v.  Price,  92  Tex.  271,  47  S. 
W.  965;  Sanger  Bros.  v.  Overmier,  64 
Tex.  57;  Burnett  V.  Sullivan,  58  Tex. 
535. 

38.  Ala. — Ratehford  v.  Covington 
County  Stock  Co.,  172  Ala.  461,  55 
So.  806;  Yarbrough  &  Co.  v.  Bush  & 
Co.,  69  Ala.  170.  la. — Anderson  v. 
Wilson,  142  Iowa  158,  120  N.  W.  677; 
Markham  v.  Buckingham,  21  Iowa  494, 
89  Am.  Dec.  590.  Neb. — Herron  v. 
Cole  Bros.,  25  Neb.  692,  41  N.  W. 
765;  Winters  v.  Means,  25  Neb.  241, 
41  N.   W.  157,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  489. 

39.  As  to  entry  of  judgment  by  con- 
fession of  one  partner,  see  14  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  798. 

40.  La.— Grant  v.  Hyatt,  22  La. 
Ann.  411.  Ore. — Richardson  v.  Fuller, 
2  Ore.  179.  Pa.— Ross  v.  Howell,  84 
Pa.  129;  Hershey,  Schwenk  &  Co.  v. 
Fulmer,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  442,  and  cases 
cited.  Wash.— Bank  of  Shelton  v.  Wil- 
ley,  7  Wash.  535,  35  Pac.  411. 

41.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  862,  and 
the  following  cases:  Dangler's  Appeal, 
125  Pa.  12,  17  Atl.  184;  Brown,  Jan- 
sou  &  Co.  V.  Hutchinson  &  Co,,  64 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  619,  73  L.  T.  Rep.  N. '  S.  ' 
8,  14  Reports  485,  43  Wkly.  Rep.  545. 

42.  See  generally  the  title  "Home- 
steads and  Exemptions." 

As  to  exemptio.ns  from  levy,  gen- 
erally, see  16  Standard  Pkoc.  24,  et 
seq. 

43.  U.  S.—In  re  Turnock  &  Sons, 
230  Fed.  985,  145  C.  C.  A.  179;  Craw- 
ford V.  Sternberg,  220  Fed.  73,  135 
C.  C.  A.  641  (Arkansas);  In  re  Bundy 
&  Co.,  218  Fed.  711  (Mississippi); 
In  re  Abrams,  193  Fed.  271  (South 
Dakota);  Jennings  v.  Stannus  &  Son, 
191  Fed.  347,  112  C.  C.  A.  91  (Wash- 
ington); In  re  Novak,  150  Fed.  602 
(South    Dakota) ;    Short    v.   McGruder, 
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ally  construe  their  exemption  statutes  as  extending  the  right  to  the 
partners,  to  claim,  during  the  existence  of  the  partnership,  an  in- 
dividual exemption  in  the  partnership  property,  when  taken  under 
legal  process  for  partnership  debts.**     In  some  jurisdictions,  while 


22  Fed.  46  (Virginia) ;  In  re  Handlin, 
3  Bill.  290,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,018; 
In  re  Smith,  2  Hughes  307,  22  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  12,979;  In  re  Price,  6  N.  B. 
E.  400,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,410,  Mary- 
land. Ala. — Aiken  v.  Steiner,  98  Ala. 
S55,  13  So.  510,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  58; 
Schlapbaek  v.  Long,  90  Ala.  525,  8 
So.  113;  Levy  &  Co.  v.  Williams,  79 
Ala.  171;  Giovanni  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
55  Ala.  305,  28  Am.  Eep.  723,  over- 
ruling previous  cases.  Ark. — Farmers' 
Union  Gin  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Seitz,  93 
Ark.  329,  124  S.  W.  780  (partnership 
property  must  be  segregated  before 
subject  to  claim  of  exemption);  Porch 
V.  Arkansas  Mill.  Co.,  65  Ark.  40,  45 
S.  W.  51,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  895;  Eieh- 
ardson  v.  Adler,  Goldman  &  Co.,  46 
Ark.  43.  Cal. — Cowan  v.  Creditors,  77 
Cal.  403,  19  Pac.  755,  11  Am.  St.  Eep. 
294.  Colo. — McCrimmon  v.  Linton,  4 
Colo.  App.  420;  36  Pac.  300.  Dak. 
Bates  V.  Callender,  3  Dak.  256,  16  N.  W. 
506,  statute  providing  that  the  partner- 
ship can  claim  an  exemption  does  not 
extend  to  allowing  the  individuals  com- 
posing the  firm  to  claim  a  several  ex- 
emption in  the  undivided  partnership 
property.  Fla. — Lee  v.  Bradley  Fertili- 
zer Co.,  44  Fla.  787,  33  So.  456;  State  ex 
reZ.  Peck  v.  Bowden,  18  Fla.  17.  HI. 
Wills  V.  Downs,  38  111.  App.  269;  Fin- 
gerhuth  v.  Lachmann,  37  HI.  App. 
489.  Ind.— Goudy  v.  Werbe,  117  Ind. 
154,  19  N.  E.  764,  3  L.  E.  A.  114; 
Ex  parte  Hopkins,  104  Ind.  157,  2  N. 
E.  587;  State  ex  ret  Talbott  v.  Em- 
mons, 99  Ind.  452;  Love  v.  Blair,  72 
Ind.  281;  Sharpe  v.  Baker,  51  Ind. 
App.  547,  96  N.  B.  627,  99  N.  E.  44. 
JnA.  Ter. — Hart  v.  Hiatt,  2  Ind.  Ter. 
245,  48  S.  W.  1038.  Kan.— Guptil  v. 
McFee,  9  Kan.  30.  Ky. — Green  v. 
Taylor,  98  Ky.  330,  32  S.  W.  945,  56 
Am.  St.  Eep.  375;  Elkins  v.  Briscoe, 
32  Ky.  L.  Eep.  197,  105  S.  W.  412. 
Me. — Thurlow  v.  Warren,  82  Me.  164, 
19  Atl.  158,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.-  472. 
Mass. — Pond  v.  Kimball,  101  Mass. 
105.  Minn. — Baker  v.  Sheehan,  29 
Minn.  235,  12  N.  W.  704.  Mc— State 
ex  ret  Billingsley  v.  Spencer,  64  Mo. 
355,  27  Am.  Eep.  244;  State  ex  rel. 
Hinde  v.  United  States  Fidelity  & 
Guaranty  Co.,  135  Mo.  App.   160,  115 


S.  W.  1081;  FulkB  V.  Pruitt,  65  Mo. 
App.  154.  Neb. — Miller  v.  Waite,  59 
Neb.  319,  80  N.  W.  907;  Wise  v.  Frey, 

7  Neb.  134,  29  Am.  Eep.  380  (diviston 
made  by  partners  after  levy  made 
will  not  permit  them  to  claim  exemp- 
tion); People  ex  rel.  Till  v.  Eoy,  3  Neb. 

261.  N.  H.— Bateman  v.  Edgerly,  69 
N.  H.  244,  45  Atl.  95,  76  Am.  St. 
Eep.  162;  Peaslee  v.  Sanborn,  68  N.  H. 

262,  44  Atl.  384.     N.  M.— Im  re  Spitz, 

8  N.  M.  622,  45  Pac.  1122,  34  L.  E. 
A.  604.  Ohio.— Gaylord,  Son  &  Co. 
V.  Imhoff  &  Co.,  26  Ohio  St.  317,  20 
Am.  Eep.  762.  Pa. — Clegg  v.  Houston, 
1  Phila.  352.  S.  C.—Ex  parte  Karish, 
32  S.  C.  437,  11  S.  E.  298,  17  Am. 
St.  Eep.  865.  Tenn.— Gill  v.  Latti- 
more,  9  Lea  381  (partners  cannot  di- 
vide property  amongst  themselves 
after  the  firm  becomes  insolvent  and 
then  claim  exemption) ;  Spiro  v.  Pax- 
ton,  3  Lea  75,  31  Am.  Eep.  630.  Wis. 
Bong  V.  Parmentier,  87  Wis.'  129,  58 
N.  W.  243;  Eussell  v.  Lennon,  39  Wis. 
570,  20  Am.  Eep.  60  (^oiKrruUng  Gil- 
mau  V.  Williams,  7  Wis.  329,  76  Am. 
Dec.  76);  Wright  v.  Pratt,  31  Wis. 
99. 

44.  U.  S.— 7n  re  Camp,  91  Fed.  745 
(Georgia);  In  re  Eichardson,  11  N.  B. 
E.  114,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,775;  In  re 
Eupp,  4  N.  B.  R.  95,  21  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,141  (Ohio);  In  re  McKercher, 
8  N.  B.  E.  409  (Dakota  Terr.);  In  re 
Young,  3  N.  B.  E.  440,  30  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  18,148,  Missouri.  Ga. — Hahn  v. 
Allen,  93  Ga.  612,  20  S.  E.  74;  Blanch- 
,ard,  Williams  &  Co.  v.  Paschal,  68  Ga. 
32,  45  Am.  Eep.  474,  severance  of 
firm  property  properly  made  after  levy 
made.  La. — Harrison  &  Co.  v.  Mitchell, 
13  La.  Ann.  260;  Farmers  &  Merchants' 
Bank  v.  Franklin,  1  La.  Ann.  393. 
Mich — McCoy  v.  Brennan,  61  Mich.  362, 
28  N.  W.  129,  1  Am.  St.  Eep.  589;  Chip- 
man  V.  Kellogg,  60  Mich.  438,  27  N. 
W.  592;  Skinner  v.  Shannon,  44  Mich. 
86,  6  N.  W.  108,  38  Am.  Eep.  232. 
N.  Y.— Stewart  v.  Brown,  37  N.  Y. 
350,  93  Am.  Dec.  578  (wherein  the 
firm  claimed  the  exemption) ;  Eadcliff 
V.  Wood,  25  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  52,  where- 
in the  levy  was  upon  a  horse  used 
in  carrying  on  the  firm  business.  The 
execution   was   for    the    separate   debt 
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the  courts  will  not  allow  the  partners  to  claim  an  exemption  out  of 
partnership  property  where  the  execution  is  issued  upon  a  judgment 
for  the  deht  of  the  firm,*^  they  will  allow  one  partner  to  claim  his  ex- 
emption out  of  his  share  of  the  partnership  property  where  the  execu- 
tion is  based  on  a  judgment  against  him  for  his  individual  debt,*" 
but  other  courts  adhere  strictly  to  the  rule  that  the  property  must 
be  individually  owned  before  an  exemption  therein  can  be  claimed.*^ 

Homestead.  —Partners  have  no  right  of  homestead  in  partnership 
property.** 

2.  Writ  of  Execution.*^  —  a.  Generally.  —  The  issuance  of  exe- 
cution follows  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.^" 


of  the  partner  claiming  the  exemption, 
and  the  levy  was  on  his  interest  only. 
N.  C— Evans  v.  Bryan,  95  N.  C.  174, 
59  Am.  Eep.  233;  State  ex  rel.  Scott 
V.  Kenan,  94  N.  C.  296.  Tex. — St.  Louis 
Type  Foundry  v.  International  Live- 
stock J.  Print.  &  Pub.  Co.,  74  Tex. 
651,  12  S.  W.  842,  15  Am.  St.  Rep. 
870. 

[a]  Dormant  partner  may  claim 
exemption  out  of  the  firm  property. 
McCoy  V.  Brennan,  61  Mich.  362,  28 
N.  W.  129,  1  Am.  St.  Eep.  589. 

[b]  With  Consent  of  Partners. 
An  exemption  may  be  allowed  to  one 
partner  out  of  partnership  funds.  Pen- 
nell  f.  Eobinson,  164  N.  C.  257,  80  S. 
B.  417,  Ann.  Gas.  1915D,  77;  Rich- 
ardson V.  Redd,  118  N.  C.  677,  24  S.  B. 
420;  Stout  V.  McNeill,  98  N.  C.  1,  3 
S.  E.  915;  State  ex  rel.  Scott  v.  Kenan, 
rf4  N.  C.  296;  Allen  &  Co.  v.  Qrissom, 
90  N.  C.  90;  Burns  v.  Harris,  67  N.  C. 
140;  O 'Gorman  v.  Fink,  57  Wis.  649, 
15  N.  W.  771,  46  Am.  Eep.  58.  See 
contra,  Gaylord,  Son  &  Co.  v.  ImhofE 
&  Co.,  26  Ohio  St.  317,  20  Am.  Eep. 
762,  which  sharply  criticizes  such  a 
doctrine. 

[c]  Consent  of  administrator  of  a 
deceased  pactaier  is  necessary  before 
the  surviving  partners  are  entitled  to 
exemption  from  execution  on  a  judg- 
ment against  the  partnership.  ,  Eich- 
ardson  v.  Eedd,  118  N.  C.  677,  24  S.  E. 
420. 

45.  See  supra,  this  section. 

46.  Ky. — Southern  Jellico  Coal  Co. 
V.  Smith,  -105  Ky.  769,  49  S.  W.  807. 
ITeb.— Wise  v.  Frey,  7  Neb.  134,  29 
Am.  Eep.  380.  S.  C. — Moyer  v.  Drum- 
mond,  32  S.  C.  165,  10  S.  B.  952,  17 
Am.  St.  Eep.  850,  7  L.  R.  A.  747. 
Wash. — Dennis  v.  Kass  &  Co.,  11  Wash. 
353,  39  Pac.  656,  48  Am.  St.  Eep. 
880. 
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I  47.  Colo. — McCrimmon  v.  Linton,  4 
Colo.  App.  420,  36  Pac.  300.  Fla. 
State  ex  rel.  Peck  v.  Bowden,  18  Fla. 

I  17.  Ind.— Love  v.  Blair,  72  Ind.  281. 
And  see  State  ex  rel.  Talbott  v.  Em- 

j  mons,  99  Ind.  452.  Mo.— State  ex  rel. 
Hinde  v.  United  States)  Fidelity  & 
Guaranty  Co.,  135  Mo.  App.  160,  115 
S.  W.   1081. 

48.  U.,  S.— Short  v.  McGruder,  22 
Fed.  46,  Virginia.  Cal. — Kingsley  v. 
Kingsley,  39  Cal.  665.  lU.— Trow- 
bridge V.  Cross,  117  111.  109,  7  N.  E. 
347.  la. — Hewitt  v.  Eankin,  41  Iowa 
35.  Miss. — McGrath  v.  Sinclair,  55 
Miss.  89.  Nev. — Ehodes  v.  Williams,  12 
Nev.   20. 

Contra. — Hunnicutt  v.  Summey,  63 
Ga.  586;  Newton  v.  Summey,  59  Ga. 
397;   Harris  v.  Visscher,  57  Ga.  229. 

Compare. — Moyer  v.  "Drummond,  32 
S.  C.  165,  10  S.  E.  952,  17  Am.  St. 
Rep.  850,  7  L.  R.  A.  747  (wherein 
a  homestead  was  allowed  to  the  execu- 
tion debtor  out  of  his  interest  in  the 
firm  assets  as  against  his  individual 
creditors),  and  Ex  parte  Kariah,  32 
S.  C.  437,  11  S.  B.  298,  17  Am.  St. 
Rep.  865,  wherein  it  was  held  that  the 
partner  could  have  a  homestead  ex- 
emption out  of  such  partnership  prop- 
erty as  remained  after  the  partnership 
debts  were  paid. 

49.  Property  subject  to,  see  supra, 
II,  K,  1. 

50.  See  generally  15  Standard  Proc. 
721. 

[a]  Time  of  Issuance. — On  a  judg- 
ment recovered  against  two  partners, 
where  one  only  appears  and  is  served, 
he  may,  in  the  absence  of  collusion, 
consent  to  the  issuance  of  an  execu- 
tion thereon  before  the  lapse  of  the 
statutory  stay  period.  Anonymous,  2 
HiU   (N.  Y.)   878. 
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b.  Form,  and  Sufficiency  of  Writ.^^  —  The  rule  that  the  writ  of 
execution  must  conform  to,  the  jijdgment  rendered.^^  applies  in  part- 
nership cases.^^  In  jurisdictions  where  judgment  is  entered  against 
all  the  partners,  even  though  some  are  not  served,"*  the  execution 
issued  thereon  must  be  in  form  against  all  the  defendants,""  but  it 
should  command  the  officer  to  levy  the  same  upon  the  interests  of  the 
defendant  or  defendants  in  the  partnership  property,"'  and  the  stat- 
ute may  require  the  attorney  to  indorse  upon  the  execution  a  direc- 
tion to  the  sheriff  containing  the  name  of  each  defendant  not  sum- 
moned and  restricting  the  enforcement  of  the  execution  to  the  partner 
served."' 

c.  Levy."- — (I.)  Manner  of  Making.  —  The  levy  should  be  made 
only  in  the  manner  provided  for  by  the  statute."®  If  upon  the  inter- 
est of  a  partner  in  partnership  property  it  is  made  by  leaving  a  no- 
tice with  one  or  more  of  the  partners,*"  or  with  a  clerk  of  the  part- 


51.  See  generally  15  Standard  Peoc. 
790. 

52.  See  15  Standaed  Peoc.  811. 

53.  Ala. — Simmons  v.  Sharpe,  148 
Ala.  217,  42  So.  441;  DoUins  v.  Pollock, 
89  Ala.  351,  7  So.  904;  Couch  v.  At- 
kinson, 32  Ala.  633.  Ark. — Hawkins 
V.  Taylor,  56  Ark.  45,  19  S.  W.  105, 
35  Am.  St.  Eep.  82.  Ga. — Treadwell 
V.  Beauchamp,  82  Ga.  736,  9  S.  E. 
1040;  Smith  v.  Sweat,  60  Ga.  539; 
Flowers  v.  Strickland,  10  Ga.  App. 
739,  73  S.  E.  1092;  Clayton  v.  May, 
68  Ga.  27.  la. — ^Lansing  v.  Bever  Land 
Co.,  158  Iowa  693,  138  N.  W.  833; 
Anderson  v.  Wilson,  142  Iowa  158,  120 
N.  W.  677.  Tex. — Smith  v.  Chenault, 
48  Tex.  455  (execution  reciting  names 
of  the  partners  is  not,  on  collateral 
attack,  subject  to  exception  because 
the  judgment  upon  which  it  is  is- 
sued does  not  contain  such  names) ; 
Cleveland  v.  Simpson,  77  Tex.  96,  13 
S.  W.  851. 

[a]  An  omission  of  the  name  of 
one  of  the  partners  plaintiff  in  the 
execution  (1)  will  not  render  it  fatally 
variant  where  the  evidence  aliunde 
made  it  clearly  appear  that  such  an 
omission  was  a  clerical  error.  Eails- 
baek  v.  Lovejoy,  116  111.  442,  6  N.  E. 
504.  (2)  An  execution  following  a 
judgment  against  ""A.  &  Co."  is  good 
as  against  A.  Hawkins  v.  Taylor,  56 
Ark.  45,  19  S.  W.  105,  35  Am.  St. 
Eep.  82. 

54.  See  supra,  II,  J,  3,  e. 

55.  Sawyer  v.  Armstrong,  23  Colo. 
287,  47  Pae.  391;  Hoffman  v.  Wight, 
1  App.  Div.  514,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  262, 
72  N.  Y.  St.  588;  Latz  v.  Blumen- 
thal,  50   Misc.   407,   100   N.   Y.   Supp. 


527;  Matter  of  Armstrong,  35  Misc. 
327,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  951;  Staiger  v. 
Theiss,  19  Misc.  170,  43  N.  Y.  Supp. 
292;  Crane  v.  Cranitch,  3  Misc.  557, 
23  N.  Y.  Supp.  320,  52  N.  Y.  St. 
515. 

56.  Crane  v.  Cranitch,  3  Misc.  557, 
23  N.  Y.  Supp.  320,  52  N.  Y.  St.  515; 
Dengler'B  Appeal,  125  Pa.  12,  17  Atl. 
184;  In  re  Kaine's  Appeal,  92  Pa. 
273;   Hare  v.  Com.,  92  Pa.  141. 

As  to  directions  to  sheriff  generally, 
see  15  Standard  Peoc.  804. 

[a]  The  sheriff  may  rightly  refuse 
to  make  a  levy  upon  (1)  the  partner- 
ship effects  under  an  ordinary  form 
of  writ  (Dengler's  Appeal,  125  Pa. 
12,  17  Atl.  184;  Hare  v.  Com.,  92  Pa. 
141),  and  (2)  the  fund  raised  by  duch 
a  sale  is  applicable  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  judgment  upon  which  the  ordi- 
nary form  of  execution  is  issued,  as 
against  a  subsequently  issued  execution 
bearing  the  special  direction.  Deng- 
ler's Appeal,  125  Pa.  12,  17  Atl.  184. 

57.  Crane  v.  Cranitch,  3  Misc.  557, 
23  N.  Y.  Supp.  320,  52  N.  Y.  St.  515. 

[a]  An  amendment  to  supply  such 
indorsement  is  proper.  Crane  v. 
Cranitch,  3  Misc.  557,  23  N.  Y.  Supp. 
320,  52  N.  Y.  St.  515. 

58.  See  generally  15  Standaed  Peoc. 
901. 

Property  subject  to  levy,  see  supra, 
II,  K,  1. 

59.  Ark. — Noble  v.  Knobel  Hoop 
Co.,  85  Ark.  306,  107  S.  W.  988.  Ind. 
Ferguson  v.  Day,  6  Ind.  App.  138,  33 
N.  E.  213.  Tex.— Middlebrook  v.  Zapp, 
79  Tex.  321,  15  S.  W.  258. 

60.  Jones  v.  First  State  Bank,  106 
Tex.  572,  173  S.   W.  202;   Middlebrook 
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nership.^^  A  levy  made  upon  partHership  assets  for  the  satisfaction 
of  a  partner's  individual  debt  must  be  made  upon  the  partner's  in- 
terest in  the  entire  assets,^^  and  not  upon  specific  articles  of  partner- 
ship property,^^  although  some  courts  maintain  that  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  sheriff  to  seize  all  the  partnership  property,  under  process 
against  one  of  the  members,  when  the  sale  of  the  interest  of  the  part- 
ner in  a  quantity  less  than  the  whole  will  satisfy  the  writ.^* 

(II.)   Effect  of  Levy  on  Title  and  Possession.65    _  The  title  to  the  part- 
nership property  does  not,  after  levy,  vest  in  the  ofRcer.^'    In  some 


V.  Zapp,  ?9  Tex.  321,  15  S.  W.  258; 
Radford  Grocery  Co.  v.  Owens  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W.  911;  Seal  v.  Hol- 
comb,  48  Tex.  Civ.  App.  330,  107  S. 
W.  916;  Adoue  v.  Wettermark,  36  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  585,  82  S.  W.  797. 

61.  Jones  v.  First  State  Bank,  106 
Tex.  572,  173  S.  W.  202;  Middlebrook 
f.  Zapp,  79  Tex.  321,  15  S.  W.  258; 
Radford  Grocery  Co.  v.  Owens  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W.  911;  Adoue  v. 
Wettermark,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  585,  82 
S.  W.  797. 

62.  Ala. — Tait  V.  Murphy,  80  Ala. 
440,  2  So.  317.  Cal.— Clark  v.  Gush- 
ing, 52  Cal.  617.  Del. — Bevan  v.  Allee, 
3  Harr.  80.  HI.— Weber  v.  Hertz,  188 
111.  68,  58  N.  E.  676;  Gerard  v.  Bates, 
124  111.  150,  16  N.  E.  258,  7  Am.  St. 
Eep.  350;  Swan  v.  Gilbert,  67  111. 
App.  236,  affirmed,  175  111.  204,  51  N. 
E.  604,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  208.  Ind. 
Ferguson  v.  Day,  6  Ind.  App.  138,  33 
N.  E.  213.  Mass.— Allen  v.  Wells,  22 
Pick.  450,  33  Am.  Dee.  757.  Miss. 
Blumenfeld  v.  Seward,  71  Miss.  342, 
14  So.  442;  Atwood  v.  Meredith,  37 
Miss.  635.  Mo. — Wiles  v.  Maddox,  26 
Mo.  77;  Lester  ex  ret  Wright  v.  Giv- 
ens,  74  Mo  App.  395.  N.  H. — Morrison 
V.  Blodgett,  8  N.  H.  238,  29  Am.  Dee. 
653.  Pa. — Dengler's  Appeal,  125  Pa. 
12,  17  Atl.  184;  Vandike  v.  Eosakam, 
67  Pa.  330;  Smith  v.  Emerson,  43  Pa. 
456;  Deal  v.  Bogue,  20  Pa.  22g,  57 
Am.  Dee.  702. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  sheriff  spe- 
cifically enumerated  the  articles  levied 
upon,  did  not  .affect  the  levy  where 
he  seized  the  entire  firm  assets.  Weber 
V.   Hertz,    188    111.    68,   58    N.   B.    676. 

63.  Ala.— Tait  v.  Murphy,  80  Ala. 
440,  2  So.  317;  Daniel  v.'  Owens  & 
Cof.,  70  Ala.  297.  IlL— Weber  v. 
Hertz,  188  111.  68,  58  N.  E.  676;  Gerard 
V.  Bates,  124  111.  150,  16  N.  E.  258, 
7  Am.  St.  Rep.  350.  Ind.— Williams 
V.  Lewis,  115  Ind.  45,  17  N,  B.  262, 
7  Am.  St.  Eep.  403  J  Stumph  v,  B^uer, 
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76  Ind.  157;  Branch  v.  Wiseman,  51 
Ind.  1;  Ferguson  v.  Day,  6  Ind.  App. 
138,  33  N.  E.  213.  La*— Levy  v.  Cowan, 
27  La.  Ann.  556;  Marston  &'  Co.  v. 
Dewberry,   21   La.   Ann.    518;   Pittman 

I  V.  Robicheau,  14  La.  Ann.  108;  Smith 
V.    McMicken,    3    La.   Ann.    319;    Bank 

,  of  Tennessee  v.  McKeage,  11  Eob.  130; 
Morgan  v.  Liddell,  Man.  Unrep.  Cas. 
278.  Mass. — Sanborn  v.  Eoyee,  132 
Mass.  594.  Mich. — Ernest  v.  Wood- 
worth,  124  Mich.  1,  82  N.  W.  661; 
Kunze  v.  Cox,  113  Mich.  546,  71  N.  W. 
864,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  480;  Hutchinson 
V.  Dubois,  45  Mich.  143,  7  N.  W.  714; 
Haynes  v.  Knowles,  36  Mich.  407;  Sir- 
rine  v.  Briggs,  31  Mich.  433.  Miss. 
Blumenfeld  v.  Seward,  71  Miss.  342, 
14  So.  442.  N.  H.— Morrison  v.  Blod- 
gett, 8  N.  H.  238,  29  Am.  Dec.  653. 
Pa.— Dengler's  Appeal,  125  Pa.  12,  17 
Atl.  184;  Vandike  v.  Eosskam,  67  Pa. 
330;  In  re  Whigham's  Appeal,  63  Pa. 
194;  Smith  v.  Emerson,  43  Pa.  456; 
Deal  V.  Bogue,  20  Pa.  228,  57  Am. 
Dec.  702.  Wash. — Skavdale  v.  Moyer, 
21  Wash.  10,  56  Pac.  841,  46  L.  E.  A. 
481. 

64.  Colo. — Felt  v.  Cleghorn,  2  Colo. 
App.  4,  29  Pac.  813.  Kan.— Hershfield 
V.  H.  B.  Claflin  &  Co.,  25  Kan.  166, 
37  Am.  Rep.  237.  Me. — ^Fogg  v.  Lawry, 
68  Me.  78,  28  Am.  Rep.  19^  may  at- 
tach specific  property  but  can  sell 
only  such  interest  as  the  debtor  would 
have  in  the  attached  property  after 
partnership  debts  paid.  Mo.— McCoy 
V.  Hyatt,  80  Mo.  130;  Wiles  v.  Mad- 
dox, 26  Mo.  77.  N.  Y.— Phillips  v. 
Cook,  24  Wend.  389.  Tenn.— Johnson 
V.  Wingfieia,  42  S.  W.  203  (wherein 
the  court,  after  pointing  out  the  in- 
consistencies of  this  rule,  refuses  to 
depart  from  the  rule  laid  down  in 
previous  decisions) ;  Haskins  v.  Everett, 
4  Sneed  531.  ' 

65.  See  generally  15  Standard  Proc. 
995. 

66.  m.— White  V.  Jones,  38  111.  159, 
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jurisdictions,  the  possession  of  the  partnership,®'  or  of  the  member 
who  is  the  defendant  in  the  writ  of  attachment,  or  execution,'^  is  not 
affected  by  the  levy  of  an  at*tachment  or  writ  of  execution,  except  for 
the  purpose  of  making*  an  inventory  and  appraisement.'®  According 
to  many  authorities,  the  sheriff  under  an  execution  against  one  mem- 
ber of  a  partnership,  may  take  the  partnership  goods  into  his.  ex- 
elusive  possession,'"  at  least  until  the  other  partners  present  a  case 
for  the  court  of  equity  to  take  an  accounting  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining the  interest  of  the  debtor  partner,'^ 


Ky. — Graves  v.  McKinney's   Admr.,   6 
Ky.    Li.    Eep.    220.      Utah. — Hamuer   v. 
■  Ballantyne,  16  Utah  436,  52  Pac.  770, 
67  Am.  St.  Eep.  643. 

67.  Ark. — Summers  v.  Heard,  66 
Ark.  550,  50  S.  W.  78,  51  S.  W.  1057. 
la. — Richarda  v.  Haines,  30  Iowa  574. 
Ind.  Ter. — Carlisle  v.  McAlester,  3  Ind. 
Ter.  164,  53  S.  W.  531.  N.  H.— Tread- 
well  V.  Brown,  43  N.  H.  290;  Dow  v. 
Sayward,  14  N.  H.  9;  Morrison  v. 
Blodgett,  8  N.  H.  238,  29  Am.  Dee. 
653.  Te?. — Jones  v.  First  State  Bank, 
106  Tex.  572,  173  S.  W.  202;  Middle- 
brook  V.  Zapp,  79  Tex.  321,  15  S.  W. 
258;  Radford  Grocery  Co.  v.  Owens 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W.  911. 

[a]  Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the 
revised  statutes,  the  sheriff  could,  upon 
an  attachment  or  execution  for  the 
separate  debt  of  one  partner,  actually 
seize  and  take  possession  of  the  part- 
nership effects.  Lee  v.  Wilkins,  65 
Tex.  295;  Longcope  v.  Bruce,  44  Tex. 
434;  Bradford  v.  Johnson,  44  Tex.  381; 
De  Forest,  Armstrong  &  Co.  v.  Miller, 
42   Tex.   34. 

[b]  Statutes  in  some  jurisdictions 
provide  that  if  the  defendant  in 
execution  owns  or  is  entitled  to  an 
interest  in  any  property  not  exclusive- 
ly in  his  own  possession,  such  interest 
may  be  levied  on  and  sold  by  the 
sheriff  wifhout  taking  the  property  into 
his  actual  possession.  Blumenfeld  v. 
Seward,  71  Miss.  342,  14  So.  442;  Willis 
V.  Loeb,  59  Miss.  169.  And  see  Sanders 
V.  Young,  31  Miss.  Ill,  for  rule  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  statute. 

68.  Jones  v.  First  State  Bank,  106 
Tex.  572,  173  S.  W.  202;  Seal  v.  Hol- 
comb,  48  Tex.  Civ'.  App.  330,  107  S.  "W. 
916. 

69.  Summers  v.  Heard,  66  Ark.  550, 
50  S.  W.  78,  51  S.  W.  1057;  Aultman 
17.  Fuller,  53  Iowa  60,  4  N.  W.  809; 
Richards  v.  Haines,  30  Iowa  574. 

70.  TJ.  S. — United  States  v.  Wil- 
liams, 4  McLean  236,  28  Fed.  Gas,  No. 


16,719.  Ala. — Andrews  v.  Keith,  34 
Ala.  722;  "Moore  &  Co.  v.  Sample,  3 
Ala.  319.  Oal. — Commercial  Bank  v. 
Mitchell,  58  Cal.  42;  Clark  v.  Cushing, 
52  Cal.  617.  Oolo.— Felt  v.  Cleghoru, 
2  Colo.  App.  4,  29  Pae.  813.  Del. 
Davis  V.  White,  1  Houst.  228.  111. 
White  V.  Jones,  38  111.  159;  Newhall 
V.  Buckingham,  14  111.  405.  Ind. 
Ferguson  v.  Day,  6  Ind.  App.  138,  33 
N.  E.  213.  la. — Edgar  v.  Caldwell, 
Morris  434.  Me. — Moore  v.  Pennell, 
52  Me.  162,  83  Am.  Dec.  500.  Minn. 
Wickham  v.  Davis,  24  Minn.  167; 
Barrett  v.  McKenzie,  24  Minn.  20. 
Mo.— McCoy  V.  Hyatt,  80  Mo.  130; 
Wiles  V.  Maddox,  26  Mo.  77;  Lester 
•ex  rel.  Wright  v.  Givens,  74  Mo.  App. 
395;  Lloyd  v.  Tracy,  53  Mo.  App. 
175.  N.  Y.— Atkins  v.  Saxton,  77  N. 
Y.  195;  Smith  v.  Orser,  42  N.  Y.  132; 
Ryder  v.  Gilbert,  16  Hun  163;  Waddell 
V.  Cook,  2  Hill  47,  37  Am.  Dec.  372. 
Ohio.— Nixon  v.  Nash,  12  Ohio  St.  647, 
80  Am.  Dec.  390.  Tenn. — Jones  v. 
Richardson,  99  Tenn.  614,  42  S.  W. 
440;  Johnson  v.  Wingfield,  42  S.  W. 
203;  Saunders  v.  Bartlett,  12  Heisk. 
316;  Haskins  v.  Everett,  4  Sneed  531. 
Utah.— Snell  v.  Crowe,  3  Utah  26,  5 
Pac.  522.  Va.— Shaver  v.  White,  6 
Munf.  (20  Va.)  110,  8  Am.  Dec.  730. 
Eng. — Parker  v.  Piator,  3  Bos.  &  Pul. 
288,  127  Eng.  Reprint  159  (sheriff 
should  put  some  person  in  possession  of 
the  defendant's  share  as  vendee).  Hey- 
don  V.  Heydon,  1  Salk.  392,  91  Eng.  Re- 
print 340. 

[a]  The  power  is  merely  incidental 
to  the  right  to  reach  the  interest  of 
the  debtor,  and  is  to  be  exercised  only 
as  a  means  to  that  end.  Atkins  v. 
Saxton,  77  N.  Y.  195. 

71.  Ala. — Moore  &  Co.  v.  Sample,  3 
Ala.  319.  111.— White  v.  Jones,  38  111. 
159,  and  note;  Newhall  v.  Bucking- 
ham, 14  m.  405.  Ohio. — Nixon  v. 
Nash,  12  Ohio  St.  647,  80  Am.  Dee. 
390. 
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(III.)  Sale  of  Partner's  Interest."  -fOnly  the  debtor  partner's  un- 
divided interest  in  the  partnership  property  can  be  sold.'^ 

Place  of  Sale.  —  The  statutes  in  some  jurisdictions  require  that  the 
sale  of  a  partner's  interest  take  place  in  the  county  where  the  chief 
place  of  business  of  the  partnership  is  located.''* 

Advertisement.  —  The  property  seized  should  be  advertised  and  sold 
as  the  share  of  one  partner  in  the  property  of  a  named  partnership/* 

Effect  of  Sale.  —A  sale  of  the  partner's  interest  does  not  divest  the 
other  partners  of  their  title  to  their  interest.'*  The  purchaser  at  an 
execution  sale  of  a  partner's  share  of  a  debt  due  the  partnership  does 
not  acquire  title  to  the  debt  itself,  and  no  right  to  receive  payment 
of  it."  After  the  sale  of  the  partner's  undivided  interest,  the  sheriff 
must  put  the  vendee  into  the  joint  possession  of  the  property  sold.''* 

Application  of  Proceeds.  —Where  the  sheriff  has  in  his  hands  execu- 
tions against  the  partnership  and  another  against  one  member  only 


72.  See  generally  15  Standard  Peoo. 
160. 

As  to  whether  partner  may  purchase, 
see  16  Standard  Peoc.  195. 

73.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Wil- 
liams, 4  McLean  236,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,719.  Ala. — Daniel  v.  Owens  & 
Co.,  70  Ala.  297.  Cal.— Clark  v.  Cush- 
ing,  52  Cal.  617.  Conn. — Brewster  v. 
Hammet,  4  Conn.  540;  Church  v.  Knox, 
2  Conn.  514.  Del. — Bevan  v.  Allee,  3 
Harr.  80.  HI. — Chandler  v.  Lincoln, 
52  111.  74;  White  v.  Jones,  38  111.  159. 
Ind. — ^Ferguson  v.  Day,  6  Ind.  App. 
138,  3'3  N.  E.  213.  la.— Edgar  v.  Cald- 
well, Morris  434.  Kan. — Hershfield  v. 
H.  B.  Claflin  &  Co.,  25  Kan.  166,  37 
Am.  Eep.  237.  Ky. — Eubank  v.  Vance, 
6  Ky.  L.  Rep.  303.  Me.— Moore  v. 
Pennell,  52  Me.  162,  83  Am.  Dee.  500. 
Mass. — Allen  v.  Wells,  22  Pick.  450, 
33  Am.  Dee.  757.  Minn. — Caldwell  v. 
Auger,  4  Minn.  217,  77  Am.  Deo.  515. 
Miss. — Willis  V.  Loeb,  59  Miss.  169; 
Atwood  D.  Meredith,  37  Miss.  635.  Mo. 
Wiles  V.  Maddox,  26  Mo.  77;  Lester 
ex  rel.  Wright  v.  Givens,  74  Mo.  App. 
395.  N.  H.— Dow  v.  Sayward,  14  N. 
H.  9;  Gibson  v.  Stevens,  7  N.  H.  352. 
N.  J. — Clements  v.  Jessup,  36  N.  J. 
Eq.  569;  National  Bank  of  the  Metrop- 
olis V.  Sprague,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  13.  N.  Y. 
Staats  V.  Bristow,  73  N.  Y.  264;  Men- 
agh  V.  Whitwell,  52  N.  Y.  146,  11  Am. 
Eep.  683;  Phillips  v.  Cook,  24  Wend. 
389;  Scrugham  v.  Carter,  12  Wend. 
131;  Eyder  v.  Gilbert,  16  Hun  163; 
Berry  v.  Kelly,  4  Bob.  106.  Pa. 
Dengler's  Appeal,  125  Pa.  12,  17  Atl. 
184.  Tenn. — Saunders  v.  Bartlett,  12 
Heisk.  316;  Saskins  V.  EVeretf,  4 
Sneed  531;    Johnson  v.   Wingfield,  42 
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S.  W.  203.  Tex— Middlebrook  v.  Zapp, 
79  Tex.  321,  15  S.  W.  258;  Eogers  v. 
Bradford,  56  Tex.  630.  Utah.— Snell 
V.  Crowe,  3  Utah  26,  5  Pae.  522. 
Va.— Lynch  v.  Hill,  6  Munf.  (20  Va.) 
114.  Eng. — Heydon  v.  Heydon,  1  Salk. 
392,  91  Eng.  Reprint  340. 

[a]  That  goods  may  be  sold  in  par- 
cels or  lots  where  conducive  to  the 
debtor  partner's  best  interest,  see  Aid- 
rich  V.  Wallace,  8  Dana  (Ky.)  287,  33 
Am.  Dec.  495.  As  to  sale  in  parcels  gen- 
erally, see  16  Standard  Proc.   184. 

[b]  If  a  less  interest  Is  sold  than 
(1)  the  debtor  partner  is  entitled  to, 
his  remaining  interest  is  not  affected 
by  the  sale  (Aldrioh  v.  Wallace,  8 
Dana  [Ky.]  287,  33  Am.  Dec.  495); 
and  (2)  it  is  erroneous  to  decree  to 
the  purchaser  the  entire  interest  of 
the  debtor  partner.  Gerard  v.  Bates, 
124  111.  150,  16  N.  E.  258,  7  Am.  St. 
Rep.  350. 

74.  Hare  v.  Com.,  92  Pa.  141. 

75.  Pittman  v.  Robicheau,  14  La. 
Ann.  108. 

[a]  Reason. — The  purchaser  should 
be  informed  that  he  is  buying  the 
partnership  interest  of  an  individual 
partner,  and  that  the  property,  in  his 
hands,  will  be  subject  to  the  settle- 
ment of  partnership  debts,  in  a  liquida- 
dation  of  the  partnership. .  Pittman  o. 
Eobicheau,  14  La.  Ann.  108. 

76.  White  v.  Jones,  38  111.  159. 

77.  Barrett  v.  MeKenzie,  24  Minn. 
20.  ' 

78.  Colo.— Felt  v.  Cleghorn,  2  Colo. 
App.  4,  29  Pac.  813.  111.— White  V. 
Jones,  38  111.  159.  Tenn.— Johnson  t>. 
Wingfield,  42  S.  W.  2(«;  Haskins  V. 
Everett,  4  Sneed  531. 
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for  his  individual  debt,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  under  such  executions 
should  be  applied  first  to  the  payment  of  the  partnership  judgment 
and  then  to  the  individual  judgment.''* 

3.  Subsequent  Proceedings  Against  Partner  Not  Served.  —  In 
jurisdictions  allowing  a  recovery  against  the  joint  debtors  served,  the 
proper  proceeding  is  to  serve  a  summons  in  the  nature  of  scire  facias 
upon  the  defendant  not  served  with  the  first  process,  to  cause  him  to 
appear  and  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  made  a  party  to  such 
judgment.*"  The  citation  in  such  case  should  describe  the  judgment,'^ 
and  require  the  person  to  whom  it  is  directed  to  show  cause  why  he 
should  not  be  bound  by  it.*^  A  finding  against  him  must  be  for  the 
amount  remaining  unsatisfied  on  the  original  judgment.*^ 

4.  Accounting  to  Judgment  Creditor  or  Execution  Purchaser. 
The  court  will  direct  an  accounting  at  the  instance  of  a  judgment 
creditor  or  a  purchaser  to  determine  the  interest  of  the  debtor 
partner.** 


79.  U.  S. — Inbuseh  v.  Farwell,  1 
Black  566,  17  L.  ed.  188.  Oal.— Com- 
mercial Bank  v.  Mitchell,  58  Cal.  42. 
Ind.— Louden  v.  Ball,  93  Ind.  232.  la. 
Eichards  v.  Haines,  30  Iowa  574.  Md. 
Thompson  v.  Frist,  15  Md.  24.  N.  Y. 
Kyder  v.  Gilbert,  16  Hun  163.  Pa. 
Coover's  Appeal,  29  Pa.  9,  70  Am. 
Dec.  149  (such  right  accrues  to  the 
partnership  creditors  and  becomes 
paramount  to  the  individual  creditor 
if  acquired  at  any  time  before  the 
sale  under  the  writ  against  the  in- 
dividual) ;  Cooper 's  Appeal,  26  Pa. 
262;  In  re  Snodgrass'  Appeal,  13  Pa. 
471;  In  r-e  Overholt's  Appeal,  12  Pa. 
222,  51  Am.  Dee.  598;  Hershey,  Schwenk 
&  Co.  V.  Fulmer,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  442; 
Eex,  Silves  &  Co.  v.  Lomman,  3  Phila. 
287.  S.  C— Crawford  v.  Baum,  12 
Eieh.  L.  75.  Tex. — ^Blankenship  v. 
Wartelsky,  6  S.   W.  140. 

[a]  Money  Paid  Into  Court. — Where 
the  sheriff  has  money  in  his  hands 
made  by  the  sale  of  the  partnership 
property  for  the  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  of  the  individual  partners,  the 
plaintiffs  in  execution  of  the  partner- 
ship may  ask  that  the  money  be  paid 
into  court  for  distribution  there. 
Hershey,  Schwenk  &  €o.  v.  Fulmer,  3 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  443. 

80.  CaJ. — Waterman  v.  Lippman,  67 
Cal.  26,  6  Pae.  875.  Colo.— Ellaberry 
V.  Block,  28  Colo.  477,  65  Pac.  629; 
Sawyer  v.  Armstrong,  23  Colo.  287,  47 
Pac.  391.  III. — Sherburne  v.  Hyde,  185 
111.  580,  57  N.  B.  776;  Sandusky  v. 
Sidwell,  173  111.  493,  50  N.  E.  1003 
(affirming  73  111.  App.  491);  Fleming 
V.  Boss,  125  111.  App.  265,  affirmed  in 


225  111.  149,  80  N.  E.  92;  Gormley 
V.  Hartray,  105  111.  App.  625,  92  111. 
App.  115;  Kling  v.  Taylor,  90  111. 
App.  165.  N.  C. — Davis  v.  Sanderlin, 
119  N.  C.  84,  25  S.  E.  815.  S.  C. 
Adicks  V.  Allison,  21  S.  C.  245. 

See  generally  the  title  "Summary 
Proceedings." 

81.  Ellsberry  *.  Block,  28  Colo.  477, 
65  Pac.  629. 

82.  Ellsberry  c.  Block,  28  Colo.  477, 
65  Pac.  629. 

83.  Ellsberry  v.  Block,  28  Colo.  477, 
65  Pac.  629. 

[a]  Form  of  Judgment  Where  One 
Partner  Subsequently  Served. — "The 
judgment  herein  of  H.  F.  A.,  having 
been  recovered  against  the  partner- 
ship of  A.  &  B.  and  also  against  J. 
B.  A.,  who  alone  was  served  with 
process,  and  the  other  partner,  J.  R. 
B.,  now  having  been  served  and 
heard,  it  is  adjudged,  that  the  said  B. 
be  bound  by  the  aforesaid  judgment 
against  the  partnership  of  A.  &  B. 
from  this  date;  and  it  is  further  or- 
dered that  the  plaintiff  have  leave  to 
enter  execution  on  said  judgment 
against  the  said  B.  personally." 
Adickes  v.  Allison,  21  S.  C.  245. 

84.  Cal. — Commercial  Bank  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 58  Cal.  42.  Del.— Bevan  v.  Allee, 
3  Harr.  80.  la. — Aultman  v.  Puller, 
53  Iowa  60,  4  N.  W.  809;  Eichards 
V.  Haines,  30  Iowa  574;  Hubbard  v. 
Curtis,  8  Iowa  1,  74  Am.  Dec.  283. 
N.  Y. — Sterrett  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank, 
46  Hun  22,  10  N.  Y.  St.  818;  Phillips 
l:  Cook,  24  Wend.  389.  Ohio.— Nixon 
V.  Nash,  12  Ohio  St.  647,  80  Am.  Dec 
390;    Sutcliffe    v.    Dohrman,     IS     Ohio 
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5.  Remedies  of  Partners  Not  Parties  Defendant.  —  Where  the 
partnership  property  is  taken  an  execution  against  one  partner,  the 
remedy  of  the  remaining  partners  is  not  to  replevy  the  property  from 
the  officer,*^  although  that  has  been  considered  proper,**  hut  they  should 
obtain  an  injunction  against  further  proceedings  until  an  account  can 
be  taken  in  equity.*^ 

As  against  aa  execution  purchaser  of  a  debtor  partner's  interest  in  the 
partnership  property,  the  other  partners  cannot,  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  maintain  conversion**  or  trespass**  against  him  in  respect  to  such 
property.  Their  remedy  in  such  case  is  to  call  him  to  account  in 
equity.®" 

6.  Injunction  Against  Enforcement.  —  Where  no  full,  complete 
and  adequate  remedy  at  law  exists,  equity  will  enjoin  the  enforcement 
of  a  judgment  against  a  partner  or  partnership.®^    Thus  an  ordinary''' 


181,  51  Am.  Deo.  450.  Ore. — Cogs- 
well V.  Wilson,  17  Ore.  31,  21  Pae.  388. 
Pa. — Kuerr  v.  Hoffman,  65  Pa.  126; 
Reinheimer  v.  Hemingway,  35  Pa.  432; 
Ire  re  Kelly's  Appeal,,  16  Pa.  59. 
Tenu. — Jones  v.  Richardson,  99  Tenn. 
614,  42  S.  "W.  440;  Johnson  v.  Wing- 
field,  42  S.  W.  203;  Haskins  v.  Everett, 
4  Sneed  531. 

Accounting  between  partners,  see 
supra,  I,  0. 

[a]  The  only  relief  that  can  he 
given  in  such  equitable  action  is  that 
which  relates  to  the  interest  of  tho 
debtor  partner  in  the  property  seized 
upon  execution,  and  the  satisfaction, 
in  a  way  authorized  by  the  law,  of 
the  judgment  by  the  sale  of  such 
property.  Richards  v.  Haines,  30  Iowa 
574. 

[b]  A  judgment  creditor  of  the 
partnership  may  maintain  the  bill, 
where  the  judgment  creditor  of  the 
individual  fails  to  do  so.  Aultman  v. 
Fuller,  53  Iowa  60,  4  N.   W.  809. 

85.  Scrugham  v.  Carter,  12  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   131. 

86.  Rapp  V.  Vogel,  45  Mo.  524; 
Coggshall  V.  Hunger,  54  Mo.  App. 
420. 

[a]  The  value  of  the  Interest  levied 
upon  is  determinable  in  such  action. 
Rapp  V.  Vogel,  45  Mo.  524. 

87.  N.  Y. — Scrugham  v.  Carter,  13 
Wend.  131.  Ohio.— Nixon  v.  Nash,  12 
Ohio  St.  647,  80  Am.  Dec.  390;  Sut- 
cliffe  V.  Dohrman,  18  Ohio  181,  51  Am. 
Dec.  450;  Place  v.  Sweetzer,  16  Ohio 
142.  Tenn. — Johnson  v.  Wingfleld,  42 
8.  W.  203;  Haskins  V.  Everett,  4  Sneed 
531.  Tex.— Middlebrook  v.  Zapp,  79 
Tex.  321,  15  S.  W.  268. 
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Enjoining  enforcement  of  judgment, 
see  infra,  II,  K,  6. 

88.  White  v.  Woodward,  8  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)   484. 

89.  Scrugham  v.  Carter,  12  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   131. 

90.  White  v.  Woodward,  8  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  484;  Lamoille  Valley  R.  Co.  v. 
Bixby,  55  Vt.  235. 

91.  Ala. — Daniel  v.  Owens  &  Co., 
70  Ala.  297;  Fowlkes  &  Co.  v.  Bald- 
win, Kent  &  Co.,  2  Ala.  705.  Fla. 
Purviance  v.  Edwards,  17,  Fla.  140. 
La. — Walworth  v.  Henderson,  9  La. 
Ann.  339.  Md.— See  Chappell  v.  Cox, 
18  Md.  513,  where  officer  is  respon- 
sible, legal  remedy  is  adequate.  Neh. 
Winters  v.  Means,  25  Neb.  241,  41 
N.  W.  157,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  489.  Vt. 
Shedd  &  Co.  v.  Bank  of  Brattleboro, 
32  Vt.  709. 

See  generally  16  Standabd  Peoc. 
450,  et  seq.;  15  Standaed  Peoc.  257, 
et  seq. 

[a]  Mistake  in  entering  the  judg- 
ment not  sufficient  ground,  where  no 
prejudice  follows.  Crenshaw  v.  Wick- 
ersham,  15  Iowa  154. 

[b]  Unauthorized  Judgment  by 
Confession.— Christy  v.  Sherman,  10 
Iowa  535. 

92.  Me. — Thompson  v.  Lewis,  34 
Me.  167.  N.  J.— Blaekwell  v.  Rankin, 
7  N.  J.  Eq.  152;  Cammack  v.  Johnson, 
2  N.  J.  Eq.  163.  Ohio.— Nixon  i;. 
Nash,  12  Ohio  St.  647,  80  Am.  Dee. 
390;  Sutcliffe  v.  Dohrman,  18  Ohio  181, 
51  Am.  Dec.  450.  Vt. — Washburn  v. 
Bank  of  Bellows  Falls,  19  Vt.  278. 
Bng.— Taylor  v.  Fields,  4  Ves.  Jr.  396, 
31  Eng.  Reprint  201. 

[a]  The  injunction  will  be  refused 
and   the   creditor   allowed   to   pursue 


PARTNERSHIP 


99 


creditor  of  the  partnership,  or  the  remaining  partner  or  partners,^^ 
may  bring  a  bill  against  the  separate  creditor  of  one  of  the  partners 
to  restrain  a  sale  upon  execution,  of  the  partnership  property,  at  least 
until  a  partnership  account  is  taken,  and  the  precise  interest  of  the 
debtor  partner  ascertained.^*  -  Some  courts  refuse  to  grant  an  in- 
junction to  stay  a  sale  of  partnership  property  under  an  execution 
at  la^  against  one  of  the  partners,  for  the  reason  that  such  sale  could 
only  place  the  purchaser,  as  to  the  property,  in  the  same  situation 
that  the  defendant  in  execution  was  prior  to  such  sale,^°  and  where 
the  levy  of  the  execution  or  attachment  produces  no  change  in  the 
possession  of  the  property  of  the  partnership  by  reason  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute,^^  an  injunction  will  not  lie  to  restrain  the  levy 
of  an  execution  upon  the  interest  of  a  partner."^ 

L.  Appeal  and  Ekror.  —  An  appeal  from  a  judgment  by  or 
against  a  partnership  is  governed  in  general  by  the  rules  respecting 
appeals  elsewhere  discussed.^^  Where  the  judgment  rendered  is  joint 
against  the  partners,  all  the  partners  are  necessary  parties  to  an 
appeal  therefrom,*'  and  this  is  true  although  one  of  the  partners  de- 


his  execution  where  the  equities  be- 
tween him  and  the  partnership  cred- 
itor are  equal.  Lamoille  Valley  R. 
Co.  V.  Bixby,  55  Vt.  235. 

93.  U.  S. — Cropper  v.  Coburn,  2  Curt. 
465,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,416  (wherein 
the  partnership  was  insolvent  and  the 
debtor  partner  had  consequently  no 
interest  which  could  pass  by  a  sale); 
Crane  v.  Morrison,  4  Sawy.  138,  6  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  3,355,  7  N.  B.  E.  393.  Ga. 
Blood  V.  Martin,  21  Ga.  127.  Ind. 
WUliams  v.  Lewis,  115  Ind.  45,  17 
N.  E.  262,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  403  (specific 
articles  levied  on);  Hardy  v.  Donellan, 
33  Ind.  501.  Me. — Crooker  e.  Crooker, 
46  Me.  250.  Mich. — Krupp  v.  Adams, 
124  Mich.  215,  82  N.  W.  894,  wherein 
the  execution  was  levied  on  specific 
property  of  the  firm.  N.  J. — Harney 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  ,697, 
29  Atl.  221.  N.  Y.— Turner  v.  Smith, 
1  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  304,  where  it  ap- 
pears from  the  complaint  that  the 
debtor  partner  has  no  interest  in  tie 
firm  assets.  Ohia. — ^^Nixon  v.  Nash,  12 
Ohio  St.  647,  80  Am.  Dec.  390;  Sut- 
cliffe  V.  Dohrman,  18  Ohio  181,  51  Am. 
Dec.  450;  Place  v.  Sweetzer,  16  Ohio 
142.  Tex. — Eogers  v.  Nichols,  20  Tex. 
719,  decided  in  1858  when  levy  made 
a  change  in  the  possession  of  the 
property;  see  infra,  for  present  rule. 
Vt. — ^Washburn  v.  Bank  of  Bellows 
Falls,  19  Vt.  278. 

But  see  Jones  v.  Thompson,  12  Cal. 
191. 

94.  TJ.   S. — Crane    v.    Morrison,    4 


Sawy.  138,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,355,  7 
N.  B.  E.  393.  Ala.— Moore  &  Co.  v. 
Sample,  3  Ala.  319.  IlL— Newhall  v. 
Buckingham,  14  111.  405.  Miss. — San- 
ders V.  Young,  31  Miss.  111.  N.  H. 
Dow  V.  Sayward,  14  N.  H.  9.  N.  J. 
Harney  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  52  N.  J. 
Eq.  697,  29  Atl.  221.  Ohio.— Nixon  v. 
Nash,  12  Ohio  St.  647,  80  Am.  Dec. 
390;  Place  v.  Sweetzer,  16  Ohio  142. 
Tex. — Eogers  v.  Nichols,  20  Tex.  719. 
Vt. — Washburn  v.  Bank  of  Bellows 
Falls,  19  Vt.  278.  Bng.— Barker  v. 
Goodair,  11  Ves.  Jr.  78,  32  Eng.  Re- 
print 1017. 

95.  IMinu. — Wickham  v.  Davis,  24 
Minn.  167.  Miss. — Sitler  v.  Walker, 
Preem.  Ch.  77.  N.  Y. — Saunders  v. 
Irwin,  17  Hun  342;  Moody  v.  Payne, 
2  Johns.  Ch.  548;  Mowbray  v.  Law- 
rence, 22  How.  Pr.  107,  13  Abb.  Pr. 
317;  Phillips  V.  Cook,  24  Wend.  389; 
Eead  v.  McLanahan,  15  Jones  &  S. 
275. 

96.  See  supra,  11,  K,  2,  o, '(II). 

97.  Radford  Grocery  Co.  v.  Owens 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W.  911. 

98.  See  2  Standard  Peoc.  106,  et 
seq. 

99.  Ga.— Kline  v.  Swift  Specific  Co., 
118  Ga.  514,  45  S.  E.  314.  Kan.— West- 
over  V.  Dobson,  47  Pac.  620.  Ohio. 
Beers  &  Co.  v.  Gurney,  14  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  82,  7  Ohio   Cir.  Dee.  411. 

And  see  2  Standaed  Pboc.  225. 
How  partners  described,  see  2  Stand- 
ard Peoo.  216. 
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faulted  in  the  trial  court.^  If  the  partner  refuses  his  consent  to  joid 
in  the  appeal,  he  should  be  made  a  defendant,  the  reason  beinj,  stated 
in  the  petition  in  error.^  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule  that 
only  parties  to  the  record  can  appeal  from  the  judgment  rendered,* 
a  partnership  cannot  appeal,  where  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  a 
suit  against  the  partners  as  individuals.*  Where  a  partner  dies  after 
the  rendition  of  judgment,  an  appeal  may  be  prosecuted  by  or  against 
the  surviving  partner.^  Where  a  several  judgment  may  be  entered 
against  the  members  of  a  firm,  the  appellate  court  may  afSrm  the 
judgment  as  to  some  of  the  partners,  and  reverse  or  modify  it  as  to 
the  others.® 

III.  ACTIONS  BY  OR  AGAINST  SURVIVING  PARTNERS  OR 
REPRESENTATIVES  OF  DECEASED  PARTNERS.  — A.  By  and 
Against  Whom.  —  1.  At  Common  Law.  —  Unless  otherwise  provided 
by  statute  actions  at  law  to  enforce  partnership  rights  and  liabilities 
are  upon  the  death  of  a  member,  brought  by  and  against  the  sur- 
viving partners,^  and  the  personal  representatives  of  a  deceased  part- 


1.  Westover  v.  Dobson  (Kan.),  47 
Pac.  620. 

2.  Westover  v.  Dobson  (Kan.),  47 
Pae.  620( 

3.  See  generally  2  Standard  Peoc. 
194. 

4*  Bastian  v.  Adams,  5  Neb.  (TJnof.) 
32,  97  N.  W.  231. 

5.  Eobertson  v.  Ford,  164  Ind.  538, 
74  N.  E.   1. 

6.  Bridgeford  v.  Fogg,  Shaw,  Thay- 
er &  Co.,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  773. 

7.  TJ.  S.— Wickliffe  v.  Eve,  17  How. 
468,  15  L.  ed.  163;  Bisehoflsheim  v. 
Baltzer,  20  Fed.  890;  Kirby  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  E.  Co.,  8  Fed.  462. 
Ala. — Walton  v.  Atkinson,  165  Ala. 
644,  51  So.  826;  Evans  v.  Silvey  & 
Co.,  144  Ala.  398,  42  So.  62;  Win- 
frey V.  Clarke,  107  Ala.  355,  18  So. 
141;  Goldsmith  v.  Eichold,  94  Ala. 
116,  10  So.  80,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  97; 
Davidson  v.  Weems,  58  Ala.  187;  Offutt 
V.  Scott,  47  Ala.  104;  Dixon  v.  Bar- 
clay, 22  Ala.  370;  Andrews'  Heirs  v. 
Brown's  Admr.,  21  Ala.  437,  56  Am. 
Dec.  252.  Ark.— Stillwell  v.  Gray,  17 
Ark.  473;  McLain  v.  Carson's  Exr.,  4 
Ark.  164,  37  Am.  Dec.  777.  Oal. 
Miller  v.  County  of  Kern,  137  Cal.  516, 
70  Pac.  549;  Berson  v,  Ewing,  84  Cal. 
89,  23  Pae.  1112.  Conn.— Alsop  v. 
Mather,  8  Conn.  584,  21  Am.  Dec.  703. 
Del. — Currey  v.  Warrington's  Exr.,  5 
Harr.  147.  Fla. — Filly au  v.  Laverty,  3 
Fla.  72,  101.  Ga.— Knox  v.  Bates  & 
Co.,  79  Ga.  425,  5  S.  E.  61;  Morrow 
V.  Cloud,  77  Ga.  114;  City  of  Atlanta 
V.  Dooly,  74  Ga.  702;  Bennett  v.  Wool- 
folk,    15    Ga.    213;    Boss   v.    Everett's 
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Exrs.,  12  Ga.  30.  HI. — ^Belton  v.  Fish- 
er, 44  111.  32.  tod. — Mcintosh  v.  Zar- 
ing,  150  Ind.  301,  49  N.  E.  164;  Need- 
ham  V.  Wright,  140  Ind.  190,  39  N.  E. 
510;  Hess  v.  Lowrey,  122  Ind.  225,  23 
N.  E.  150,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  355,  7  L. 
E.  A.  90;  Ealston  v.  Moore,  105  Ind. 
243,  4  N.  E.  673;  Anderson  v.  Acker- 
man,  88  Ind.  481;  Willson  v.  Nichol- 
son, 61  Ind.  241;  Hayes  v.  Johnson,  56 
Ind.  App.  238,  105  N.  E.  164.  la. 
Brown  v.  Allen,  35  Iowa  306;  Bowen 
V.  Troy  Portable  Mill  Co.,  31  Iowa 
460;  Childs,  Sanford  &  Co.  v.  Hyde 
&  Co.,  10  Iowa  294,  77  Am.  Dee.  113. 
Ky. — Southard  v.  Lewis,  4  Dana  148; 
Broadfoot  v.  Eowe,  14  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
895,  Me.— Strang  v.  Hirst,  61  Me. 
9;  Clark  v.  Howe,  23  Me.  560.  Md. 
Folsom  V.  Detrick  Fertilizer  &  Chem. 
Co.,  85  Md.  52,  36  Atl.  446;  Harwood 
V.  Jones,  10  Gill  &  J.  404,  32  Am. 
Dee.  180.  Mass. — Eussell  v.  Cole,  167 
Mass.  6,  44  N.  E.  1057,  57  Am.  St. 
Eep.' 432;  Hughes  v.  Gross,  166  Mass. 
61,  43  N.  E.  1031,  55  Am.  St.  Eep. 
375,  32  L.  E.  A.  620;  Aakman  v.  Dor- 
chester Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  98  Mass. 
57;  Peters  v.  Davis,  7  Mass.  257;  Eice, 
Appellant,  7  Allen  112.  Mich. — ^Van 
Kleeck  v.  McCabe,  87  Mich.  599,  49 
N.  W.  872,  24  Am,  St.  Eep.  182;  O'Con- 
nell  V.  Schwanabeck,  76  Mich.  517,  43 
N.  W.  599;  Cragin  v.  Gardner,  64  Mich. 
399,  31  N.  W.  206;  Bassett  v.  Miller, 
39  Mich.  133.  Miss. — Freeman  v.  Stew- 
art, 41  Mis9.  138.  Mo. — Hargadine  v. 
Gibbons,  114  Mo.  561,  21  S.  W.  726. 
Neb. — Lindner  v.  Adams  County  Bank, 
49   Neb.   735,   68   N.    W.   1028.     NOV. 
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ner  cannot  sue  or  be  sued  alone,*  except  where  the  surviving.5itt3-™«™ 
refuse  to  sue  when  they  should.* 

Joinder  as  plaintiff,^"  of  the  deceased  partner's  personal  representa- 


Maples  V.  Geller,  1  Nev.  233.  N.  H. 
Gay  V.  Johnson,  32  N.  H.  167.  N.  Y. 
Nehrboss  v.  Bliss,  88  N.  Y.  600,  2  Civ. 
Proc.  39,  2  McCarty  Civ.  Proc.  106; 
Pope  V.  Cole,  55  N.  Y.  124,  14  Am. 
Eep.  198;  Farwell  v.  Davis,  66  Barb. 
73;  Carrere  v.  Spofford,  15  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  47,  46  How.  Pr.  294;  Grant 
V  Shurter,  1  Wend.  148;  Secor  v.  Pen- 
dleton, 47  Hun  281,  13  N.  Y.  St.  387; 
Merrill  v.  Blanchard,  7  App.  Div.  167, 
40  N.  Y.  Supp.  48,  74  N.  Y.  St.  661; 
Callanan  v.  Keeseville,  A.  C.  &  L.  C. 
E.  Co.,  48  Mise.  476,  95  N.  Y.  Supp. 
513.  N.  C— Felton  v.  Eeid,  52  N.  C. 
269.  Okla. — White  v.  Dillinger,  50 
Okla.  555,  151  Pae.  194.  Pa.— Davis 
V.  Church,  1  Watts  &  S.  240;  Seranton 
Sav.  Bk.  V.  Seranton,  20  Pa.  Dist.  829. 
E.  I. — Hawkins  v.  Capron,  17  E.  I. 
679,  24  Atl.  466;  Pearce  v.  Cooke,  13 
E.  I.  184.  Tenn. — Trundle  v.  Edwards, 
4  Sneed  572;  Saunders  v.  Wilder,  2 
Head  577.  Tex. — O'Brien  v.  Gilleland, 
79  Tex.  602,  15  S.  W.  681;  Watson  v. 
Miller,  55  Tex.  289;  Lovelady  v.  Ben- 
nett (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  30  S.  W.  1124; 
Davis  V.  Schaffner  &  Co.,  3  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  121,  22  S.  W.  822.  Utah.— Cobb 
V.  Hartenstein,  47  Utah  174,  152  Pac. 
424.  Vt. — Wood  V.  Eutland  &  Addison 
Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  31  Vt.  552;  Meader 
V.  Scott,  4  Vt.  26;  Meader  v.  Leslie, 
2  Vt.  569.  Va. — Brown's  Admr.  v. 
Johnson,  13  Gratt.  (54  Va.)  644.  Wash. 
Brigham-Hopkins  Co.  v.  Gross,  30 
Wash.  277,  70  Pac.  480  (common  law 
rule  unchanged  by  statute);  Barlow  v. 
Coggan,  1  Wash.  Ter.  257.  Wis. — But- 
ler V.  Kirby,  53  Wis.  188,  10  N.  W. 
373;  Eoys  v.  Vilas,  18  Wis.  169;  Shields 
V.  Fuller,  4  Wis.  102,  65  Am.  Dec. 
293. 

[a]  A  doimant  partner  may  sue 
alone  upon  a  partnership  contract 
after  the  death  of  his  ostensible  part- 
ner.    Beach  v.  Hayward,  10  Ohio  455. 

[b]  Upon  the  death  of  the  surriving 
partner,  his  personal  representative  ia 
the  only  proper  person  to  sue  or  be 
sued  upon  the  demands  of  the  former 
partnership.  Ala. — Costley  v.  Wilker- 
Bon's  Admr.,  49  Ala.  210.  Mass.— Whit- 
ney V.  Cook,  5  Mass.  139.  Miss. 
Copes  V.  Fultz,  1  Smed.  &  M.  623. 
N.   Y.— Nehrboss  v.   Bliss,    88    N.   Y. 


600,  2  Civ.  Proc.  39,  2  McCarty  Civ. 
Proc.  106;  Secor  v.  Pendleton,  47  Hun 
281,  13  N.  Y.  St.  387;  Carrere  v.  Spof- 
ford, 46  How.  Pr.  294;  Bridge  v. 
Swain,  3  Eedf.  487.  Tenn. — Brooks  v. 
Brooks,  12  Heisk.  12;  Walker  v.  Gal- 
breath,  3  Head  315. 

[e]  Failure  to  file  an  inventory  and 
appraisement  as  required  by  statute 
does  not  affect  the  right  of  the  sur- 
viving partner  to  sue  for  and  collect 
the  debts  of  the  partnership.  Mcin- 
tosh V.  Zaring,  150  Ind.  301,  49  N.  E. 
164.  And  see  State  v.  Matthews,  129 
Ind.  281,  28  N.  E.  703.  But  see  Phoe- 
nix Ins.  Co.  V.  Carnahan,  63  Ohio  St. 
258,  58  N.  E.  805. 

8.  Ark.— Stillwell  v.  Gray,  17  Ark. 
473.  Ga.— Bennett  v.  Woolfolk,  15 
Ga.  213;  Eoss  v.  Everett's  Exrs.,  12 
Ga.  30;  Eoosevelt  v.  McDowell,  1  Ga. 
489.  Ind. — Mcintosh  v.  Zaring,  150 
Ind.  301,  49  N.  E.  164.  Me.— McNally 
V.  Kerswell,  37  Me.  550.  Mo.— Lindell 
V.  Lee,  34  Mo.  103.  N.  Y.— Carrere 
V.  Spofford,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  47, 
46  How.  Pr.  294.  Utah.— Cobb  v.  Har- 
tenstein, 47  Utah  174,  152  Pac.  424. 

9.  Kirby  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E. 
Co.,  8  Fed.  462.  And  see  Drake  v. 
Blount,  17  N.  C.  353,  wherein  it  was 
held  that  where  a  partnership  debt 
was  assigned  to  one  of  the  partners 
who  thereafter  died,  and  the  residence 
of  the  survivor  is  unknown,  the  execu- 
tor of  the  deceased  partner  could  re- 
cover the  debt  in  equity. 

10.  U.  S.— Wickliffe  v.  Eve,  17  How. 
468,  15  L.  ed.  163;  Eobinson  v.  Hin- 
trager,  36  Fed.  752;  Kirby  v.  Lake 
Shore.  &  M.  S.  E.  Co.,  8  Fed.  462. 
Ala. — Evans  v.  Silvey  &  Co.,  144  Ala. 
398,  42  So.  62;  Davidson  v.  Weems,  58 
Ala.  187.  Ga.— Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Morse,  143  Ga.  110,  84  S.  E.  428. 
111.— Belton  V.  Fisher,  44  111.  32.  Ind. 
Newman  v.  Gates,  165  Ind.  171,  72  N. 
E.  638;  Nieklaus  v.  Dahn,  63  Ind.  87; 
Hayes  v.  Johnson,  56  Ind.  App.  238, 
105  N.  B.  164,  complaint  falls  as  to 
all  plaintiffs,  if  representative  joined. 
Ia. — Brown  v.  Allen,  35  Iowa  306; 
Childs,  Sanford  &  Co.  v.  Hyde  &  Co., 
10  Iowa  294,  77  Am.  Dec.  113.  Ky. 
McCandless  &  Co.  v.  Hadden,  9  B.  Mon. 
186.    Md.— Harwood  v.  Jones,  10  Gill 
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tive  is  improper,  as  is  also  his  joinder  as  defendant.^* 

2.  In  Equity.  —  In  equity  the  creditor  can  proceed  against  the 
estate  of  the  deceased  partner,^^  whether  the  survivors  are  solvent  or 

not."  „ 

3.  Statutory  or  Code  Provisions.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Statutes 
sometimes  authorize  an  action  upon  a  firm  obligation  against  the  estate 
of  a  deceased  partner,"  or  require  the  surviving  partner  to  join  the 
representative  of  the  deceased  partner."  Under  statutes  allowing  any 
person  to  be  made  a  defendant  who  has  or  claims  an  interest  in  the 
controversy  adverse  to  the  plaintiff,  the  surviving  partner  is  a  neces- 
sary party  to  an  action  against  partnership  assets,"  and_  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  deceased  partner  are  properly  made  parties,  because 
they  have  an  interest  in  the  controversy.^'' 

b.  Joint  and  Several  Lialility.  —  In  states  where  the  firm  obliga- 
tion is  made  joint  and  several,  the  creditor  may  proceed  against  the 
surviving  members  alone,"  or  against  the  personal  representatives  of 


&  J.  404,  32  Am.  Dec.  180.  Mich. 
Bassett  v.  Miller,  39  Mich.  133;  Pfef- 
fer  V.  Steiner,  27  Mich.  537.  N".  Y. 
Daby  v.  Ericsson,  45  N.  Y.  786;  Voor- 
hia  V.  Childs'  Exr.,  17  N.  Y.  354;  Car- 
rere  v.  Spofford,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
47,  46  How.  Pr.  294.  Tex. — Watson  v. 
Miller,  55  Tex.  289.  Wis. — Roys  v. 
Vilas,  18  Wis.  169.  Can.— Bolckow 
V.  Foster,  25  Grant  Ch.  U.  C.  476. 

[a]  The  objection  that  the  admin- 
istrator is  improperly  joined  is  waived 
if  not  raised  in  the  trial  court.  Bel- 
ton  V.  Fisher,  44  111.  32;  Nicklaus  v. 
Dahn,  63  Ind.  87. 

Joinder  of  parties  under  statute,  see 
infra,  111,  A,  3. 

11.  U.  S. — Brigham-Hopkins  Co.  4?. 
Gross,  107  Fed.  769,  Washington.  Ga. 
Boss  V.  Everett's  Exrs.,  12  Ga.  30. 
Ind. — Braxton  v.  State  ex  rel.  Albert, 
25  Ind.  82,  common  law  rule.  Ky. 
Southard  v.  Lewis,  4  Dana  148.  IMiss. 
Eobertshaw  v.  Hanway,  52  Miss.  713, 
where  the  object  of  the  proceeding  is 
solely  to  reach  the  firm  property,  there 
is  no  necessity  for  joining  the  admin- 
istrator. N.  J. — Eusling  V.  Brodhead, 
55  N.  J.  Eq.  200,  35  Atl.  841.  N.  C. 
Burgwin  v.  Hostler's  Admr.,  3  N.  C. 
104,  1  N.  C.  124,  1  Am.  Dec.  582. 
Pa. — Hoskinson  v.  Eliot,  62  Pa.  393. 
S.  C. — Fisher's  Exra.  v.  Tucker's  Rep- 
resentatives, 1  McCord  Eq.  169.  Tex. 
Lovelady  v.  Bennett  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
30  S.  W.  1124. 

12.  V.  S.— Nelson  v.  Hill,  5  How. 
127,  12  L.  ed.  81.  Ala.— Smith  &  Co. 
V.  Mallory's  Exr.,  24  Aia.  628.  Axk. 
McLnin  v.  Carson's  Exr.,  4  Ark.  164, 
37   Am.   Dec.    777.      Conn. — Camp    v. 

Vol.  XXI 


Grant,  21  Conn.  41,  54  Am.  Dec.  321. 
Mich. — Manning  v.  Williams,  2  Mieh. 
105.  N.  Y. — Eieart  v.  Townsend,  6 
How.   Pr.   460. 

[a]  Statutes  4°  not  change  this 
equity  jurisdiction.  Waldron,  Isley  & 
Co.  V.  Simmons,  28  Ala.  629;  Moore 
Furniture  Co.  v.  Prussing,  71  111.  App. 
666. 

13.  Fillyau  v.  Laverty,  3  Fla.  72; 
Doggett  V.  Dill,  108  111.  560,  48  Am. 
Rep.  565.  But  see  Alsop  v.  Mather,  8 
Conn.  584. 

14.  Ala. — Smith  &  Co.  v.  Mallory's 
Exr.,  24  Ala.  628.  Ark.— McLain  v. 
Carson's  Exr.,  4  Ark.  164,  37  Am.  Dec. 
777.  N.  Y. — Ricart  v.  Townsend,  6 
How.  Pr.  460. 

[a]  Provided  insu£B.cient  assets  re- 
main in  the  hands  of  the  surviving 
partners  to  pay  the  demand.  Beaton 
V.  Wade,  14  Colo.  4,  22  Pac.  1093. 

15.  Hyde  v.  Brashear,  19  La.  402; 
Babcock  v.  Brashear,  19  La.  404;  Con- 
nelly V.  Cheevers,  16  La.  30;  Cutler 
V.  Cochran,  13  La.  482. 

[a]  Incapacity  of  the  surviving 
partner  to  sue  alone  may  be  shown 
under  the  general  issue.  Hyde  v. 
Brashear,  19  La.  402;  Notrebe  v.  Mc- 
Kinney,  6  Rob.  (La.)  13. 

16.  Ricart  v.  Townsend,  6  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   460. 

17.  TI.  S. — Robinson  v.  Hintrager,  36 
Fed.  752,  the  representative,  in  order 
to  be  made  a  party,  must  have  an 
interest  in  the  chose  in  action  itself. 
N.  Y. — Ricart  v.  Townsend,  6  How. 
Pr.  460.  Va. — Jackson  v.  King's  Rep- 
resentatives, 8  Leigh   (35   Va.)    689. 

18.  V.   S.— Nelson   v.   Hill,   5   How. 
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the  deceased  partner,"  or  against  both  jointly.'"' 

c.  Bond  hy  Surviving  Partner.  —  Where  a  bond  is  required  of  the 
surviving  partner,''^  it  may,^^  or  may  not,^^  b6  considered  a  prerequisite 
to  his  suing  in  his  capacity  of  survivor. 


127,  133,  12  L.  ed.  81;  Van  Eeins- 
dyk  V.  Kane,  1  Gall.  630,  28 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,872.  Ala.— Goldsmith 
V.  Eiehold,  94  Ala.  116,  10  So.  80, 
33  Am.  St.  Rep.  97.  Colo.— Doty  v. 
Irwin-Phillips  Co.,  15  Colo.  App.  96, 
61  Pae.  188.  Fla.— Fillyau  v.  Laverty, 
3  Fla.  72.  111.— Doggett  v.  Dill,  108 
111.  560,  48  Am.  Bep.  565;  Silverman 
V.  Chase,  90  111.  37;  Mason  v.  Tiffany, 

45  111.  392.  Ind. — Newman  v.  Gates, 
165  Ind.  171,  72  N.  E.  638;  Balston  v. 
Moore,  105  Ind.  243,  4  N.  E.  673.  la. 
Postlewait  v.  Howes,  3  Iowa  365.  Ky. 
Fennell  v.  Myers,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  589, 
76  S.  W.  136."  Mass. — Eiee,  Appellant, 
7  Allen  112.     Miss. — Irby  v.   Graham, 

46  Miss.  425.  Ohio. — "Weil  v.  Guerin, 
42  Ohio  St.  299.  Tenn. — Saunders  v. 
Wilder,  2  Head  577.  Tex.— Gaut  v. 
Eeed  Bros.  &  Co.,  24  Tex.  46,  76  Am. 
Dec.  94.  Bng. — Devaynes  v.  Noble,  1 
Mer.  529,  35  Eng.  Eeprint  767. 

19.  U.  S.— Nelson  v.  Hill,  5  How. 
127,  133,  12  L.  ed.  81;  Van  Reins- 
dyk  V.  Kane,  1  Gall.  630,  28  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,872.  Ala.— Smith  &  Co. 
V.  Mallory's  Exr.,  24  Ala.  628. 
Ark. — McLain  v.  Carson's  Exr.,  4  Ark. 
164,  37  Am.  Dee.  777.  CaL — Savings 
&  Loan  Society  v.  Gibb,  21  Cal.  595. 
Colo. — Doty  V.  Irwin-Phillips  Co.,  15 
Colo.  App.  96,  61  Pac.  188.  Conn. 
Filley  v.  Phelps,  18  Conn.  294.  Fla. 
Fillyau  v.  Laverty,  3  Fla.  72.  HI. 
Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Shoemaker,  258  111. 
564,  101  N.  E.  1050;  Doggett  v.  Dill, 
108  111.  560,  48  Am.  Eep.  565;  Silver- 
man V.  Chase,  90  111.  37;  Mason  v. 
Tiffany,  45  111.  392.  Ind. — Newman  v. 
Gates,  165  Ind.  171,  72  N.  E.  638; 
Ealston  v.  Moore,  105  Ind.  243,  4 
N.  E.  673;  Vance  v.  Cowing,  13  Ind. 
460.  la. — Postlewait  v.  Howes,  3 
Iowa  365.  Ky. — Maxey  v.  Averill's 
Exr.,  2  B.  Mon.  107.  Miss. — Irby  v. 
Graham,  46  Miss.  425.  IT.  J. — Hamers- 
ley  V.  Lambert,  2  Johns.  Ch.  508,  if 
the  surviving  partner  is  insolvent. 
Ohio.— Weil  i>.  Guerin,  42  Ohio  St.  299. 
P^j— (BJair  v.  Woodj  108  Pa.  278; 
Brewster's  Admx.  v.  Sterrett,  32  Pa. 
115;  Lang  v.  Keppele,  1  Binn.  123; 
Creswell  v.  Blank,  3  Grant  Cas.  320, 
action    may    be    brought    pending    a 


suit  against  the  survivors  for  the  same 
oauso  of  action.  Tenn. — Saunders  v. 
Wilder,  2  Head  577.  Tex,— Gaut  v. 
Reed  Bros.  &  Co.,  24  Tex.  46,  76  Am. 
Dec.  94.  Va. — Eobinson  v.  Allen,  85 
Va.  721,  8  S.  E.  835.  Eng. — Devagnes 
V.  Noble,  1  Mer.  529;  35  Eng.  Reprint 
767;  In  re  Hodgson,  L.  E.  31  Ch.  DiV. 
177. 

20.  IT.  S.— Nelson  v.  Hill,  5  How, 
127,  12  L.  ed.  81;  United  States  v. 
Hughes,  161  Fed.  1021.  Ark.— Mc- 
Lain V.  Carson's  Exr.,  4  Ark.  164,  37 
Am.  Dec.  777.  Ga. — Garrard  v.  Daw- 
son, 49  Ga.  434.  Ind. — ^Braxton  v. 
State  ex  rel.  Albert,  25  Ind.  82.  Miss. 
Irby  V.  Graham,  46  Miss.  425;  Free- 
man V.  Stewart,  41  Miss.  138.  N.  Y. 
Parker  v.  Jackson,  16  Barb.  33;  Ric- 
art  V.  Townsend,  6  How.  Pr.  460.  N.  C. 
Brown  v.  Clary,  2  N.  C.  107. 
Ohio. — Weil  v.  Guerin,  42  Ohio  St. 
299.  Okla.— Walker  Dry  Goods  Co.  v. 
Blake,  158  Pac.  381.  S.  C— Wiesen- 
feld,  Stern  &  Co.  v.  Byrd,  17  S.  C.  106. 
Tenn.— Saunders  v.  Wilder,  2  Head 
577. 

But  see  Doty  v.  Irwin-Phillips  Co., 
15  Colo.  App.  96,  61  Pac.  188;  Seran- 
ton  Sav.  Bank  v.  Scranton,  20  Pa. 
Dist.  829. 

[a]  The  statute  permits  the  suit  to 
be  brought  against  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives separately  or  jointly  with 
the  survivors.  Freeman  v.  Stewart, 
41  Miss.  138. 

21.  U.  S. — Harrington  v.  Horrick, 
64  Fed.  468,  12  C.  C.  A.  231.  Me. 
Seruta  v.  Surace,  111  Me.  508,  90  Atl. 
328.  Mo. — Hargadine  v.  Gibbons,  114 
Mo.  561,  21  S.  W.  726. 

22.  Seruta  v.  Surace,  111  Me.  508, 
90  Atl.  328. 

[a]  Failure  to  do  so  is  ground  for 
plea  in  abatement,  but  is  not  reached 
by  the  general  issue.  Seruta  v.  Surace, 
m  Me.  508,  90  Atl.  328. 

_[b]  A  receiver  to  wind  up  the  af-. 
fairs  of  the  partnership,  may  be  ap- 
pointed at  the  instance  of  the  legal 
representative  when  the  survivor  fails 
lo  file  a  bond.  Phoenix  Ins.  Go.  v. 
Garnahan,  63  Ohio  St.  258,  58  N.  E. 
805. 

23.  Hargadine  v.   Gibbons,  114  Mo. 
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d.  Where  Partner  Not  Administrator  of  Firm  Assets.  —  If  pur- 
suant to  statutory  authorization  another  than  the  surviving  partner 
becomes  administrator  of  the  firm  assets,^*  suits  in  respect  to  such 
assets  should,  according  as  the  statutes  are  worded  or  construed,  be 
maintained  by  or  against  the  administrator,^^  or  the  survivor.^* 

e.  Probate  Authorization  To  Sue.  —  The  survivor  may  be  required 
by  statute  to  obtain  authority  from  the  probate  court  to  sue  the  de- 
ceased partner's  representatives.^' 

4.  In  Actions  Between  Survivor  and  Deceased's  Representatives.^* 
The  surviving  partner,  entitled  to  the  possession  and  control  of  the 
firm  property,  may  maintain  appropriate  actions  against  the  personal 
representatives  of  a  deceased  partner  to  recover  and  protect  such 
property  ;^^  and  after  an  accounting^"  has  been  had  between  the  part- 
ners or  between  the  representative  of  a  deceased  partner  and  the 
survivor,  an  action  may  be  maintained  either  by  or  against  the 
representative  to  recover  the  agreed  balance.'^ 

B.  Pleadings.  —  1.  Complaint  or  Declaration.  —  In  some  juris- 
dictions the  courts  hold  that  a  surviving  partner  may  maintain  an 
action  in  his  own  name  for  a  debt  incurred  to  the  partnership  during 


561,  21  S.  W.  726;  Crook  v.  Tull,  111 
Mo.  283,  20  S.  W.  8;  Holman  v.  Nance, 
84  Mo.  674;  East  on  v.  Courtwright,  84 
Mo.  27;  Bredow  v.  Mutual  Sav.  Inst., 
28  Mo.  181;  Meriwether  v.  Quincy,  O. 
&  K.  C.  E.  Co.,  128  Mo.  App.  647,  107 
S.  W.  434;  Hargadine  v.  Gibbons,  4-5 
Mo.  App.  460. 

[a]  A  debtor  of  the  partnersbip 
cannot  question  the  right  of  the  sur- 
viving partners  to  proceed  without 
qualifying.  Hargadine  v.  Gibbons,  114 
Mo.   561,  21   S.   W.  726. 

24.  Harrington  v.  Herrick,  64  Fed. 
468,  12  C.  C.  A.  231;  Bass  v.  Emery,  74 
Me!  338. 

[a]  A  failure  of  the  survivor  to 
qualify  subjects  him  to  being  dis- 
placed by  the  administrator  of  the 
deceased's  partner's  estate  qualifying 
as  administrator  of  the  partnership 
estate.  Hargadine  v.  Gibbons,  114 
Mo.  561,  21  S.  W.  726;  Crook  v.  Tull, 
111  Mo.  283,  20  S.  W.  8;  Holman  v. 
Nance,  84  Mo.  074;  Bredow  v.  Mutual 
Sav.  Inst.,  28  Mo.  181;  Meriwether  v. 
Quincy,  O.  &  K.  C.  E.  Co.,  128  Mo.  App. 
647,  107  S.  W.  434;  Latimer  v.  New- 
man, 69  Mo.  App.  76;  Poppleton  v. 
Jones,  42  Ore.  24,  69  Pac.  919. 

25.  Bass  V.  Emery,  74  Me.  338. 

[a]  Such  Administrator  Necessary 
Defendant.  —  Bass  v.  Emery,  74  Me. 
338. 

[b]  After  settlement  of  the  estate, 
but  not  pending  administration  the 
survivor  may  be   sued.     Brigham-Hop- 
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kins  Co.  y.  Gross,  30  Wash.  277,  70  Pae. 
480;  Brigham-Hopkins  Co.  v.  Gross,  20 
Wash.  218,  54  Pac.  1127. 

[c]  In  a  suit  upon  partnership 
chose  in  action,  the  administrator  of 
the  partnership  estate  is  the  only 
necessary  party  plaintiff.  Latimer  v, 
Newman,  69  Mo.  App.  76. 

26.  Harrington  v.  Herrick,  64  Fed. 
468,  12  C.  C.  A.  231;  Poppleton  v. 
Jones,  42  Ore.  24,  69  Pac.  919. 

27.  Babcock  v.  Brashear,  19  La. 
404;  Hyde  v.  Brashear,  19  La.  402; 
Connelly  v.  Cheevers,  16  La.   30. 

28.  As  to  actions  between  partners 
generally,  see  supra,  I. 

29.  Ala. — Calvert  v.  Marlow,  18  Ala. 
67.  Nev. — Reese  v.  Kinkead,  17  Nev. 
447,  30  Pac.  1087.  Ore. — Gardner  v. 
Gillihan,  20  Ore.  598,  27  Pac.  220,  sur- 
viving partner  duly  qualified  as  admin- 
istrator of  the  partnership  estate  aa 
required  by  the  statute  may  maintain 
such  an  action.  Wis. — Shields  v.  Ful- 
ler, 4  Wis.  102,  65  Am.  Dec.  293. 

[a]  Detinue  for  a  note  belonging 
to  the  firm.  Calvert  v.  Marlow,  18  Ala. 
67. 

30.  See  supra,  I,  C. 

31.  Johnson  v.  Peek,  58  Ark.  580, 
25  S.  W.  865;  Schmidt  v.  Glade,  12(1 
111.  485,  18  N.  E.  762. 

[a]  Assumpsit.  —  Schmidt  v.  Gladt, 
126  111.  485,  18  N.  E.  762. 

[b]  An  action  for  contribution  irill 
not  lie  in  favor  of  the  representatives 
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its  existence,  without  alleging  the  partnership,'^  the  nature  of  the 
debt  as  a  f-rm  one,''  or  the  death  of  his  co-partner  and  his  survivor- 
ship.'* But  other  courts  hold  that  such  facts  must  be  alleged,"*  or, 
at  least,  that  it  is  the  better  practice  to  do  so.'°  Non-payment  of  the 
claim  or  demand  must  be  averred." 

In  an  action  upon  a  co-partnership  olDligation  the  survivor  should  be 
sued  as  such,"  and  the  contract  sued  upon  should  be  described  as 
made  with  the  firm.'^  In  an  action  against  the  representative  of  a 
deceased  partner,  if  insolvency  of  the  surviving  partner  is  a  condition 
precedent,  it  must  be  alleged.*"  Where  both  the  surviving  partner 
and  the  representatives  of  the  deceased  are  made    defendants,    the 


where   no    accounting    has    been    had. 
Harris  v.  Harris,  39  N.  H.  45. 

32.  Smith  v.  Barrow,  2  Term  476, 
100  Eng.  Eeprint  256;  Hyat  v.  Hare, 
Comb.  383,  90  Eng.  Eeprint,  543. 

33.  Jemison  v.  Bearing's  Exrs.,  4i 
Ala.  283;  Ward  v.  Dow,  44  N.  H.  45. 

34.  Conn. — Vandenheuvel  v.  Storrs, 
3  Conn.  203.  Ind. — Culbertaon  v.  Town- 
send,  6  Ind.  64.  Nev. — Keese  v.  Kin- 
kead,  17  Nev.  447,  30  Pac.  1087.  N.  H. 
Joysl-n  V.  Taylor,  24  N.  H.  268;  Ledden 
V.  Colby,  14  N.  H.  33,  40  Am.  Dec.  173, 
death  must  be  proved,  although  it  need 
not  be  alleged.  K.  Y. — Grant  v.  Shurter, 
1  Wend.  148;  Berolzhcimer  v.  Strauss, 
19  Jones  &  S.  96,  7  Civ.  Proc.  225. 
E.  I.— Hawkins  v.  Capron,  17  E.  I.  679, 
24  Atl.  466,  amendment  allowing  the 
partner  to  state  that  he  is  the  surviv- 
ing member  is  unnecessarj-.  Vt. — Hea- 
der V.  Leslie,  2  Vt.  569.  Wis.— Butler 
V.  Kirby,  53  Wis.  188,  10  N.  W.  373. 

fa]  The  omission  to  describe  him- 
self as  a  survivor  cannot  affect  the 
surviving  partner's  right  to  recover 
upon  a  partnership  demand.  Farwell 
V.  Davis,  66  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  73. 

35.  Ark. — Keith  v.  Pratt,  5  Ajk. 
661.  Colo. — Smith  v.  Salomon,  1  Colo. 
176,  91  Am.  Dec.  711.  Mich.— Teller 
V.  Wetherell,  9  Mich.  464. 

[a]  The  names  of  aU  the  partners 
should  appear.  Hubbell  v.  Skiles,  16 
Ind.  138. 

|b]  Erroneous  Appellation.*— 
Where  plaintiffs  in  their  petition  style 
themselves  i  ' '  successors ' '  instead  of 
surviving  partners  but  allege  that  they 
were  the  only  partners  of  the  deceased 
partner  at  the  time  of  his  death,  it 
states  facts  that  would  upon  his  death 
make  them  the  surviving  partners  and 
is  sufficient.  Wright  v.  McCarapbell,  75 
Tex.  644,  13  8.  W.  293. 

36.  Reese  v.  Kinkead,  17  Nev.  447, 
30  Pac.  1087. 


[a]  Form.  — "That  plaintiCE  and 
one  E.  H.  C,  now  deceased,  were  co- 
partners in  business  preceding  and  at 
the  time  of  said  C's  death,  which  oc- 
curred on  or  about  October  17,  18 — , 
and  as  such  copartners  did  business 
under  the  style  of  C.  &  E.,  and  were 
the  owners  in  copartnership  of  the 
personal  property  hereinafter  des- 
cribed; that  plaintiff  is  the  sole  sur- 
viving partner  of  said  copartnership, 
and  now  is  the  owner  and  entitled  to 
the  immediate  possession"  of  the  prop- 
erty described,  etc.  Eeese  v.  Kinkead, 
17  Nev.  447. 

37.  Massey  v.  Pike,  20  Ark.  92.  See 
generally  the  title  "Payment." 

[a]  Should  aver  (1)  non-payment 
to  firm  or  to  the  surviving  partner. 
Massey  v.  Pike,  20  Ark.  92.  (2) 
Where,  in  a  suit  by  a  surviving  part- 
ner, he  alleges  the  note  sued  on  to  have 
been  made  after  the  death  of  the  part- 
ner, he  need  not  negative  payment  to 
the  deceased  partner.  Bonne  v.  Kay,  5 
Ark.  19. 

38.  Black  v.  Struthers,  11  Iowa 
459. 

39.  Black  v.  Struthers,  11  Iowa 
459. 

[a]  Reason.  —  The  contract  should 
be  described  as  made  with  the  firm  so 
that  the  defendant  may  later  use  the 
judgment  as  evidence  against  the  es- 
tate of  the  deceased  partner  for  con- 
tribution. Black  V.  Struthers,  11  Iowa 
459. 

40.  Pearson  v.  Keedy,  6  B.  Bon. 
(Ky.)   128,  43  Am.  Dec.  160. 

[  a  ]  Sufficient  A 1 1  e  g  a  tion.  —  An 
averment  that  the  surviving  partner 
has  been  sued  to  insolvency,  is  equiva- 
lent to  an  allegation  that  the  firm  is 
insolvent.  Daniel  v.  Townsend,  Ar- 
nold &  Co.,  21  Ga.  155. 
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prayer  should  specify  the  relief  sought  against  each  party.** 

2.  Replication  or  Reply.  —  A  replication  by  the  administrator  of 
a  surviving  partner,  to  a  general  plea  of  payment,  must  aver  that 
payment  was  made  to  neither  the  surviving  nor  the  deceased  partner.*^ 

3.  Amendments.  —  Where  a  surviving  partner  brings  a  suit  in  the 
name  of  the  former  firm,  he  may  be  allowed  to  amend  by  declaring  as 
surviving  partner.*' 

C.  Judgment.  —  A  judgment  in  a  suit  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  surviving  partner  should  be  in  favor  of  or  against  such  partner 
individually.**  A  judgment  against  a  surviving  partner  is  enforce- 
able by  execution  against  the  firm  assets  under  his  control,*^  and  in 
the  absence  of  partnership  assets  is  enforceable  against  his  individual 
property.*^ 

IV,  LIMITED  PARTNERSHIPS.  —  A.  Actions  by  or  Against 
Limited  Partnerships.*'  —  1.  Parties.  —  Statutes  may  permit  lim- 
ited partnerships  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  partnership  name,**  or 
again  they  may  authorize  such  suits  to  be  prosecuted  or  defended  in 
the  name  of  the  general  partners,*'  without  joining  the  special  part- 
ners, and  these  latter  are  neither  necessary  nor  proper  parties,^"  and 


41.  Eicart  v.  Townsend,  6  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   460. 

42.  Lang  v.  Lewis'  Admr.,  1  Eand. 
(22  Va.)   277. 

43.  O'Connell  v.  Schwanabeck,  76 
Mich.  517,  43  N.  W.  599. 

44.  Green  v.  Jones,  102  Ala.  303,  14 
So.  630. 

[a]  If  entered  in  favor  of  the 
partnership,  it  is  irregular.  Green  v. 
Jones,  102  Ala.  303,  14  So.  630. 

45.  Colo. — Thompson  v.  White,  25 
Colo.  226,  54  Pac.  718;  Beaton  v.  Wade, 
14  Colo.  4,  22  Pac.  1093.  N.  J.— Hoflf- 
nian  v.  Westlecraft,  85  N.  J.  L.  484, 
89  Atl.  1006.  W.  Va.— Stampfle  v. 
Bush,  71  W.  Va.,  659,  77  S.  E.  283. 

46.  Stampfle  v.  Bush,  71  W.  Va.  659, 
77  S.  E.  283. 

47.  As  to  actions  by  or  against  a 
general  partnership,  see  supra,  II. 

48.  IT.  S. — Imperial  Eefining  Co.  v. 
Wyman,  38  Fed.  574,  3  L.  E.  A.  503, 
Pennsylvania  statute.  Mich. — Sarmi- 
ento  V.  The  Catherine  C,  110  Mich. 
120,  67  N.  W.  1085.  Pa.— Street  Ey. 
Pub.  Co.  V.  Conner,  29  Pa.  Co.  Ct  241; 
Ladner  v.  Gibbon  &  Co.,  5  Wkly.  N. 
Cas.  127. 

49.  Kan.^ — Spalding  v.  Black,  22 
Kan.  55.  Md. — Safe  Deposit  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Cahn,  102  Md.  530,  62  Atl.  819. 
Mass. — Lawrence  v.  Batcheller,  131 
Mass.  304.  N.  Y. — Fuhrraann  v.  Von 
Pustau,  126  App.  Div.  629,  111  N.  Y. 
Supn.  S4;  Madison  County  Bank  v. 
Gould,   5   Hill  309.     Va.— McArthur  v. 
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Chase,  13  Gratt.  (54  Va.)  683.  Can. 
Howland  v.  Bethune,  13  U.  C.  Q.  B.  270. 

[a]  Where  one  of  the  general  part- 
ners is  sued,  he  may  plead  in  abate- 
ment the  non-joinder  of  the  other  gen- 
eral partners.  Howland  v.  Bethune,  13 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  270. 

50.  Kan.— Spalding  v.  Black,  22 
Kan.  55.  La. — In  re  Dunn,  115  La. 
1084,  40  So.  466;  Burt  &  Co.  v.  Laplace, 
114  La.  489,  38  So.  429.  Mass.— Law- 
rence V.  Batcheller,  131  Mass.  504. 
N.  Y. — Eichter  v.  Poppenhausen,  42  N. 
Y.  373  (executor  of  deceased  special 
partner  not  a  proper  party);  Fuhr- 
mann  v.  Von  Pustau,  126  App.  Div. 
629,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  34;  Schulten  v. 
Lord,  4  E.  D.  Smith  206;  Phillips  v. 
Stewart,  Anth.  N.  P.  (2d  Ed.)  337. 
And  see  Durant  v.  Abendroth,  97  N.  Y. 
132,  wherein  the  court  queried  wheth- 
er a  special  partner  is  a  necessary 
party  to  prooeedingsi  in  bankruptcy 
against  the  firm.  Pa.— Street  Ey.  Pub. 
Co.  V.  Conner,  29  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  241. 
W  Va.— Wetherill  v.  McCloskey  Bros. 
&  Co.,  28  W.  Va.,  195. 

[a]  Statutes  apply  only  to  domes- 
tic partnerships,  so  (1)  when  a  special 
partnership  formed  under  the  laws  of 
one  state  sues  in  another  jurisdiction,' 
all  the  parties  in  interest  must  be 
made  plaintiffs.  Eosenberg  v.  Block, 
18  Jones  &  S.  (N.  Y.)  357.  And  (2)  the 
fact  that  the  law  of  the  state  under 
which  it  was  formed  provides  that  only 
the  general  partners  are   te  be  made 


PARTNERSHIP 


107 


can  neither  be  sued  alone  for  the  debts  of  the  firm,^^  nor  maintain 
actions  respecting  the  transactions  of  the  limited  partnership.^^  But 
a  special  partner  whose  contribution  to  the  firm  capital  has  been 
withdrawn  on  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  may  be  joined  in 
an  equity  suit  based  upon  the  firm  debt.°^ 

2.  Pleadings. —  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —As  a  limited  or  special 
partnership  is  a  creature  purely  of  the  statutes,^*  the  plaintiff,  where 
he  attempts  to  set  up  a  limited  partnership,  must  allege  that  all  the 
steps  requisite  to  the  formation  of  such  a  partnership  were  taken.^^ 
But  where  a  general  partnership  results  from  an  attempt  to  form  a 
limited  partnership,  by  reason  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  law  gov- 
erning the  latter,  a  plaintiff  may  sue  the  members  as  general  partners 
without  pleading  the  unsuccessful  attempt  to  create  a  limited  part- 
nership."* 

Plea  or  Answer.67  _  A  defendant  partner  relying  on  the  liability  of 
a  special  partner  must  aver  that  he  is  such,°^  and  set  out  all  the  facts 
showing  compliance  with  the  statute  as  to  limited  partnership.^* 

A  replication  where  necessary  should  follow  the  general  rules  else- 
where treated.*" 

3.  Judgment.  —  Since  a  special  partner  is  neither  a  necessary  nor 
proper  party  to  actions  with  respect  to  the  firm  rights  and  obligations, 
a  judgment  against  the  firm  is  binding  on  the  special  partner  to  the 


parties  will  not  render  the  special  part- 
ner an  improper  or  unnecessary  party  in 
the  jurisdiction  where  the  suit  is  in- 
stituted. Rosenberg  v.  Block,  18 
Jones  &  S.  (N.  Y.)  857. 

51.  In  re  Dunn,  115  La.  1084,  40 
So.  466. 

[a]  Even  after  a  dissolution  while 
the  cash  contribution  still  forms  part 
of  the  partnership  assets,  the  liabilities 
due  by  the  firm  should  be  enforced  by 
suits  against  the  general  partners  only. 
Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Cahn,  103 
Md.  530,  62  Atl.  819. 

52.  Spalding  v.  Black,  22  Kan.  55; 
Brenes  v.  Hartman  &  Co.,  8  Porto  Bico 
360. 

53.  Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Cahn,  102  Md.  530,  62  Atl.  819. 

54.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

55.  Prince  v.  Lamb,  128  Cal.  120, 
60  Pae.  689;  Henkel  v.  Hey  man,  91  111. 
96. 

56.  Continental  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Strauss,  28  Jones  &  S.  151,  17  N.  Y. 
Supp.  188  (affirmed,  137  N.  Y.  148,  553, 
32  N.  E.  1066)  Sharp  v.  Hutchinson, 
100  N.  Y.  533,  3  N.  E.  500,  17  Jones  & 
S.  50;  Loomis  v.  Hoyt,  20  Jones  &  S. 
(N.  Y.)  287;  Stone  v.  De  Puga,  4 
Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  681;  Merchants'  & 
Traders  Bank  v.  Gardner,  31  Pa.  Super. 
143. 


57.  See  generally  the  titles  "An- 
swers;" "Denials;"  "Pleas;"  and 
titles  dealing  with  particular  kinds  of 
pleas. 

58.  Eawitzer  v.  Wyatt,  42  Fed.  287 
(answer  held  sufficient  to  withstand 
demurrer);  Loomis  v.  Hoyt,  20  Jones  & 
S.  (N.  Y.)  287;  Stone  v.  De  Puga,  4 
Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  681;  Williams  v.  Kil- 
patrick,  21  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  61. 

[a]  Where  plaintiffs  plead  an  un- 
successful attempt  by  defendants  to 
form  a  limited  partnership,  defend- 
ants' denial  must  cover  every  material 
allegation  showing  the  non-existence 
of  a  limited  partnership.  Siegel  Bros. 
V.   Wood,  3  Pa.  Dist.  463. 

59.  Conrow  v.  Gravenstine,  1  Sad. 
(Pa.)  480,  5  Atl.  43;  Bergner  &  Engel 
Brew.  Co.  v.  Cobb,  12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  460. 
But  see  Bausman  v.  Rogers,  2  W.  N.  C. 
(Pa.)  428,  an  affidavit  of  defense  stat- 
ing generally  that  the  law  regulating 
limited  partnerships  has  been  complied 
with,  is  sufficient. 

60.  See  the  title  "Replication  and 
Reply." 

[a]  Wl^ere  defendant  pleads  that 
he  is  a  special  partner  in  a  limited 
partnership  formed  in  the  statutory 
manner,  plaintiff  should  reply  alleging 
the  specific  violation  of  the  statute 
relied  on.  Williams  v.  Balpatrick,  21 
Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  61. 
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extent  of  his  interest  in  the  firm,"'  but  if  he  is  made  a  party  and  not  per- 
sonally served,  no  valid  personal  judgment  can  be  rendered  against 
him."^  Where  both  general  and  special  partners  are  sued  and  it 
appears  at  the  trial  that  only  the  former  are  liable,  judgment  may 
go  against  them  alone  as  though  they  were  the  only  defendants.^^ 

B.  Actions  by  or  Between  Special  and  Geneeal  Partners. 
The  statutory  rule  that  the  special  partner  cannot  maintain  an  action 
in  his  own  name,"*  does  not  apply  to  any  individual  wrongs  against 
him,  though  such  wrongs  arise  out  of  the  partnership  relation  5"^  thus, 
a  special  partner  may  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  against 
the  general  partners  under  the  same  circumstances,  and  for  the  same 
reasons,  that  one  general  partner  can  against  another."* 

V.  JOINT  ADVENTURES.  —  A.  Actions  or  Suits  Between 
Plarties  to."'  —  1.  Nature  of  Remedy.  —  One  party  to  a  joint  ad- 
venture may  sue  the  other  at  law  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,"^  or 
a  share  of  the  profits,""  or  for  a  contribution  for  advances  made  in 


61.  In  re  Dunn,  115  La.  10S4,  40  So. 
466;  Artisans'  Bank  v.  Treadwell,  34 
Barb.   (l^'.  Y.)   553. 

[a]  A  judgment  against  an  im- 
properly joined  special  partner,  may 
on  proper  showing  be  opened  to 
such  special  partner  to  make  his  de- 
fense. Street  Ry.  Pub.  Co.  v.  Conner, 
29  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  241;  Hunt  v.  Jov,  Haz- 
elton  &  Co.,  1  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  219. 

[b]  The  entire  partnership  prop- 
erty may  be  taken  in  satisi^action  of 
judgment  against  the  general  partners. 
Phillips  V.  Stewart,  Anth.  N.  P.  2d  Ed. 
(N.  Y.)  337. 

[e]  Where  a  special  partner  has  be- 
come liable  as  a  general  partner  a 
judgment  against  the  other  partners 
does  not  merge  or  bar  his  individual 
liability.  McArthur  v.  Chase,  13 
Gratt.   (54  Va.)   683. 

62.  Burt  &  Co.  v.  Laplace,  114  La. 
489,  38  So.  429. 

63.  Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Cahn,  102  Md.  530,  62  Atl.  819  (stat- 
ute); Lawrence  v.  Merrifield,  10  Jones 
&  S.   (N.  Y.)   36. 

[a]  Costs.  —  The  special  partner  is 
entitled  to  his  costs  in  such  event. 
Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  V.  Cahn,  102 
Md.   530,   62   Atl.   819. 

64.  See  supra,  IV,  A,  1. 

65.  Spalding  v.  Black,  22  Kan.  55. 

66.  Kan. — Spalding  .v.  Black,  22 
Kan.  55.  La. — In  re  Dunn,,  115  La. 
1084,  40  So.  466  (accounting  and  dis- 
solution); Latting  V.  Fassman,  Bryant 
&  Co.,  29  La.  Ann.  280.  N.  Y.— Con- 
tinental Nat.  Bank  v.  Strauss,  28  Jones 
&  S.  l.'Sl,  17  N.  Y.  SuT)p.  188,  4.'!  N.  Y. 
St.  68  (accounting  and  appointment  of 
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receiver);  Walkenshaw  v.  Per^el,  4 
Bob.  426,  32  How.  Pr.  233  (action  for 
money  lent  to  the  partnership) ;  Hogg 
V.  Ellis,  8  How.  Pr.  473,  accounting. 
Pa. — Smith  v.  Ervin,  168  Pa.  271,  31 
Atl.  1067  (account) ;  McGteorge  v. 
Chemical  Mfg.  Co.,  141  Pa.  575,  21  Atl. 
671,  action  for  debt. 

As  to  actions  between  partners  gen- 
erally, see  supra,  I,  A. 

[a]  Insolvency  of  Firm.  —  Where 
the  statutes  relating  to  limited  part- 
nerships generally  provide  that  in 
case  of  the  insolvency  or  bankruptcy 
of  the  partnership,  a  special  partner 
cannot  be  allowed  to  claim  as  a  cred- 
itor,_  until  the  claims  of  all  the  other 
creditors  are  satisfied,  a  special  part- 
ner cannot  under  such  circumstances 
maintain  an  action  against  the  general 
partners  for  advances  made  to  the  iirm' 
over  and  above  the  amount  of  his  con- 
tribution. Ward  V.  Newell,  42  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  482,  28  How.  Pr.  102. 

67.  As  to  suits  by  or  between  part- 
ners generally,  see  supra,  I,  A. 

68.  Ala. — Saunders  v.  McDonough, 
191  Ala.  119,  67  So.  591.  Colo.— Beck- 
with  V.  Talbot,  2  Colo.  639.  Ga. 
Sloan  V.  Haley,  18  Ga.  App.  631,  90  S. 
E.  74.  Nev.— Lind  v.  Webber,  36  Nev. 
623,  134  Pac.  461,  135  Pac.  139,  141 
Pac.  458,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  1202,  50 
L.  E.^A.  (N.  S.)  1046;  Botsford  v.  Van 
Riper,  33  Nev.  156,  110  Pac.  705.  N".  Y, 
Taylor  v.  Bradley,  39  N.  Y.  129,  4  Abb. 
Dec.  363,  100  Am.  Dec.  415.  Pa. 
Waring  v.  Cram,  1  Pars.  Eq.  Cas.  516. 

69.  U.  S.— Noyes  v.  Barnard,  63 
Fed.  782,  11  C.  C.  A.  424;  Mann  v. 
Kelly,    5    Fed.    584,    2    McCrary    628; 
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excess  of  his  share.'"  An  action  of  account  stated/^  or  assumpsit,'^ 
may  be  maintained  by  one  party  to  a  joint  adventure  against  his 
associates  where  a  balance  has  been  agreed  upon  between  them.  Equity 
will  where  necessary  order  an  accounting  between  the  parties.'* 

2.  Parties.  —  In  an  action  by  one  of  three  joint  adventurers  to 
recover  from  one  associate  a  proportionate  share  of  losses  borne  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  other  associate  need  not  be  made  a  party.'* 

3.  Pleading.  —  The  bill  for  accounting  of  the  transactions  of  a 
joint  adventure  must  state  facts  showing  a  cause  of  action  in  the 


Hourquebie  v  Girard,  2  Wash.  C.  C. 
212,  12  Fed.  Gas.  No.  6,732.  Ala. 
Saunders  v.  MeDonough,  191  Ala.  119, 
67  So.  591.  HI. — Southworth  v.  Peo- 
ple, 183  111.  621,  56  N.  E.  407;  Gott- 
schalk  V.  Smith,  156  111.  377,  40  N.  E. 
937;  Hurley  v.  Walton,  63  111.  260; 
Barton  v.  Coulson,  196  111.  App.  212. 
Nev.— Lind  v.  Webber,  36  Nev.  623, 
134  Pac.  461,  135  Pae.  139,  141  Pac. 
458,  Ann.  Gas.  1916  A,  1202,  50  L.  E. 

A.  (N.  S.)  1046;  Botsford  v.  Van  Riper, 
33  Nev.  156,  110  Pae.  705.  N.  Y.— Fel- 
bel  V.  Kahn,  29  App.  Div.  270,  51  N.  Y. 
Supp.  435.  N.  0. — Ledford  v.  Emer- 
son, 140  N.  G.  288,  52  S.  B.  641,  4  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  130,  6  Ann.  Gas.  107.  Pa. 
Wright  V.  Cumpsty,  41  Pa.  102;  'Gal- 
breath  V  Moore,  2  Watts  86;  Gleve- 
land  V.  Farrar,  4  Brewst.  27.  W.  Va. 
Annon  v.  Brown,  65  W.  Va.  34,  63  S. 

B.  691. 

Action  between  partners  on  single 
transaction,  see  supra,  I,  A,  3  and  4. 

70.  Ala. — Saunders  v.  MeDonough, 
191  Ala.  119,  67  So.  591.  Cal.— Hum- 
burg  V.  Lotz,  4  Cal.  App.  438,  88  Pac. 
510.  Ind.— Brown  v.  Budd,  2  Ind.  442. 
Mass. — Williams  v.  HenBhaw,  11  Pick. 
79,  22  Am.  Dee.  366.  Mo. — Seehorn 
V.  Hall,  130  Mo.  257,  32  S.  W.  643,  51 
Am.  St.  Eep.  562.  Ner. — Lind  v. 
Webber,  36  Nev.  623,  134  Pac. 
461,  135  Pac.  139,  141  Pac.  458, 
Ann.  Gas.  1916A,  1202,  50  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1046;  Botsford  v.  Van  Eiper, 
33  Nev.  156,  110  Pae.  705.  N.  Y. 
Kimball  v.  Williams,  51  App.  Div.  616, 
65  N.  Y.  Supp  69;  Burleigh  v.  Bevin, 
22  Misc.  38,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  120;  Pel- 
tier V.  Sewall,  12  Wend.  386.  Pa. 
Wright  V.  Gumpsty,  41  Pa.  102;  Brady 
V.  Colhonn,  1  Pen.  &  W.  140.  K.  I. 
Fry  V.  Potter,  12  E.  I.  542.  Tex.— Gar- 
rison V,  Bowman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  183 
8.  W.  70.  Wash. — Peterson  v.  Nich- 
ols, 90  Wash.  398,  156  Pac.  406.  W.  Va. 
Kaufman  v.  Catzen,  94  S.  E.  388.  Wis. 


Jones  V.  Kinney,  146   Wis.  130,  131  N. 
W.  339,  Ann.  Gas.  1912  G,  200. 

71.  MaePherson  v.  Harding,  40  App. 
Cas.   (D.  C.)  404. 

72.  Cleveland  v.  Farrar,  4  Brewst. 
(Pa.)  27. 

73.  U.  S. — ^Bernitt  v.  Smith-Powers 
Logging  Co.,  213  Fed.  378;  Hourque- 
bie V.  Girard,  2  Wash.  C.  G.  212,  12  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  6,732,  if  joint  adventure  trans- 
action is  not  closed,  accounting  is  the 
proper  remedy.  Ala. — Saunders  v.  Me- 
Donough, 191  Ala.  119,  67  So.  591.  Cal. 
Bedolla  v.  Williams,  15  Gal.  App.  738, 
115  Pac.  747.  111.— Edwards  v.  Hud- 
son, 165  111.  App.  521.  Kan.— Painter 
V.  Hines,  86  K^n.  832,  122  Pac.  1036. 
Mich. — TurnbuU  v.  Monaghan,  94 
Mich.  87,  53  N.  W.  924;  Petrie  v.  Tor- 
rent, 88  Mich.  43,  49  N.  W.  1076; 
Cochrane  v.  Adams,  50  Mich.  16,  14  N. 
W.  681.  Nev.— Lind  v.  Webber,  36 
Nev.  623,  134  Pac.  461,  135  Pac.  139, 
141  Pac.  458,  Ann.  Cas.  1916  A,  1202, 
50  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1046;  Botsford  v. 
Van  Eiper,  33  Nev.  156,  110  Pac.  705. 
N.  J. — Vermeule  v.  Vermeule,  82  N.  J. 
Eq.  434,  89  Atl.  535;  Simmons  v.  Lima 
Oil  Co.,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  174,  63  Atl.  258; 
Warwick  v.  Stockton,  55  N.  J.  Eq.  61, 
36  Atl.  488;  Seudder  v.  Budd,  52  N.  J. 
Eq.  320,  26  Atl.  904;  Eoss  v.  Stevens, 
45  N.  J.  Eq.  231,  11  Atl.  114,  13  Atl. 
225,  19  Atl.  622.  N.  Y.— Marston  v. 
Gould,  69  N.  Y.  220;  Lobsitz  ;;.  Liss- 
berger  Co.,  168  App.  Div.  840,  154  N. 
Y.  Supp.  556;  Hill  v.  Curtis,  154  App. 
Div.  662,  139  N.  Y.  Supp.  428;  Bow- 
man V.  Furber,  152  App.  Div.  647,  137 
N.  Y.  Supp.  560;  Eice  v.  Peters,  128 
App.  Div.  776,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  40; 
Bradley  v.  Wolff,  40  Misc.  592,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  13.- 

As  to  accounting  between  partners 
see  supra,  I,  C. 

74.  Burleigh  v.  Bevin,  22  Mise.  38, 
48  N.  Y.  Supp.  120. 

[a]  Non-resident  Associate. — An- 
gell  V.  Lawton,  76  N.  Y.  540. 
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plaintiff.'^  Thus  a  bill  to  compel  an  aceountinfj  under  a  contract  by 
which  complainant  is  to  receive  a  portion  of  the  profits  of  the  ad- 
venture must  show  that  the  joint  venture  had  reached  determination 
and  profit  had  been  made,'"  or  that  the  venture  had  reached  a  point 
where  the  defendant  had  been  reimbursed  his  outlay,  so  that  a  profit 
was  being  currently  made,'''  or  that  defendant  was  misconducting  him- 
self with  respect- to  the  business.'* 

Set-off  or  Counterclaim.  —Any  claim  or  demand  arising  out  of  the 
transaction  of  the  joint  adventure  may  be  set  off  by  the  defendant 
against  the  demand  of  his  associate.'^ 

B.  Actions  by  or  Against  Third  Persons.*"  —  Usually  all  the 
joint  adventurers  must  join  in  an  action  against  a  third  person  for 
a  debt  due  the  joint  enterprise,*^  but  where  one  member  of  a  joint 
adventure  carries  on  the  business  in  his  name  and  is  dealt  with  as  the 
only  party  in  interest,  he  may  maintain  an  action,  without  joining 
his  associate,  for  a  breach  of  a  contract  arising  out  of  the  joint  ad- 
venture,*^ and  an  action  may  be  maintained  against  him  without  join- 
ing his  associates.** 


75.  Lobsitz  v.  Lissberger  Co.,  168 
App.  Div.  840,  154  N.  T.  Supp.  556; 
Jones  V.  McNally,  53  Miae.  59,  103  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1011;  Parker  v.  Turner,  8  ]S. 
T.  St.  500,  cause  of  action  stated. 

Simmons  v.  Lima  Oil  Co.,  71  N. 
174,  63  Atl.  258. 

Simmons  V.  Lima  Oil  Co.,  71  N. 
J.  Eq.  174,  63  Atl.  258. 
78.  Simmons  v.  Lima  Oil  Co.,  71  N. 
174,  63  Atl.  258. 
Parker  v.  Turner,  8  N.  T.  St. 
500;  Botsford  v.  Van  Eiper,  33  Nev. 
156,  110  Pac.  705. 

[a] '  An  amount  spent  in  further- 
ance of  the  transaction  may  be  coun- 
terclaimed  for  by  defendant  in  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  an  interest  in  the  pro- 


76. 

J.  Eq, 

77. 


J.  Eq. 
79. 


ceeds  of  the  adventure.  Botsford  v. 
Van  Riper,  33  Nev.  156,  ilO  Pac.  705. 
[b]  A  claim  of  the  defendant 
against  firms  of  which  plaintiff  is  a 
member  cannot  be  set  oS  in  a  suit  .for 
an  accounting  of  a  joint  adventure. 
Turner  v.  Weston,  61  Hun  624,  16  N. 
Y.  Supp.  772,  40  N.  Y.  St.  962. 

80.  As  to  partnership  actions  by 
or  against  third  persons  generally,  see 
supra,  II. 

81.  Bernitt  v.  Smith-Powers  Log- 
ging Co.,  184  Fed.  139. 

82.  Howe  V.  Savory,  49  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  403;  Kreisle  v.  Wilson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  148  S.  W.  1132. 

83.  Secor  v.  Law,  4  ABb.  D6c.  (N. 
Y.)  188,  3  Keyes  525. 


PART  PERFORMANCE.  —  See  FraAds,  Statute  of;  Specific  Perform- 
ance. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.  NATURE  AND  POEM  OP  ACTIONS,  111 

II.  PARTIES,  112 

III.  PLEADINGS,  112 

IV.  QUESTIONS-  POE  COURT  AND  JURY,  112 

CBOSS-BEFEBEKCES: 

Adjoining  Landowners. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

Scope  Note.  —  This  article  treats  only  of  suits  or  actions  relating 
to  party  walls. 

I.  NATURE  AND  PORM  OP  ACTIONS.  —  An  action  at  law,  such 
as  assumpsit,  is  a  proper  remedy  to  recover  the  proportionate  cost  of 
a  party  M'all,  built  under  a  party-wall  agreement.^  An  adjoining 
owner  may  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  the  use  of  the  party 
wall  until  the  price  is  paid.^  Injunction  may  be  resorted  to  when 
one  adjoining  owner  threatens  to  increase  the  height  of  a  party  wall 
or  make  other  alterations  which  will  cause  irreparable  injury  to  an 
adjoining  owner  ;^  but  equity  will  not  compel  the  removal  of  pro- 
jections from  a  party  wall  where  the  adjoining  owner  has  been  tardy 
in  asserting  his  rights.*    Mandatory  injunction  is  the  proper  remedy 


1.  Ark. — See  Eugg  v.  Lemly,  78 
Ark.  65,  Q'S  S.  W.  570,  115  Am.  St. 
Eep.  17,  8  Ann.  Cas.  291.  HI.— Evans 
V.  Howell,  211  111.  85,  71  N.  E.  854. 
I».— Swift  V.  Calnan,  102  Iowa  206, 
71  N.  W,  233,  63  Am.  St.  Kep.  443,  37 
L.  E.  A.  462.  Mass. — Walker  v.  Stet- 
son, 162  Mass.  86,  38  N.  E.  18,  44  Am. 
St.  Eep.  350;  Eiehardson  v.  Tobey,  121 
Mass.  457,  23  Am.  Eep.  283.  N.  Y. 
Eindge  v.  Baker,  57  N.  Y.  209,  15  Am. 
Eep.  475.  See  also  Brown  v.  McKee, 
57  N.  Y.  684. 

2.  Eoberts  v.  Bye,  30  Pa.  375,  72 
Am.  Dee.  710. 

[a]  But  equity  will  not  enjoin  the 
use  of  a  party  wall  aa  long  as  it  is  al- 


lowed to  project  over  defendant 's  land. 
Escondido  Bank  v.  Thomas  (Cal.),  41 
Pac.  462;  Guttenberger  v.  Woods,  51 
Cal.  523. 

3.  Ala. — Graves  v.  Smith,  87  Ala. 
450,  6  So.  308,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  60, 
5  L.  E.  A.  298.  Md. — Coggins  v.  Carey, 
106  Md.  204,  66  Atl.  673,  124  Am.  St. 
Eep.  468,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1191. 
Mo. — Harber  v.  Evans,  101  Mo.  661, 
14  S.  W.  750,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  646, 
10  L.  E.  A.  41.  Neb.— Calmelet  v. 
Sichl,  48  Neb.  505,  67  N,  W.  467,  58 
Am.  St.  Eep.  700. 

4.  Walsh  V.  Luburg,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
641,  proper  remedy  is  by  action  for 
damages. 
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to  compel  a  party  to  a  party-wall  agreement  to  construct  a  solid  wall, 
as  required  by  the  contracl,  where  the  wall  constructed  has  numerous 
openings  and  necessarily  depreciates  the  value  of  the  other's  property.* 
Ejectment  will  lie  by  an  adjoining  owner  for  the  encroachment  of  a 
party  wall  on  his  lot."  Case  is  the  proper  action  to  recover  for 
negligent  construction  of  a  party  wall  causing  damage  to  adjoining 
land.^ 

II.  PARTIES  to  suits  or  actions  relating  to  party  walls  are  gov- 
erned, in  the  main,  by  the  general  rules  governing  parties.* 

III.  PLEADINGS  in  suits  or  actions  relating  to  party  walls  are 
governed,  in  the  main,  bv  the  general  rules.* 

IV.  QUESTIONS  FOR  COURT  AND  JURY.  —  The  general  rule 
obtains  in  actions  relating  to  party  walls  that  questions  of  fact  upon 
which  the  evidence  is  conflicting  are  for  the  jury  to  determine.^" 


5.  Ill.-^Springer  v.  Darlington,  207 
111.  238,  69  N.  E.  946.  Md.— Coggins 
V.  Carey,  106  Md.  204,  66  Atl.  673, 
124  Am.  St.  Eep.  468,  10  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1191.  N.  Y.— Cutting  v.  Stokes, 
72  Hun  376,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  365,  55 
N.  Y.  St.  184. 

See,  however,  Eeynolds  v.  Union  Sav. 
Bank,  155  Iowa  519,  136  N.  W.  529,  49 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  194,  holding  that 
equity  will  merely  require  that  if  at 
any  time  the  adjoining  owner  desires 
to  utilize  the  wall  for  building  pur- 
poses, the  other  owner  shall  close  all 
apertures  therein  at  his  own  expense. 

As  to  injunctions  generally,  see  the 
title  ' '  Injunctions. ' ' 

6.  Cautley  v.  Morgan,  51  W.  Va. 
304,  41  S.  E.  201. 

Action  of  ejectment  generally,  see 
the   title    "Ejectment." 

7.  Moody  V.  McClelland,  39  Ala. 
45,  84  Am.  Dec.  770. 

8.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties," and  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Where  the  party  erecting  the 
Wall  is  dead,  his  administrator  may 
bring  an  action  to  recover  one-half 
the  expense  of  erection  due  from  the 
adjoining  owner.  Burlock  v.  Peck,  2 
Duer  (N.  Y.)  90. 

[b]  In  an  action  between  joint- 
owners  of  a  party  wall  to  compel  the 
removal  of  an  addition  to  the  wall, 
mortgagees  of  the  defendant's  lot  are 
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necessary  parties  to  the  suit.     Everett 
V.  Edwards  (Mass.),  22  N.  E.  52. 

9.  See  generally  the  titles  "An- 
swers;" "Bills  and  Answers;"  "Dec- 
laration and  Complaint,"  etc. 

[a]  A  bill  in  equity  to  enforce 
contribution  is  defective  when  there 
is  no  allegation  of  any  agreement  for 
such  contribution.  McCord  v.  Herriek, 
18  111.  App.  423. 

[b]  In  a  complaint  for  infringe- 
ment of  the  right  to  support  of  a  par- 
ty wall,  allegations  of  negligence  in 
making  the  excavations  which  affect- 
ed plaintiff's  wall  are  unnecessary, 
and  do  not  change  the  nature  of  the 
action.  Cartwright  v.  Adair,  27  Ind. 
App.  293,  61  N.  E.  240. 

.  10.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
and  Jury." 

[a]  Thus  (1)  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover one-half  the  cost  of  a  party-wall 
under  an  agreement  for  its  erection, 
the  question  whether  the  wall  is  capa- 
ble of  similar  use  by  both  parties  is 
one  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Hammann 
V.  Jordan,  129  N.  Y.  61,  29  N.  E.  294. 
So  (2)  the  question,  whether  a  wall 
was  fairly  built,  half  and  half,  or 
unfairly  built  and  intentionally  eln- 
croaching  on  the  defendant's  premises, 
is  one  for  the  jury.  Beading  v.  Bar- 
nard, 1  Moody  &  M.  71,  22  B.  C.  L. 
475, 
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(I.)     Necessity  for,  118 
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e.    Alleging  Contract,  120 

4.  Plea  or  Anstver,  120 

5.  Issues,  Proof  and  Variance,  121 

6.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  121 

7.  Costs,  122 

B.  Particular  Actions,  122 

1.  Actions  Ex  Contractu,  122 

a.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue,  122 

b.  Parties,  122 

c.  Declaration  or  Complaint,  123 

d.  Answer  or  Plea,  123 

e.  Issues,  Proof  and  Variance,  123 

2.  Actions  Ex  Delicto,  123 

a.    Actions  Arising  Out  of  Breach,  of   Contract  or 
Duty  To  Transport,  123 
(I.)     Generally,  123 

(A.)     For  Befusal  To  Carry,  123 

(B.)     Where  Passenger  Presents  Improper 

Ticket  or  Transfer,  124 
(C.)     Where  Passenger  Is  Given  Incorrect 
Information  as  to  Trams,  125 
(II.)     Jurisdiction  and  Verme,  126 
(III.)     Parties,  126 
(IV.)     Declaration  or  Complaint,  126 
(A.)     Generally,  126 
(B.)     For  Befusal  of  Carriage,  126 
(C.)     For  Failure  To  Give  Passenger  Time 
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(D.)     For   Setting  Passenger    Down    ai 

Wrong  Destination,  127 
(E,)     For  Negligent    Giving    of    Wrong 

Tickets  or  Information,  128 
(F.)     For  Denial  of  Accommodations,  128 
(V.)     Demurrer  and  Answer,  128 
(VI.)     Variance,  128 
(VII.)     Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  128 
b.    Actions  for  Personal  Injuries,  129 
(I.)     Form  of  Action,  129 
(II.)     Conditions  Precedent,  129 
(III.)     Jurisdiction  and  Venue,  130 
(A.)     Generally,  130 
(B.)     Change  of  Venue,  130 
(IV.)     Parties,  131 
^    iy.)     Declaration  or  Complaint,  132 

(A.)     Matters     Relating     to     Complaints 
Generally,  132 
(1.)     Generally,  132 
(2.)     Alleging  Relation  of  Carrier 

and  Passenger,  132 
(3.)     Alleging  Duties  of  Carrier,  133 
^   (4.)     Alleging  Negligence,  133 

(5.)     Allegations   as    to   Employes, 
'   ■  134 

(a.)     Generally,  134 
(b.)     Alleging  Acts  To  Be  in 
Scope  of  Employment, 
>  135 

'(6.)     Negativing  Contributory  Neg- 
ligence, 136 
(7.)     Injury  and  Damage,  136 
(8.)     Joinder  of  Actions    and  DU' 

plicity,  136 
(9.)     Amendment,  137 
[(B.)     Allegations  in  Particular  Cases,  137 
(1.)    Defective  Condition  of  Premises 
and  Insufficient  Accommoda- 
tions at  Stations,  137 
(2.)     Failure  To  Assist  Passengers 
To  Board  or  Alight  and  From 
Alighting  at  Unsafe   Places, 
137 
(3.)     Alighting      From      Crowded 

Cars,  139 
(4.)     Sudden  Starting,  Jerking,  or 
Lurching  of  Train  or  Car,  139 
(5.)     Alighting  From  Moving  Train 

or  Car,  141 
(6.)     Collision,  142 
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(7.)     Derailment,  143 

(8.)     Jostling  of  Passengers,  144 

(9.)     Failure    To    Properly    Heat 

Cars,  144 
(10.)     Jumping  From  Cars  on  Ap- 

pearance  of  Danger,  144 
(11.)     Assault  hy  Employes  and  Ser- 
vants, 144 
(12.)     Assault  and  Disorderly  Con- 
duct  of  Fellow   Passengers, 
145 
(13.)     Injuries  hy  Elevators,  14'5 
(VI.)     Answer  or  Plea,  146 
(VII.)     Issues,  146  , 

(VIII.)     Variance  and  Proof,  147 
(IX.)     Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  149 
(A.)     Generally,  149 
(B.)     Negligence,  149 
(C.)     Contributory  Negligence,  150 
(1.)     In  General,  150 
(2.)     In    Boarding     or    Alighting 

From  Moving  Car,  J.50 
(3.)     In    Exposing    Body    Beyond 
Side  of  Car,  152 
Actions  for  Ejection  of   Passengers    and   Tres- 
passers, 153 
(I.)     Form  of  Action,  153 
(II.)     Venue,  154 
(III.)     Parties,  154 
(IV.)     Declaration  or  Complaint,  154 
(A.)     In  General,  154 
(B.)     Particular  Allegations,  155 

(1.)     Plaintiff's   Bight    To   Be    on 
Train  or  Car,  155 
(a.)     In  General,  155 
(b.)     Tendering    Ticket    or 

Fare,  155 
(c.)     That  Train  Scheduled  To 
Stop  at  Plaintiff's  Des- 
tination, 156 
(d.)     Compliance    With   Rules 
and  Conditions  in  Tick- 
et, 156 
(2.)     Allegations  as  to  Ejection,  156 
(a.)     In  General,  156 
(b.)     Negligence  and  Contribu- 
tory Negligence,- 158 
(3.)     Allegations  of  Damage,  158 
(4.)    Joinder  of  Causes  of  Action, 
158 
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(5.)     Amendment,  158 
(V.)     Answer  or  Plea,  158 
(VI.)     BepUcation,  159 
(VII.)     Issues,  Proof  and  Variance,  159 
(VIII.)     Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  160 

3.  Actions  Relating  to  Transportation  in  Sleeping  Cars, 

161 

4.  Actions  for  Damage,  Loss  or  Delay  of  Baggage  and 

Personal  Effects,  162 

a.  Form  and  Bight  of  Action,  162 
(I.)     In  General,  162 

(II.)     As  Affected  by  Character  and  Ownership 
of  Baggage,  162 

b.  Venue,  163 
<5.    Parties,  164 

d.  Pleadings,  164 

(I.)     Declaration  and  Complaint,  164 
(II.)     Answer  or  Plea,  165 
(III.)     BepUcation,  166 

e.  Variance,  166 

f.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  166 

5.  Suits  or  Actions  Belatinig  to  Excessive  Fares  and 

Befusal  To  Issue  Transfers,  168 

a.  Actions  for  Penalties,  168 

b.  Injunction,  169 

CSOSS-BEFEBENCES: 

Freight  Carriers;  Railroads; 

Injuries  to  Persons  and  Property;        Ships  and  Shipping; 

Negligence;  Street  Railroads. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  940,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  ACTIONS  BY  CARRIERS.  —  A.  For  Fares  and  Relating  to 
Nontransferable  Tickets.  —  A  passenger  carrier  may  bring  an  action 
on  contract  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  transportation  charges  of 
a  passenger.^  It  may  sue  in  equity  to  cancel  a  nontransferable  ticket 
sold  by  the  purchaser,^  or  at  law  for  breach  of  the  contract,  if  it  has 
been  used.^  Likewise  the  carrier  may  enjoin  a  ticket  broker  from 
dealing  in  special  nontransferable  tickets.* 


1.  Bush  V.  Cole,  128  Ark.  411,  194 
S.  W.  24;  New  York  &  N.  B.  E.  Co.  v. 
Feely,  163  Mass.  205,  40  N.  E.  20. 

2.  Schubaeh  v.  McDonald,  179  Mo. 
163,  191,  78  S.  W.  1020,  101  Am.  St. 
Eep.  452,  65  L.  E.  A.  136. 

3.  Schubaeh  v.  McDonald,  179  Mo. 
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163,  193,  78  S.  W.  1020,  101  Am.  SI. 
Rep.  452,  65  L.  E.  A.  136. 

4.  See  the  following:  TJ,  S. — Bit- 
terman  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  207 
U.  S.  205,  28  Sup.  Ct.  91,  52  L.  ed.  171, 
12  Ann.  Gas.  693;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R. 
Co.  V.  MeCrary,  182  Fed.  401;   Penn- 
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B.  Enforcing  and  Obtaining  Relief  From  Rates  Fixed  by  Legis- 
lative Power. —  The  maimer  of  enforcing  and  of  obtaining  relief 
from  passenger  rates  fixed  by  legislative  power  is  treated  in  a  subse- 
quent title.* 

II.  ACTIONS  AGAINST  CARRIERS.  — A.  Matters  Relating 
to  Actions  Generally.  —  1.  Form  of  Action.  —  Generally  a  pas- 
senger has  an  election  to  sue  a  carrier  either  in  tort  or  contract  for 
breach  of  a  contract  of  transportation,  or  the  duties  implied  there- 
from.'   If  a  passenger  is  injured  by  the  concurring  negligence  of  the 


sylvania  Co.  v.  Bay,  150  Fed.  770. 
Oolo. — Kirby  v.  TJnion  Pac.  E.  Co.,  51 
Colo.  509,  119  Pae.  1042,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913B,  461.  Mo.— Schubach  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 179  Mo.  163,  192,  78  S.  W. 
1020,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  452,  65  L.  E. 
A.  136.  N.  Y.— Long  Island  E.  Co.  v. 
Laniee,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  138.  Com- 
pare New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eeeves,  41  Misc.  490,  85  N.  Y.  Supp. 
28.  OUo. — Kinner  v.  Lake  Shore  & 
M.  S.  Ey.  Co.,  69  Ohio  St.  339,  69  N. 
E.  614.  Tex. — Lytl©  v.  Galveston,  H. 
&  S.  A.  E.  Co.,  100  Tex.  292,  99  S.  W. 
.396,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  437  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  100  S.  W.  199. 

[a]  Injunction  Against  Illegal 
Dealings  in  Tickets  Which  May  Be 
Issued  in  the  Future.  —  Bitterman  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  207  U.  S.  205,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  91,  52  L.  ed.  171,  12  Ann.  Cas. 
693.  See  Lytle  v.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A. 
E.  Co.,  100  Tex.  292,  99  S.  W.  396,  10  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  437  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
100  S.  W.  199. 

[b]  Action  Is  Transitory.  —  Kirby 
V.  TJnion  Pac.  E.  Co.,  51  Colo.  509,  119 
Pac.  1042,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  461. 

[e]  How  jurisdictional  amount  of 
the  suit  is  determined,  see  Bitterman 
V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  207  U.  S. 
205,  225,  28  Sup.  Ct.  91,  52  L.  ed.  171, 
12  Ann.  Cas.  693,  (afflrmmg  144  Fed. 
34,  75  C.  C.  A.  192);  Delaware,  L.  & 
W.  E.  Co.  V.  Frank,  110  Fed.  689. 

[d]  Several  ticket  brokers  or 
scibpers  may  be  joined  as  parties  de- 
fendant. Bitterman  «.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.,  207  U.  S.  205,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
91,  52  L.  ed.  171,  12  Ann.  Cas.  693; 
Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Bay,  150  Fed.  770. 
But  see  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  Eeeves,  41  Misc.  490^  85  N.  Y. 
Supp.  28. 

5.  See  the  title  "Public  Serrice 
Corporations." 

As  to  criminal  prosecutions  for 
fraudulently  obtaining  illegal  rate,  see 
14  Standard  Peoc.  279. 


6.  See  the  following:  Ky. — Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Storms,  15  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  333,  where  .passenger  is  not  car- 
ried or  payment  of  fare  a  second  time 
is  compelled.  Miss. — Alabama  &  V.  E. 
Co.  V.  Hanes,  69  Miss.  160,  13  So.  246; 
New  Orleans,  J.  &  G.  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Hurst, 
36  Miss.  660,  74  Am.  Dee.  785,  where 
carrier  failed  to  stop  at  station.  S.  C. 
Cave  V.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ey.,  94  S.  C. 
282,  77  S.  E.  1017,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A, 
1065,  L.  E.  A.  1915B,  915  (where 
carrier  failed  to  provide  seat);  Pickens 
V.  South  Carolina  &  G.  E.  Co.,  54  S.  C. 
498,  32  S.  E.  567.  W.  Va..— Jenkins  v. 
Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.,  61  W.  Va.  597, 
57  S.  E.  48,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1166. 

[a]  Failure  to  stop  a  train  at 
plaintiff's  destination  as  agreed.  Ev- 
ansville  &  T.  H.  E.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  20 
Ind.  App.  5,  50  N.  E.  90;  Evansville  & 
E.  E.  Co.  V.  Kyte,  6  Ind.  App.  52,  32 
N.  E.  1134;  Owens  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E. 
Co.,  147  N.  C.  357,  61  S.  B.  198. 

[b]  Postal  clerks  cannot  (1)  base 
their  right  to  recovery  upon  the  con- 
tract between  the  railroad  company 
and  the  government  (Southern  E.  Co. 
V.  Harrington,  166  Ala.  630,  52  So.  57, 
139  Am.  St.  Eep.  59),  although  (2) 
they  may  sue  in  court  for  breach  of 
duty  owing  from  a  carrier  to  its  pas- 
sengers. Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Harring- 
ton, 166  Ala.  630,  52  So.  57,  139  Am. 
St.  Eep.  59;  Lindsey  v.  Pennsylvania 
E.  Co.,  26  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  503,  3  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  218:  Chesapeake  &  O. 
E.  Co.  V.  Patton,  23  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
113,  121. 

As  to  actions  ex  contractu,  see  infra, 
n,  B,  1. 

As  to  actions  for  injuries^  see  infra, 
II,  B,  2,  b,  (I). 

As  to  actions  arising  out  of  breach 
of  contract  of  transportation,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  2,  a,   (I). 

As  to  actions  for  wrongful  ejec- 
tion;  see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  c,  (I). 
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carrier  and  another,  he  may  bring  an  action  in  tort  against '  either 
or  both/  or  an  action  based  on  the  contract  against  his  carrier.* 
Whether  an  action  is  ex  contractu  or  ex  delicto  must  be  determined  by 
the  pleadings,^  considering,  under  the  reformed  procedure,  the  sub- 
stance of  the  whole  statement  of  the  cause  of  action,  rather  than  the 
mere  formal  language  in  which  it  is  expressed.^"  The  inclination  of 
the  courts  is  toward  treating  actions  against  carriers  as  sounding  in 
tort."  ' 

2.  Process.  —  Carriers  must  be  served  with  process  in  accordance 
with  the  general  rules  relating  thereto.^^ 

3.  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  a.  Alleging  Corporate  Capacity 
of  Defendant}^  —  If  the  carrier  of  passengers  is  a  corporation,  the 
complaint  should  set  out  its  corporate  capacity.^* 

b.  Showing  Relation  of  Carrier  and  Passenger.  — (I.)  Necessity  for.is 
In  tort  actions  against  carriers  of  passengers,  based  upon  the  rela- 
tionship of  carrier  and  passenger,  the  complaint  or  declaration  must 
show  the  existence  of  such  relationship.^" 

<II.)   Manner  of —  Ultimate   facts^'   showing  the   existence   of  such 


As  to  actions  relating  to  baggage, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  4. 

As  to  actidns  for  penalties,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  2,  a,   (I). 

7.  See  infra,  II,  B,  2. 

8.  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Shacklet,  105  111.  364,  379,  44  Am.  Eep. 
791,  he  cannot  sue  the  other  person  or 
carrier  ex  contractu. 

9.  Union  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Shook,  3 
Kan.  App.  710,  44  Pac.  685. 

10.  Ark. — ^Fordyce  -i;.  Nix,  58  Ark. 
136,  23  S.  W.  967.  Ky.— McMurtry  ». 
Kentucky  Cent.  E.  Co.,  84  Ky.  462,  1 
S.  W.  815.  Miss. — New  Orleans,  J.  & 
G.  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Hurst,  36  Miss.  660, 
665,  74  Am.  Dec.  785.  Tex. — Galves- 
ton, H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Eoemer,  1 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  191,  20  S.  W.  843. 

See  4  Standard  Pboc.  625 ;  10  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  222. 

[a]  Allegation  that  plaintiff  pur- 
chased a  ticket  is  Insufficient  to  show 
that  action  is  upon  contract.  Fremont 
E.  &  M.  V.  E.  Co.  V.  Hagblad,  72  Neb. 
773,  101  N.  W.  1033,  106  N.  W.  1041, 
4  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   254. 

11.  See  the  following:  Ind. — Pitts- 
burgh, C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Higgs, 
165  Ind.  694,  76  N.  E.  299,  4  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1081.  Miss.— New  Orleans,  J. 
&  G.  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Hurst,  36  Miss.  660, 
665,  74  Am.  Dee.  785.  Wis.— Brown 
V.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  Ey.  Ci).,  54 
Wis.  342,  11  N.  W.  356,  911,  41  Am. 
Eep.  41;  Walsh  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.   Ey.   Co.,  42    Wis.   23,  24  Am.  Eep. 
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376,  holding  action  to  be  on  special 
contract. 

12.  See  generally  the  title  "Pro- 
cess." 

Persons  on  whom  service  must  be 
made,  see  5  Stand.\rd  Peoc.  624. 

13.  Generally,  see  5  Standaed  Peoc. 
652. 

14.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  81  Tex.  479,  17  S.  W.  133. 

15.  Presumptions  as  to  relationship, 
see  2  Ency.  op  Ev.  904. 

16.  Brown  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
Ey.  Co.,  54  Wis.  342,  11  N.  W.  356, 
911,  41  Am.  Eep.  41. 

In  personal  injury  cases,  see  infra. 

II,  B,  2  b,  (V),  (A),  (2). 

In  ejection  cases,  see  infra,  II,  B. 
2,  c,  (IV),  (B).  '     '      .      . 

17.  See  the  following.  Ala. — ^Bir- 
mingham Ey.  &  E.  Co.  V.  Mason,  137 
Ala.  342,  34  So.  207.  Fla.— Barnwell 
V.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ey.,  74  So.  497.  111. 
Chicago  Union  T.   Co.  v.  O'Brien,  117 

III.  App.  183.  Mo.— Nolan  v.  Metro- 
politan S.  E.  Co.,  250  Mo.  602,  614, 
157  S.  W.  637.  Wash.— Boyle  v.  Great 
Northern  Ey.  Co.,  13  Wash.  383,  43 
Pac.  344.  ' 

[a]  Sufiicient  Averments.  —  (  1  ) 
That  plaintiff  was  rightfully  on  de- 
fendant's premises  at  or  near  a  sta- 
tion where  he  had  gone  for  the  pur- 
pose of  entraining  (Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Glascow,  179  Ala,  251,  60  So. 
103);  (2)  that  plaintiff  took  passage 
upon  a  car  in  one  of  the  defendant's 
trains  and  was  admitted  in  one  of  de- 
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relationship,  and  showing  either  an  express  contract  of  carriage,^*  or 
circumstances  from  which  such  a  contract  may  be  implied  in  law,^* 
must  be  alleged;  an  allegation  that  a  person  is  a  passenger  is  a  mere 
conclusion -of  law,^"  as  is  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully 
in  a  certain  car.^^  The  plaintiff  need  not  allege  the  purchase  of  a 
ticket  or  payment  of  fare,^^  or  show  whether  he  has  a  ticket,^'  al- 
though he  may  and  often  does  do  so.^*  The  relationship  of  carrier 
and  passenger  may  be  shown  without  setting  up  definitely  the  termini 
of  the  journey.^"  A  person  boarding  a  car  must  allege  an  attempt 
to  do  so  at  a  proper  time  and  place,"'  or  show  that  he  was  invited,  in 


fendant's  said  cars  to  bet  carried  from 
the  point  of  entry  to  the  point  of  des- 
tination.  Ohio  &  M.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Crou- 
cher,  132  Ind.  275,  31  N.  E.  941;  Indi- 
ana Union  Tract.  Co.  v.  McKinney,  39 
Ind.  App.  86,  78  N.  E.  203.  To  same 
efEeet,  see:  Ala. — ^Birmingham  Ry.  & 
Elee.  Co.  v.  Mason,  137  Ala.  342,  34  So. 
207.  la. — Warfield  v.  Hepburn,  62 
Ela.  409,  57  So.  618.  Dl.— Walsh  v. 
Cullen,  235  111.  91,  85  N.  E.  223,  18  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  911;  Steiskal  v.  Marshall 
Field  &  Co.,  142  111.  App.  154,  passen- 
ger on  elevator.  But  (3)  an  averment 
that  the  plaintiff  "was  on"  the  de- 
fendant's street  ear  does  not  show  a 
relation  of  carrier  and  passenger. 
Breese  v.  Trenton  Horse  E.  Co.,  52  N. 
J.  L.  250,  19  Atl.  204. 

[b]  Alleging  undertaking  to  carry 
for  hire  is  sufficient.  Eoberts  v.  John- 
son, 58  N.  Y.  613. 

[e]  That  the  plaintiff  boarded  the 
defendant's  car  (1)  with  the  Inten- 
tion of  becoming  a  passenger  is  not 
equivalent  to  an  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  did  become  a  passenger.  Earn- 
ing V.  Metropolitan  St.  Ey.  Co.,  157 
Mo.  477j  505,  57  S.  W.  268.  (2)  But  it 
is  sufficient  on  appeal.  Nolan  v.  Met- 
ropolitan S.  E.  Co.,  250  Mo.  602,  614, 
157  S.  W.  637. 

[d]  If  a  passenger  is  on  a  car  by 
invitation,  he  must  show  that  the  per- 
son inviting  him  to  board  the  car  was 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment. Thompson  v.  Nashville,  C. 
&  St.  L.  Ey.,  160  Ala.  590,  49  So.  340. 
See  Lammert  v.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  9 
111.   App.   388. 

[e]  One  riding  on  a  pass  need  not 
allege  that  he  is  a  person  entitled  to  a 
pass.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Daw- 
son, 11  Ala.  App.  621,  66  So.  905. 

18.  North  Birmingham  ■  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Liddicoat,  99  Ala.  545,  13  So.  18. 

19.  North  Birmingham  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Liddicoat,  99  Ala.  545,  13  So.  18;  Ev- 
ansville  &  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Duncan,  28  Ind. 


441,  92  Am.  Dec.  322,  nature  of  con- 
tract need  not  be  .averred. 

20.  See  5  Standard  Peoc.  219. 

[a]  But  an  allegation  that  one 
ejected  is  a  passenger  sufficiently  nega- 
tives any  suggestion  that  he  is  a  tres- 
passer and  is  sufficient.  Ark. — St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Coy,  113  Ark. 
265,  168  S.  W.  1106.  Fla.— Seaboard 
Air  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Scarborough,  52  Fla. 
425,  42  So.  706.  Ga.— Macon,  D.  & 
S.  E.  Co.  V.  Moore,  125  Ga.  810,  54  S. 
E.  700. 

21.  See  5  Standard  Peoc.  219. 

22.  U.  S.— Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Lee,  92  Fed.  318,  34  C.  C.  A. 
365.  lU.— Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E. 
Co.  V.  Scott,  111  111.  App.  234.  Mo. 
Lemon  v.  Chanslor,  68  Mo.  340,  30  Am. 
Eep.  799. 

But  see  Powell  v.  East  Tennessee,  V. 
&  G.  E.  Co.  (Miss.),  8  So.  738,  where 
plaintiff  wag  passenger  on  a  freight 
train. 

23.  Seaboard  Air  Line  E.  Co.  v. 
Scarborough,  52  Fla.  425,  432,  42  So. 
706. 

24.  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Melton,  158 
Ala.  404,  47  So.  1008;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C. 
&  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Haislup,  39  Ind.  App. 
394,  79  N.  B.  1035. 

[a]  By,  special  objection,  he  may 
be  required  to  state  where  he  pur- 
chased his  ticket.  Eiley  v.  Wrights- 
ville  &  T.  E.  Co.,  133  Ga.  413,  65  8.  E. 
890,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  379,  18  Ann. 
Cas.  208  (wherein  plaintiSf  purchased 
a  ticket  over  several  connecting  roads), 
Charleston  &  W.  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Boyd,  5 
Ga.  App.  137,  62  S.  E.  714. 

25.  Wabesh  W.  Ey.  v.  Friedman, 
146  111.  583,  30  N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E. 
1111,  but  if  set  forth,  they  must  be 
truly  stated. 

Effect  of  variance  where  termini  set 
up,  see  infra,  II,  A,  5. 

26.  North  Birmingham  E.  Co.  D. 
Liddicoat,  99  Ala.  545,  13  So.  18. 
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the  legal  sense,  to  board  the  ear.^^ 

If  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  a  freight  train,  he  must  show  the 
authority,  express  or  implied,  of  the  employes  in  charge  thereof  to 
carry  passengers,^'  an  express  contract  to  be  carried  on  such  train,^' 
or  that  by  established  usage  or  by  rules  or  regulations,  passengers  are 
allowed  on  such  trains.'" 

That  the  defendant  is  a  common  carrier  need  not  be  alleged  if  the  de- 
fendant is  a  railroad  company.^^ 

c.  Alleging  Contract.  —  Where  the  action  against  a  carrier  of  pas- 
sengers is  based  on  contract,  the  contract  being  the  gravamen  of  the 
suit  must  be  alleged;'*  but  if  the  action  is  based  on  tort,  the  contract 
is  pleaded  merely  as  an  inducement  and  the  breach  of  duty  is  solely 
counted  on.'' 

4.  Plea  or  Answer.  —  The  general  rules  relating  to  pleas  and  an- 
swers obtain  in  actions  against  carriers  of  passengers.'* 


Allegations  In  "sudden  jerk"  cases, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  b,  (V),  (B),  (4). 

27.  North  Birmingham  R.  Co.  v. 
Liddieoat,  99  Ala.  545,  13  So.  18;  Hess 
V.  Public  Service  R.  Co.,  84'  N.  J.  L. 
329,  86  Atl.  951. 

[a]  Allegations  showing  an  im- 
plied invitation  to  board  a  car  by  re- 
ducing its  speed  and  stating  that  plain- 
tiff was  "in  the  act  of  getting  upon 
and  alighting  on  said  car  "shows  that 
plaintiff  is  a  passenger.  Chicago  Union 
T.  Co.  V.  O'Brien,  117  111.  App.  183. 
See  also  Citizens'  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Jolly, 
161  Ind.  80,  88,  67  N.  E.  935;  Hess  v. 
Public  Service  B.  Co.,  84  N.  J.  L.  329, 
86  Atl.  951 ;  Kennedy  v.  North  Jersey 
St.  B.  Co.,  72  N.  J.  L.  19,  60  Atl.  40. 

28.  Whitehead  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  By.  Co.,  22  Mo.  App.  60. 

29.  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Downing,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  643,  41 
S.  W.  190,  where  plaintiff  rode  by  vir- 
tue of  live  stock  contract. 

30.  Smith  v.  Louisville,  E.  &  St. 
L.  B.  Co.,  124  Ind.  394,  24  N.  E.  753. 

31.  U.  S.— Atlantic  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Laird,  58  Fed.  760,  7  C.  C.  A.  489.  Ala. 
Birmingham  By.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Ad- 
ams, 146  Ala.  267,  40  So.  385,  119  Am. 
St.  Bep.  27.  See  Birmingham  By.,  L. 
&  P.  Co.  V.  Selhorst,  165  Ala.  475,  51  So. 
568.  Oonn — Fuller  v.  Naugatuck  B. 
Co.,  21  Conn.  557. 

Judicial  notice  that  railway  com- 
pany is  a  common  carrier,  see  7  Ency. 
01'  Ev.  941. 

32.  See  infra,  II,  B,  1. 

Variance  between  contract  as  al- 
leged and  proved,  see  infra,  II,  A,  5. 

33.  Ga.— King  v.  Southern  R.  Co., 
128  Ga.  285,  57  S.  E.  507.     111.— Prink 
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V.  Potter,  17  111.  406.  Ind.— Pittsburgh, 
C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Higgs,  165 
Ind.  694,  76  N.  E.  299,  4  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1081.  Neb.— Fremont,  E.  &  M.  V. 
R.  Co.  V.  Hagblad,  72  Neb.  773,  101' 
N.  W.  1033,  106  N.  W.  1041,  4  L.  B. 
A.  (N.  S.)  254.  S.  C— Pickens  v. 
South  Carolina  B.  &  G.  B.  Co.,  54  S. 
C,  498,  502,  32  S.  E.  567;  Hammond 
V.  North  Eastern  R.  Co.,  6  S.  C.  130, 
24  Am.  Rep.  467. 

34.  See  infra  this  note,  and  the  ti- 
tles "Answers;"  "Denials;"  "Pleas." 

[a]  Defendant  must  plead  af&rma- 
tively  (1)  the  defense  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  forfeited  his  right  to  be  car- 
ried as  a  passenger.  Ohio  &  M.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Croucher,  132  Ind.  275,  31  N.  E.  . 
941;  Indiana  Union  Tract.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Kinney,  39  Ind.  App.  86,  78  N.  E.  203. 
(2)  And  if  he'  relies  on  rules  or  regu- 
lations he  must  in  general  specially 
plead  them  (Birmingham  R.,  L.  &  P. 
Co.  V.  Yielding,  155  Ala.  359,  46  So. 
747;  Birmingham  B.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
McDonough,  153  Ala.  122,  44  So.  960, 
127  Am.  St.  Bep.  18,  13  L.  R.  A.  [N. 
S.]  445;  Lane  v.  Choctaw,  O.  &  G.  R. 
E.  Co.,  19  Okla.  324,  91  Pac.  883),  (3) 
negativing  their  disuse  or  waiver 
(Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Bizzell,  131 
Ala.  429,  30  So.  777),  (4)  and  showing 
plaintiff's  knowledge  thereof.  Arm- 
strong V.  Montgomery  St.  By.  Co.,  123 
Ala.  233,  247,  26  So.  349;  Birmingham 
By.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Smith,  14  Ala.  App. 
264,  69  So.  910,  rule  as  to  place  and 
time  of  transfer  must  be  presented. 

[b]  Exception  Where  Rule  Is  Proved 
Under  Denial. — Logan  v.  Hannibal  & 
St.  J.  E.  Co.,  77  Mo.  663. 

Form  of  answer  that  defendant  is 
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5.  Issues,  Proof,  and  Variance.'"  —  While  it  has  been  held  that 
the  allegation  of  the  relationship  of  carrier  and  passenger  is  a  mate- 
rial allegation  which  must  be  proved  as  alleged,^'  it  has  also  been 
held  that  the  general  issue  does  not  put  in  issue  an  allegation  that 
the  plaintiff  is  a  passenger.^'  A  recovery  on  the  theory  that  plaintiff 
is  a  trespasser  cannot  be  had  under  an  allegation  that  he  is  a  passen- 
ger.'* A  variation  between  the  pleadings  and  proof  as  to  the  termini 
of  the  journey,'*  or  as  to  the  consideration  of  the  contract,*"  has  been 
held  fatal.  The  plaintiff  may  prove  the  disregard  of  rules  set  up  in 
the  answer  without  additional  pleading  on  his  part.*^ 

6.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.*^  —  The  construction  of  contracts 
of  transportation  is  a  matter  of  law  for  the  court,*'  as  i^  the  question 
of  what  facts  will  create  the  relation  of  carrier  and  passenger.** 
But  the  existence  of  the  relationship  of  carrier  and  passenger  is  a 
mixed  question  of  fact  and  law.**     Generally,  the  reasonableness  of 


not  a  common  canler,  see  9  Standard 
Peoc.  69. 

35.  As  to  variance,  see  generally 
the  title  "Variance  and  Failure  of 
Proof." 

36.  Birmingliam  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co. 
V.  McCurdy,  172  Ala.  488,  55  So.  616 
(althougli  there  is  no  suggestion  dur- 
ing the  trial  of  a  denial  of  the  fact) ; 
Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  c.  Saw- 
yer, 156  Ala.  199,  47  So.  67,  19  L. 
E.  A.   (N.  S.)   717. 

37.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v. 
Crosby,  53  Fla.  400,  434,  43  So.  318. 

38.  Fitzgibbon  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
E.   Co.,   108  Iowa  614,   79  N.    W.   477. 

[a]  Where  Gross  Negligence  Is 
Charged. — Way  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P. 
E.  Co.,  73  Iowa  468,  35  N.  W.  525. 

39.  Ala. — Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Lol- 
lar,  135  Ala.  375,  33  So.  32,  holding 
there  was  no  variance.  HI. — Wabash 
W.  Ey.  V.  Friedman,  146  111.  583,  590, 
30  N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E.  1111.  Mass. 
Harris  v.  Eayner,  8  Pick.   541. 

[a]  Where  different  names  for  same 
place  there  is  no  variance.  Illinois 
Cent.   E.   Co.  v.  Sutton,  53   HI.  397. 

40.  Harris  v.  Rayner,  8  Pick. 
(Mass.)   541. 

41.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v. 
Herring,  61  Tex.  Civ.  App.  543,  127 
S.  W.  1155,  130  S.  W.  1039. 

42.  See  generally  the  title  "Prov- 
ince of  Judge  and  Jury." 

43.  Simms  v.  Pullman  S.  Car  Co.,  22 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,869a.  See  generally 
11  Standard  Peoc.  1057. 

44.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Jennings,  190  111.  478,  60  N.  B.  818, 
54  L.  R.  A.  827;  O'Donnell  v.  Chicago 
ft  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  106  111.  App.  287. 


45.  U.  S. — Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co. 
V.  King,  99  Fed.  251,  40  C.  C.  A. 
432,  49  L.  E.  A.  102.  Ala.— Widener 
V.  Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co.,  194  Ala.  115, 
69  So.  558;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Glascow,  179  Ala.  251,  60  So.  103. 
Ark.— -St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Coy, 
113  Ark.  265,  168  S.  W.  1106.  111. 
Chicago  U,  T.  Co.  v.  Rosenthal,  217 
111.  458,  75  N.  E.  578;  Chicago  T.  T. 
E.  Co.  V.  Gruss,  200  III.  195,  65  N.  E. 
693.  Ind.— Citizens'  St.  E.  Co,  v.  Jolly, 
161  Ind.  80,  67  N.  E.  935.  Mass. 
Hogner  v.  Boston  Elevated  E.  Co., 
198  Mass.  260,  84  N.  E.  464,  15  L.  R. 
A.  (N.  S.)  960.  Mo.— Anderson  v. 
Missouri  Pae.  E.  Co.,  196  Mo.  442,  93 
S.  W.  394,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  748; 
Lindsay  v.  St.  Louis  &  H.  R.  Co.  (Mo. 
App.),  178  S.  W.  276.  Neb.— Fremont, 
E.  &  M.  v.  R.  Co.  V.  Root,  49  Neb. 
900,  69  N.  W.  397.  ,  N.  J.— Atlantic 
City  R.  Co.  V.  Kiefer,  75  N.  J.  L.  54, 
66  Atl.  930.  Pa. — Goehring  v.  Beaver 
Val.  Tract.  Co.,  222  Pa.  600,  72  Atl. 
259.  S.  C. — Martin  v.  Southern  Ry. 
Co.,  51  S.  C.  150,  28  S.  E.  303.  Tex. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Huff,  98 
Tex.  110,  81  S.  W.  525;  Missouri,  K. 
&  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Brown  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  156  S.  W.  519.  Wash.— Dunn 
V.  Puget  Sound  T.,  L.  &  P.  Co.,  89 
Wash.  36,  153  Pae.   1059. 

[a]  Commencement  and  Termina- 
tion of  Relation. — (1)  Whether  plain- 
tiff went  to  station  a  reasonable  time 
before  train  time  (Northern  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Marinovich,  189  Fed.  328,  111  C. 
C.  A.  60),  and  (2)  whether  passenger 
failed  to  leave  carrier's  premises  with- 
in a  reasonable  time  (Lavne  v.  Ches- 
apeake  &  O.   R.    Co.,   68   W.   Va.    213, 
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the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  carrier  is  a  question  of  law  for  the 
court.*'  But  it  is  a  question  of  fact  whether  the  enforcement  of  a 
rule  in  a  particular  instance  is  reasonable.*^ 

7.  Costs.**  —  Special  statutes  exist  relating  to  costs  in  actions 
against  carriers  of  passengers.*' 

B.  Pabticiilab  Actions.  —  1.  Actions  Ex  Contractu.'"'  —  a.  Jur- 
isdiction and  Venue.  —  The  rules  of  jurisdiction  and  venue  as  to, 
actions  upon  contracts  generally  apply  to  an  action  against  a  passenger 
founded  on  contract.''^ 

b.  Parties.^"  — ■  Passengers  may  sue  in  their  own  names  for  breach 
of  contract  of  transportation.^^ 


69  S.  E.  700,  31  L.  E.  A.  [N.  S.] 
414)  are  questions  for  the  jury,  (3) 
aa  well  as  the  question  whether  a  pas- 
senger by  his  conduct  forfeits  his 
rights  as  such.  la. — Eamm  v.  Min- 
neapolis &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  94  Iowa 
296,  62  N.  W.  751.  Neb.— Fremont, 
B.  &  M.  V.  E.  Co.  V.  Eoot,  49  Neb. 
900,  69  N".  W.  397.  Va.— Southern 
E.  Co.  V.  Grubbs,  115  Va.,876,  80  S.  E. 
749. 

46.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Birm- 
ingham E.,  L,  &  P.  Co.  V.  McDonough, 
153  Ala.  122,  44  So.  960,  127  Am. 
St.  Eep.  18,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  445; 
Pullman  Car  Co.  v.  Krauss,  145  Ala. 
395,  40  So.  398;  Bowie  v.  Birmingham 
Ey.  &  Elec.  Co.,  125  Ala.  397,  27  So. 
1016,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  247,  50  L.  E. 
A.  632.  Ark. — Eailway  Co.  v.  Hardy, 
55  Ark.  134,  17  S.  W.  711,  regulation 
as  to  extra  charge  for  chair  car.  Fla. 
South  Florida  E.  Co.  v.  Ehoads,  25  Pla. 
40,  5  So.  633,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  506,  3 
L.  E.  A.  733.  Mont.— Doherty  v. 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  43  Mont.  294, 
115  Pac.  401,  36  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1139.  N.  J.— Daniel  v.  North  Jersey 
St.  Ey.  Co.,  64  N.  J.  K  603,  46  Atl. 
625.  N.  v.- Hibbard  v.  New  York  & 
E.  E.  Co.,  15  N.  Y.  455;  Hanley  v. 
Brooklyn  Heights  E.  Co.,  110  App. 
Div.  429,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  249;  Man- 
nion  V.  International  E.  Co.,  121  N.  Y. 
Supp.  263.  Pa..— Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St. 
L.  E.  Co.  V.  Lyon,  123  Pa.  140,  16 
Atl.  607,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  517,  2  L.  E. 
A.  489.  Tenn, — Louisville,  N.  &  G.  S. 
E.  Co.  V.  Fleming,  14  Lea  128,  145. 
Wla. — Goldberg  v.  Ahnapee  &  W.  E. 
Co.,  105  Wis.  1,  80  N.  W.  920,  76  Am. 
St.  Eep.  899,  47  L.  E.  A.  221. 

Contra,  Day  v.  Owen,  5  Mich.  520, 
72  Am.  Dec.  62  (the  reasonableness 
of  a  rule  or  regulation  is  a  mixed 
question  of  law  and  fact  to  be  found 
by    the    jury    under    proper    instruc- 
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,  tions) ;   Compton  v.  Van  Volkenburgh, 
34  N.  J.  L.  134. 

47.  Montgomery  v.  Buffalo  Ey.  Co., 
165  N.  Y.  139,  58  N.  E.  770;  Pittsburgh, 
C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Lyon,  123  Pa. 
140,  16  Atl.  607,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  517, 
2  L.  E.  A.  489. 

48.  See  generally  the  title  "Costs." 

49.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Neal,  66 
Ark.  543,  51  S.  W.  1060,  under  stat- 
ute  requiring   freight   trains   to    carry 

4)assengers  from  and  to  stations. 

[a]  For  the  violation  of  any  law 
regulating  transportation  of  passengers 
a  successful  plaintiff  may  recover  a 
reasonable  attorney's  fee  to  be  taxed 
as  costs  in  Arkansas.  St.  Louis  S.  W. 
E.  Co.  V.  Knight,  81  Ark.  429,  99  S.  W. 
684;  Kansas  City  S.  Ey.  Co.  v  Marx, 
72  Ark.  357,  80  S.  W.  579. 

50.  See  generally  the  title  "Implied 
and  Express  Agreements." 

51.  See  Hines  v.  Dry  Dock,  E.  B. 
&  B.  E.  Co.,  75  App.  Div.  391,  78 
N.  Y.  Supp.  170,  and  generally  the 
titles   " JuiSsdiction; "    "Venue." 

[a]  Justice's  court  has  exclusive 
jurisdiction  if  the  consideration  of 
the  ticket,  is  within  the  jurisdictional 
limits  of  such  court.  Hannah  v.  Eieh- 
mond  &  D.  E.  Co.,  87  N.  C.  351. 
Amount  in  controversy  or  value  of 
property  as  test  of  jurisdiction  gen- 
erally, see  17  Standard  Peoc.  831  et 
seq.  ' 

[b]  Venue.— (1)  County  where  con- 
tract IS  made  (Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Cas- 
sell,  122  Ky.  317,  92  S.  W.  281),  or 
(2)  county  in  which  the  final  destina- 
tion named  in  his  ticket  is  located 
(Sutton  V.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  101  Ga 
776,  29  8.  E.  53)  is  a  proper  one  for 
commencement  of  suit. 

52.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties." 

53.  Weed  V.  Saratoga  &  S.  E.  Co., 
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c.  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  In  actions  ex  contractu  against 
carriers  of  passengers  the  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with  the  general 
rules  in  such  actions,^*  must  set  out  the  promise  to  carry  the  pur- 
chaser between  the  points  named  in  the  ticbet,°°  in  consideration  of 
the  sum  paid,"^  a  faithful  performance  by  him,  or  a  readiness  and 
willingness  to  do  so,"'  and  a  breach  of  the  contract.^^  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  set  out  a  copy  of  the  ticket."'  Allegations  of  tortious  acts 
of  the  carrier's  servants  may  be  treated  as  surplusage.^" 

d.  Answer  or  Plea.  —  The  general  rules  relating  to  answers  and 
pleas  in  contract  cases  obtain  in  actions  for  breach  of  contract  of 
carriage.®^ 

e.  Issues,  Proof  and  Variance.  —  If  the  railroad  company  does  not 
plead  non  est  factum,  the  plaintiff  need  not  prove  execution  and  is- 
suance of  the  ticket  by  the  defendant.^^  But  a  very  slight  variance 
in  the  proof  of  the  contract  to  transport  from  that  described  in  the 
petition  has  been  held  fatal.*' 

2.  Actions  Ex  Delicto.  —  a.  Actions  Arising  Out  of  Breach  of 
Contract  or  Duty  To  Transport.  — (I.)'  Generally.—  (A.)  Foe  Refusal  To 
Caeey.8*  —  If  a  common  carrier  of  passengers  wrongfully  refuses  to 
carry  one  properly  presenting  himself  for  transportation,  he  may 
bring  an  action  on  the  case  j""  or  under  proper  circumstances,  ask  in- 
junctive relief.*®    If  he  had  a  ticket,  he  may  sue  upon  contract  or  in 


19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  534  (where  passen- 
ger is  an  agent);  Jenkins  v.  Chesa- 
peake &  O.  E.  Co.,  61  W.  Va.  597,  57 
S.  E.  48,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1166. 

Bight  of  postal  clerks  to  sue  as  for 
breach  of  contract,  see  supra,  II,  A, 
1,  a. 

54.  See  11  Standaed  Peoc.  981. 

55.  Frink  V.  Potter,  17  111.  406; 
PennBylvania  E.  Co.  v.  Peoples,  31  Ohio 
St.  537. 

[a]  Contract  Must  Be  Correctly 
Stated.— Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E. 
Co.   V.   Scott,   111   111.   App.    234. 

[b]  If  the  ticket  is  sold  by  an- 
other company,  there  must  be  an  al- 
legation that  the  issuing  company  is 
a  joint  contractor  or  has  authority 
to  bind  defendant  by  issuing  tickets. 
Matthews  v.  Charleston  &  S.  Ev.  Co., 
38  S.  C.  429,  17  S.  E.  225,  37  Am. 
St.  Eep.  773. 

56.  Fremont,  E.  &  M.  V.  E.  Co. 
V.  Hagblad,  72  Neb.  773,  101  N.  W. 
1033,  106  N.  W.  1041,  4  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  254;  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.  v.  Peo- 
ples, 31  Ohio  St.  537. 

57.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Wysor, 
82  Va.  250. 

58.  Fremont,  B.  &  M.  V.  E.  Co. 
V.  Hagblad,  72  Neb.  773,  101  N.  W. 
1033,   106    N.    W.    1041,   4   L    E.   A. 


(N.   S.)    254;    Pennsylvania   E.   Co.   e. 
Peoples,   31   Ohio  St.   537. 

59.  Evansville  &  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Kyte, 
6  Ind.  App.  52,  32  N.  E.  1134. 

60.  Chase  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.   Co.,  70  Kan.  546,   79   Pac.   153. 

61.  See  Taxicab  Co.  v.  Grant,  3 
Ala.  App.  393,  57  So;  141;  and  gen- 
erally the  titles  "Answers;"  "De- 
nials;" "Implied  and  Express  Agree- 
ments;"  "Pleas." 

62.  International  &  G.  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Ing,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  398,  68  S.  W. 
722. 

63.  Jenkins  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E. 
Co.,  61  W.  Va.  597,  57  S.  E.  48,  49 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1166,  citing  Kline  v. 
McLain,  33  W.  Va.  32,  10  S.  E.  11, 
5  L.  R.  A.  400;  Baltimore  &  O.  E. 
Co.  V.  Eathbone,  1  W.  Va.  87,  88  Am. 
Deo.   664. 

As  to  variance  generally,  see  11 
StJandard  Peoc.  1036,  and '  the  title 
"Variance  and  Failure  of  Proof." 

64.  Actions  for  wrongful  ejection, 
sea  infra,  II,  B,  2,  c. 

65.  Ballard  v.  Cincinnati  E.  Co.,  15 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  703;  Wallen  v.  MeHenry, 
3  Humph.  (Tenn.)  245,  public  ferry. 
See  generally  the  title  "Case  (The 
Action  of  Trespass  On  The)." 

66.  Hogan  v.  Nashville  Interurban 
E.  Co.,  131  Tenn.  244,  174  S.  W.  1118, 
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tort  at  his  election.*'    An  action  to  recover  a  statutory  penalty  for 
refusal  to  carry  should  be  in  debt.** 

(B.)  Where  Passenger  Presents  Improper  Ticket  or  Transfer. 
A  passenger  ejected  because  given  an  improper  ticket  or  transfer 
may  sue  either  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,*^  or  in  tort.'"  If  the 
ticket  is  regarded  as  conclusive  as  between  conductor  and  passenger, 
and  no  unnecessary  force  is  used  in  the  ejection,  the  action  cannot 
be  based  on  wrongful  ejection,'^  especially  where  the  invalidity  of 
the  ticket  is  apparent.'*    If  able  to  do  so,  the  plaintiff  should  pay 


Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  1162,  L.  E.  A.  1915E, 
788. 

67.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Carr, 
-  71   Md.   135,  17   Atl.   1052;   Pureell  v. 

Richmond  &  D.  E.  Co.,  108  N.  C.  414, 
12  S.  E.  954,  12  L.  R.  A.  113. 

68.  Wallen  v.  MeHenry,  3  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  245,  not  for  trespass  and  dam- 
ages. See  generally  the  titles  "Debt;" 
"Penalties,  Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

69.  U.  S. — ^Pouilin  v.  Canadian  Pac. 
R.  Co.,  47  Fed.  8*58.  Ala. — l&ontgomery 
Traction  Co.  v.  Fitzpatriek,  149  Ala. 
511,  43  So.  136,  9  Lu  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
851;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hine, 
121  Ala.  234,  25  So.  857.  Ark.— Little 
Rook  E.  &  Elee.  Co.  v.  G-oerner,  80 
Ark.  158,  95  S.  W.  1007,  7_L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  97.  Ga. — ^Head  v.  Gfeorgia  Pac. 
Ry.  Co.,  79  Ga.  358,  7  S.  E.  217,  11 
Am.  St.  Eep.  434.  111. — Chicago,  B. 
&  Q.  E.  Co.  V.  Griffin,  68  111.  499. 
Kan. — Chase  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.,  70  Kan.  546,  79  Pae.  153; 
Union  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Shook,  3  Kan. 
App.  710,  44  Pae.  685.  Ky.— South- 
ern E.  Co.  V.  Hawkins,  121  Ky.  415, 
89  S.  W.  258;  Lexington  &  E.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Lyons,  104  Ky.  23,  46  S.  W.  209, 
holding  action  to  be  ex  contractu  al- 
though the  ejection  is  characterized 
as  wrongful  and  malicious.  Mich. 
Van  Dusan  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ey.  Co., 
97  Mich.  439,  56  N.  W.  848,  37  Am. 
St.  Eep.  354;.  Frederick  v.  Marquette, 
H.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  37  Mich.  342,  26  Am. 
B«p.  531,  followed  in  Brown  i;.  Eapid 
E.  Co.,  134  Mich.  591,  96  N.  W.  925. 
But  see  Hufford  v.  Grand  Eapids  & 
I.  E.  Co.,  64  Mich.  631,  31  N.  W. 
544,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  859,  53  Mich.  118, 
18  N.  W.  580,  8  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  430. 
W.  Va.— McKay  v.  Ohio  Eiver  Ey. 
Co.,  34  W.  Va.  65,  11  S.  E.  737,  26 
Am.  St  Rep.  913,  9  L.  E.  A.  132, 
8  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  662. 

Actions  for  ejection  generally,  see 
imfra,  II,  B,  2,  c. 

70.  U.  S. — Pouilin  v.  Canadian  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  47  Fed.  858.  Ala.— Louisville 
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&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Hine,  121  Ala.  234, 
25  So.  857.  Ga. — Head  v.  Georgia  Pac. 
Ey.  Co.,  79  Ga.  358,  7  S.  E.  217,  11 
Am.  St.  Eep.  434.  Kan. — ^Union  Pae. 
R.  Co.  V.  Shook,  3  Kan.  App.  710,  44 
Pac.  685. 

71.  Ala. — Montgomery  Traction  Co. 
V.  Fitzpatriek,  149  Ala.  511,  43  So. 
136,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  851.  Compare 
Pullman  Co.  v.  Eiley,  5  Ala.  App.  561, 
59  So.  761.  Ky. — Spink  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  778,  52 
S.  W.  1067.  Md.— Western  M.  E.  Co. 
V.  Schaun,  97  Md.  563,  55  Atl.  701; 
Western  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Stocksdale,  83 
Md.  245,  34  Atl.  880.  N.  Y.— Town- 
send  V.  2Srew  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  R. 
Co.,  56  N.  Y.  295,  15  Am.  Rep.  419. 
Ohio.— Shelton  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S. 
R.  Co.,  29  Ohio  St.  214.  Va.— Vir- 
ginia &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Hill,  105 
Va.  729,  739,  54  S.  E.  872,  6  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  899.  W.  Va.— McKay  v. 
Ohio  Eiver  Ey.  Co.,  34  W.  Va.  65, 
11  S.  E.  737,  26  Am.  St.  Eep.  913, 
9  L.  E.  A.  132,  8  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  662. 
Wis. — ^Yorton  v.  Milwaukee,  L  S.  & 
W.  Ey.  Co.,  62  Wis.  367,  21  N.  W. 
516,  23  N.  W.  401,  54  Wis.  234,  11 
N.  W.  482,  41  Am.  Rep.  23,  8  Am. 
Neg.  Cas.  678. 

As  to  actionsi  for  ejection,  see  infra. 
II,  B,  2,  0. 

72.  Western  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Stocks- 
dale,  83  Md.  245,  34  Atl.  880;  Mur- 
dock  V.  Boston  &  A.  E.  Co.,  137  Mass. 
293,  50  Am.  Eep.  307;  Bradshaw  v. 
South  Boston  E.  Co.,  135  Mass.  407, 
46  Am.  Eep.  481. 

[a]  If  a  passenger  fails  to  see  that 
he  is  giTen  a  proper  ticket,  he  must 
sue  on  the  contract.  Bradshaw  v. 
South  Boston  E.  Co.,  135  Mass.  407, 
46  Am.  Eep.  481. 

[b]  If  the  ticket  is  not  plainly  In- 
sufacient  and  the  ticket  agent  assures 
him  the  ticket  is  good,  an  action  in 
tort  for  wrongful  expulsion  lies.  Mur- 

oSo'^J'.-  ?°^*°°  *  ■*■•  ^-  ^°->  137  Mass. 
293,  50  Am.  Eep.   307. 
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the  fare  demanded  and  seek  recovery  as  for  breach  of  contract,"  and 
it  has  been  held  this  is  his  only  remedy,'*  although  many  courts 
allow  an  action  for  negligence  in  giving  a  wrong  ticket,  especially 
where  the  ticket  is  apparently  valid J°  Of  course,  if  undue  force  is 
used,  an  action  for  wrongful  ejection  lies/"  If  the  conductor  is  bound 
to  accept  an  explanation  from  the  passenger,  an  action  for  damages 
for  wrongful  expulsion  lies/' 

(C.)    Wheeb  Passenger  Is   Given  Incorkect  iNroRMATiON  as  to  Trains. 
As  in  cases  where  the  ticket  is  conclusive  as  between  conductor  and 


73.  U.  S. — ^Pouilin  v.  Canadian  Pae. 
R.  Co.,  47  Fed.  858.  Ky.— Spink  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  21  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  778,  52  S.  W.  1067.  Md.— West- 
ern M.  E.  Co.  V.  Schaun,  97  Md.  563, 
55  Atl.  701;  Western  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
Stocksdale,  83  Md.  245,  34  Atl.  880; 
Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Rice, 
64  Md.  63,  21  Atl.  97.  Vt.— Holden 
V.  Rutland  R.  Co.,  72  Vt.  156,  47  Atl. 
403,  82  Am.  St-  Rep.  926.  W.  Va. 
McKay  v.  Ohio  River  Ry.  Co.,  34  W. 
Va.  65,  11  S.  E.  737,  26  Am.  St. 
Rep.  913,  9  L.  R.  A.  132,  8  Am.  Neg. 
Cas.  662. 

74.  U.  S.— See  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co. 
V.  Pauson,  70  Fed.  585,  17  C.  C.  A. 
287,  30  L.  R.  A.  730,  which  so  states 
the  rule  although  it  follows  the  con- 
trary rule  that  the  conductor  is  bound 
to  accept  the  passenger's  explanation. 
Ark.— Little  Rock  R.  &  Elec.  Co.  v. 
Goerner,  80  Ark.  158,  95  S.  W.  1007, 
7  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  97.  Compare  Hot 
Springs  R.  Co.  v.  Deloney,  65  Ark.  177, 
45  S.  W.  351,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  913, 
4  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  1.  Mass. — ^Bradshaw 
V.  South  Boston  R.  Co.,  135  Mass. 
407,  46  Am.  Rep.  481,  where  the  in- 
validity is  apparent.  Va. — Virginia 
&  S.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Hill,  105  Va.  729, 
739,  54  S.  E.  872,  6  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
899. 

75.  Ala. — Montgomery  Traction  Co. 
V.  Fitzpatrick,  149  Ala.  511,  43  So. 
136,  9  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  851.  Ind. 
Seott  V.  Cleveland,  C,  C.  &  St.  L. 
Ry.  Co.,  144  Ind.  125,  43  N.  E.  133, 
32  L.  R.  A.  154.  Md.— -Philadelphia, 
W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  V.  Rice,  64  Md.  63, 
21  Atl.  97,  an  action  will  lie  against 
the  company  for  a  breach  of  contract, 
or  for  negligence  of  the  conductor. 
N.  Y. — Townsend  v.  New  York  Cent. 
&  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  56  N.  Y.  295,  15  Am. 
Rep.  419,  for  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
conductor  in  taking  plaintiff's  ticket 
without  giving  him  a  transfer  he  has 
a  remedy  against  the  company.  Ohio. 
Shelton  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co., 


29  Ohio  St.  214.  Vt.— Holden  v.  Rut- 
land R.  Co.,  72  Vt.  156,  47  Atl.  403, 
82  Am.  St.  Rep.  926.  W.  Va.— Mc- 
Kay V.  Ohio  River  Ry.  Co.,  34  W. 
Va.  65,  11  S.  E.  737,  26  Am.  St.  Rep. 
913,  9  L.  R.  A.  132,  8  Am.  Neg.  Cas. 
662,  plaintiff  "must  look  to  the  breach 
of  contract  or  the  act  of  receiving 
money  for  the  round  trip  and  giving  a 
wrong  ticket."  Wis. — Yorton  v.  Mil- 
waukee,  L.   S.   &    W.   R.   Co.,  62   "Wis. 

367,  21  N.  W.  516,  23  N.  W.  401,  54 
Wis.  234,  11  N.  W.  482,  41  Am.  Rep. 
23,  8  Am.  Neg.  Gas.  678,  plaintiff 
may  leave  the  train  and  hold  the 
company  liable  for  the  fault  or  mis- 
take of  the  first  conductor. 

76.  See  infra,  II,  B,  2,  c. 

77.  XT.  S.— New  York,  Lake  Erie  & 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Winters'  Admr.,  143  V.  S. 
60,  12  Sup.  Ct.  356,  36  L.  ed.  71; 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Pauson,  70  Fed. 
585,  17  C.  C.  A.  287,  30  L.  R.  A. 
730.  See  also  Seofield  v.  Pennsvlvania 
Co.,  112  Fed.  855,  50  C.  C.  A.  553,  56 
L.  R.  A.  224,  distingmsMng  Pouilin 
V.  Canadian  Pac.  R.  Co.,  52  Fed.  197, 
3  C.  C.  A.  23,  17  L.  R.  A.  800.  Ga. 
Georgia  R.  Co.  v.  Olds,  77  Ga.  673. 
See  City  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Brausi,  70  Ga. 

368,  where  plaintiff  was  told  that  he 
needed  no  transfer.  Ind. — ^Pennsyl- 
vania Co.  ■».  Bray,  125  Ind.  229,  25 
N.  B.  439;  Toledo  W.  &  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  McDonough,  53  Ind.  289.  la. — Ells- 
worth V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  95 
Iowa  98,  63  N.  W.  584,  29  L.  R.  A. 
173,  8  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  252.  Minn. 
Krueger  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  &  O. 
Ry.  Co.,  68  Minn.  445,  71  N.  W.  683, 
64  Am.  St.  Rep.  487.  Pa. — Laird  v. 
Pittsburgh  Tract.  Co.,  166  Pa.  4,  31 
Atl.  51,  8  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  617.  Tenn. 
O'Rourke  v.  Street  Ry.  Co.,  103  Tenn. 
124,  132,  52  S.  W.  872,  76  Am.  St. 
Rep.  639,  46  L.  R.  A.  614.  Wash. 
Lawshe  v.  Tacoma  Ry.  &  Power  Co., 
29  Wash.  681,  70  Pac.  118,  59  L.  E. 
A.  350. 
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passenger,'*  an  action  arising  out  of  incorrect  information  should  not 
be  based  on  a  hresich.  of  duty  to  transport/^  but  on  the  misdirection.*" 

(n.)  Jurisdlctioa  and  Venue.  —  The  general  rules  governing  juris- 
diction and  venue  apply  to  this  class  of  actions.*^ 

(III.)  Parties.  — The  general  rules  as  to  parties  apply  to  this  class 
of  actions.*^ 

(IV.)  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  (A.)  Generally.  —  The  declaration 
or  complaint  in  actions  for  damages  sustained  by  reason  of  the  car- 
rier's breach  of  contract  or  his  common  law  duty  to  transport  must 
state  a  cause  of  action  in  accord  with  the  general  rules,  relating  to 
such  pleadings.*^ 

(B.)  For  Refusal  of  Carelvge.  — The  complaint  in  a  tort  action  for 
refusal  to  carry  a  passenger  must  show  a  duty**  to  carry  the  plaintiff 


As  to  actions  for  ejection,  see  infra, 
II,  B,   2,   c. 

78.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  a,  (I),  (C). 

79.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Max- 
well, 190  Ala.  47,  66  So.  669;  Mar- 
sliall  V.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  N.  Ey.  Co., 
78  Mo.  610,  where  passenger  was  car- 
ried by  station. 

80.  Marshall  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  & 
N.  Ey.  Co.,  78  Mo.  610;  Drew  v.  Wabash 
R.  Co.,  129  Mo.  App.  459,  107  S.  W. 
478.  See  also  St.  Louis  &  S.  W.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  White,  99  Tex.  359,  89  S.  W. 
746,  122  Am.  St.  Eep.  631,  2  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  110;  International  &  G.  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Kilgo  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  71  S. 
W.  556. 

81.  See  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
Ward,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  210,  124  S.  W. 
130  (where  passenger  is  carried  by 
station,  the  action  may  be  brought  in 
the  county  in  which  the  injury  oc- 
curred or  in  which  the  plaintiff  re- 
sided "at  the  time  of  the  injury"), 
and  the  titles  "Jurisdiction;" 
"Venue." 

82.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Parties." 

[a]  A  ticket  agent  in  a  union  sta^ 
tion  is  the  agent  of  the  particular  com- 
pany for  whom  he  purports  to  act  in 
issuing  a  ticket,  and  an  action  for 
his  negligence  must  be  brought  against 
such  company.  Scott  v.  Cleveland,  C, 
C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  144  Ind.  125,  43 
N.  E.  133,  32  L.  E.  A.  154. 

[b]  Dismissal  of  Joint  Defendant. 
If  the  purchaser  of  a  ticket  over  sev- 
eral lines  sues  all  as  joint  contractors, 
and  it  turns  out  that  the  contract  was 
made  by  a  less  number,  the  others 
may  be  dismissed.  Bonsteel  v.  Van- 
derbilt,  21   Barb.    (N.  Y.)    26. 
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Actions  by  postal  clerksi,  see-  supra, 
II,  A,  1^  a. 

83.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Declaration  and 
Complaint." 

[a]  For  complaints  in  particular 
actions  held  sufficient,  see  the  follow- 
ing; Ala. — Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Farqu- 
har,  192  Ala.  415,  68  So.  289  (fail- 
ure of  conductor  to  inform  passenger 
he  is  on  wrong  train);  Birmingham 
Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Scisson,  186  Ala. 
70,  65  So.  332,  refusal  of  conductor 
to  issue  transfer.  MisSL— St.  Clair  v. 
Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  E.  Co.,  76  Miss. 
473,  24  So.  904,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  534, 
declaration  for  damages  for  selling 
ticket  over  route  knowing  of  quaran- 
tine regulations.  S.  C. — Kibler  v. 
Southern  E.,  64  S.  C.  242,  41  S.  B. 
977. 

[b]  Alleging  Duty  To  Accept  Tick- 
et.—Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Lightcap,  7  Ind.  App.  249,  34 
N.  E.  243. 

[c]  ■  In  alleging  that  he  was  pre- 
vented from  concluding  a  business 
transaction,  the  plaintiff  must  state 
the  name  of  the  parties  thereto.  Town- 
send  V.  Texas  &  N.  O  E.  Co.  40 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  71,  88  S.  W.  302.'  As 
to  alleging  damages  generally,  see  13 
Standard  Peoc.  360,  et  seq. 

84.  Birmingham  By.,  L.  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Anderson,   3  Ala.  App.   424,  57  So. 

J.Uu> 

[a]  Duty  to  stop  must  be  alleged. 
Battle  V.  Georgia  Ey.  &  Elec.  Co.,  120 
Ga.  992,  994,  48-  S.  E.  337,  338.     ' 

[b]  Manner  in  which  the  plaintiff 
flagged  the  train  need  not  be  alleged. 
Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Wallis,  133  Ga  553, 
66  S.  E.  370,  30  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.) 
401.  ^  ' 
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as  a  passenger,  an  offer  or  readiness  to  pay  the  fare,"*  and  a  breach 
of  the  duty  to  transport.*^ 

(C.)  Fob  Failure  To  Give  Passenger  Time  To  Board  or  Alight. —  A  duty 
of  the  carrier  to  stop  the  train  or  car  at  the  place  in  question  long 
enough  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  board  or  alight,*'  and  a  breach  of 
that  duty,®*  must  be  shown,  where  the  action  is  based  on  this  theory. 

(D.)    For  Settingi  Passbniqer  Down  AT  Wrong  Destination Where    a 

party  is  set  down  at  the  wrong  place,  the  complaint  must  allege  a 
rule,*^  custom,^"  or  special  agreement,^^  requiring  the  train  to  stop 
at  plaintiff 's  destination ;  and  a  breach  of  such  duty  f"  but  the  plain- 
tiff's  knowledge  that  the  train  was  scheduled  to  stop,®'  or  the  con- 
ductor's knowledge  of  his  ignorance  of  a  safe  route  to  the  station,®* 


85.  Day  v.  Owen,  5  Mich.  520,  72 
Am.  Dec.  62;  St.  Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co. 
V.  Thomas  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W. 
419. 

Similar  allegations  In  cases  of  wrong- 
ful ejection,  see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  c, 
(IV),  (B),  (1),  (b). 

[a]  The  price  of  the  ticket,  the 
price  of  a  substituted  conveyance  or 
special  damages  as  in  an  action  ex 
contractu  need  not  be  alleged.  Pur- 
cell  V.  Richmond  &  D.  E.  Co.,  108  N. 
C.  414,  12  S.  E.  954,  12  L.  B.  A. 
113. 

86.  Ga. — ^Brown  v.  Georgia,  C.  &  N. 
E.  Co.,  119  Ga.  88,  46  S.  E.  71.  Ky. 
Dierig  v.  South  Covington  &  C.  S.  E. 
Co.,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1825,  72  S.  W. 
355.  Tex. — San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Safford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  48  S. 
W.  1105. 

87.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Cornelius,  183  Ala.  203,  62  So.  710; 
Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Leod,  9  Ala.  App.  637,  64  So.  193; 
Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  El- 
mit,  6  Ala.  App.  653,  60  So.  981,  he 
must  show  it  to  be  a  regular  or  cus- 
tomary stopping  place,  or  that  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  give  him  an  oppor- 
tunity to  get  off  there. 

[a]  v&n  allegation  that  the  place 
was  plaintiff's  destination  is  insufS.- 
cient.  Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Elmit,  6  Ala.  App.  653,  60  So.  981. 

88.  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Hobbs,  118 
Ga.  227,  45  S.  E.  23,  63  L.  E.  A.  68, 
petition  sufficient. 

89.  Cook  V.  Southern  E.  Co.,  153 
Ala.  118,  45  So.  156;  Ohio  &  M.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Swarthout,  67  Ind.  567,  33  Am. 
Eep.  104;  Ohio  &  M.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hat- 
ton,  60  Ind.  12;  Evansville  &  T.  H. 
E.  Co.  V.  Wilson,  20  Ind.  App.  5,  50 
N.  B.  90. 

90.  Cook  V.  Southern  K.   Co.,    153 


Ala.  118,  45  So.  156;  Matthews  v. 
Charleston  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  38  S.  C.  429, 
17    S.    E.    225,   37   Am.   St.   Eep.    773. 

91.  Ala. — ^Birmingham,  E.  &  B.  E. 
Co.  V.  Wilson,  14  Ala.  App.  235,  69 
So.  312  (holding  complaint  sufficient 
where  plaintiff  asked  the  conductor  to 
stop  car  "at  or  near"  a  certain 
street);  Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Elmit,  6  Ala.  App.  657,  60  So.  982, 
complaint  sufficient.  Ind. — Ohio  &  M. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Hatton,  60  Ind.  12;  Evans- 
ville &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  V.  Wilson,  20 
Ind.  App.  5,  50  N.  E.  90.  Miss.— See 
Wells  V.  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.,  67 
Miss.  24,  6  So.  737,  in  order  to  prove 
declarations  of  the  ticket  agent  that 
plaintiff  may  board  train  without  a 
ticket  as  tending  to  show  a  special 
contract,  such  declarations  must  "be  al- 
leged. 

[a]  It  is  sufficient  in  this  respect  to 
allege  payment  on  the  car  to  plain- 
tiff's destination.  Birmingham  Ey, 
L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Arnold,  7  Ala.  App 
521,  60  So.   988. 

92.  North  Alabama  T.  Co.  v.  Dan 
iel,  158  Ala.  414,  48  So.  50;  Birming- 
ham Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  McDaniel 
6  Ala.  App.  322,  59  So.  334.  See 
Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Melton,  158  Ala. 
404,  47  So.  1008. 

[a]  That  the  servant's  act  is  wrong- 
ful must  be  shown.  Birmingham  Ey. 
L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  McDaniel,  6  Ala.  App! 
322,  59  So.  334. 

93.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Cayce,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1389,  34  S.  W. 
896. 

94.  Alabama  City  G.  &  A.  E.  Co 
V.  Cox,  173  Ala.  629,  55  So.  909. 

[a]  That  the  conductor  was  cog- 
nizant of  the  plaintiff's  Ignorance  of 
a  safe  route  to  the  station,  that  the 
servants  had  reason  to  believe  he 
would  encounter  danger,  or  that  there 
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need  not  be  alleged. 

(E.)  Foe  Negligent  Giving  op  Wrong  Tickets  or  Inpoemation.ss  —  Where 
the  gravamen  of  the  action  is  the  giving  of  an  improper  ticket  or 
transfer,'^  or  the  giving  of  incorrect  information,"  negligence  must 
be  alleged,  as  must  facts  relied  on  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  go  behind 
the  contract  shown  by  the  ticket." 

(F.)  For  denial  op  accommodationsss  to  which  a  passenger  is  entitled 
by  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  carrier,  it  is  suf&cient  to  state  the 
rule  or  regulation,^  its  reasonableness,^  that  the  plaintiff  comes  within 
it,^  and  a  breach  thereof.* 

(V.)  Demurrer  jund  Answer.  —  The  carrier  must  demur  or  answer  to 
the  complaint  or  declaration  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules." 

(VI.)  Variance.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  variance  are  applicable 
in  this  class  of  actions.* 

(VII.)  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact —  The  general  rules  as  to  the 
province  of  judge  and  jury  apply  in  this  class  of  actions.' 


was  no  open  or  safe  way  he  could 
have  walked  back  on,  need  not  bo 
alleged.  Alabama  City  G.  &  A.  E.  Co. 
V.  Cox,  173  Ala.  629,  55  So.  909. 

95.  Where  gravamen  of  action  is 
tortious  expulsion  from  train,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  2,  c. 

96.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  ejection  be- 
cause of  negligence  in  incorrectly 
punching  a  transfer  is  sufficient.  Birm- 
ingham E.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Turner,  154 
Ala.  542,  45  So.  671. 

97.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  That  the  informant  represents 
the  railroad  company  must  be  al- 
leged when  alleging  negligence  in  giv- 
ing incorrect  information  as  to  trains. 
Eiley  v.  Wrightsville  &  T.  E.  Co.,  183 
Ga.  413,  65  S.  E.  890,  24  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  379,  18  Ann.  Cas.  208. 

98.  Mexican  Cent.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Good- 
man (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W.  580, 
where  the  agent  told  a  husband  he 
could  sign  his  name  to  his  wife's 
ticket. 

99.  Actions  for  failure  to  reserve 
Bleeping  car  accommodations,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  3. 

1.  Day  V.  Owen,  5  Mich.  520,  72 
Am.  Dec.  62. 

2.  Day  v.  Owen,  5  Mich.  520,  72 
Am.  Dec.  62,  facts  relied  upon  to  show 
reasonableness  need  not  be  stated. 

3.  Day  v.  Owen,  5  Mich.  520,  72 
Am.  Dec.  62. 

[a]  Where  a  white  person  ia  com- 
pelled to  ride  with  negroes,  the  peti- 
tion must  allege  that  the  plaintiff  is 
a  white  person.     Wolfe  v.  Georgia  E. 
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&   Elee.   Co.,   124   Ga.   698,   53   S.   E. 
239. 

4.  See  Day  v.  Owen,  5  Mich.  520, 
72  Am.  Dec.   62. 

5.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  the 
titles   "Answers;"    "Demurrer." 

[a]  Defense  that  the  demand  for 
facilities  was  so  sudden  the  carrier 
could  not  provide  seats  must  be 
pleaded.  Cave  v.  Seaboard  A.  L.  By., 
94  S.  C.  282,  77  S.  E.  1017,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915A,  1065,  L.  E.  A.  1915B,  915. 

6.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Variance  and  Fail- 
ure of  Proof." 

[a]  Allegation  (1)  that  the  con- 
ductor wilfully  failed  to  stop  his  train 
is  not  supported  by  proof  of  a  mere 
neglect  to  do  so.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Johnston,  79  Ala.  486.  (2)  But 
in  an  allegation  of  negligent  and  wil- 
ful breach  of  contract  of  transporta- 
tion, the  allegation  as  to  wilfulness 
may  be  treated  as  surplusage  and  the 
plaintiff  will  recover  on  proof  of  sim- 
ple negligence.  Alabama  &  V.  E.  Co. 
V.  Hanes,  69  Miss.  160,  13  So.  246. 

[b]  Where  a  passenger  was  car- 
ried by  his  destination,  an  allegation 
that  he  was  carried  to  a  particular 
place  does  not  require  proof  that  he 
was  parried  to  that  place  as  this  al- 
legation is  not  descriptive  of  the  neg- 
ligence. Henderson  v.  Metropolitan 
St.  E.  Co.,  123  Mo.  App.  666,  100  S.  W. 
1111. 

7.  See  infra,  this  note  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
and   Jury." 

[a]    Thus,  it  is  a  question  for  tho 
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b.  Actions  for  Personal  Injuries.^ —(I.)  Form  of* Action.  — A  pas- 
senger sustaining  personal  injuries  at  the  hands  of  a  carrier  or  its 
servants  may  sue  for  breach  of  the  contract  for  safe  carriage,  where 
there  is  one,  or  in  tort  for  breach  of  duty.^ 

(II.)  Conditions  Precedent.io  —The  giving  of  notice  of  injury  is  not 
a  condition  precedent  to  an  action  against  the  carrier  for  personal 
injuries,"  unless  it  is  required  by  express  statute,"  or  by  the  con- 


jury  (1)  whether  misinformation  given 
to  a  passenger  is  inadvertently,  reck- 
lessly or  wantonly,  given  (Wileox  v. 
Southern  Ry.,  91  S.  C.  71,  74  S.  E. 
122) ;  (2)  whether  failure  to  stop  a 
train  at  a  station  is  wilful  or  capricious 
(Burns  v.  Alabama  &  V.  E.  Co.,  93 
Miss.  816,  47  So.  640);  (3)  whether, 
signals  are  sufficient  to  attract  the  at- 
tention of  the  engineer  (Louisville  & 
N.  K.  Co.  V.  Moore  [Ky.],  121  S.  W. 
666);  (4)  whether  passenger  is  com- 
pelled to  walk  on  refusal  of  carrier  to 
Btct)  car  for  him  (Northern  T.  T.  Co. 
V.  Hooper  [Tex.  Civ.  App.],  80  S.  W. 
US);  (5)  whether  passenger  is  guilty 
of  negligence  in  walking  when  carried 
beyond  destination  (St.  Lou-is  S.  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Knight,  81  Ark.  429,  99  S. 
W.  684;  Chesapeake  &  O.  K.  Co.  v. 
Lynch,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  467,  89  S.  "W. 
517),  and  (6)  whether  party  has  rea- 
sonable time  and  opportunity  to  board 
or  alight.  Lamson  v.  Great  Northern 
B.  Co.,  114  Minn.  182,  130  N.  W.  945, 
Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  15.  (7)  Question 
of  negligent  delay  is  for  the  jury 
(Green  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co., 
121  Mo.  App.  720,  97  S.  W.  646),  (8) 
as  is  question  of  reasonableness  of 
refusal  of  carrier's  agent  to  sell  a 
ticket  to  party  apparently  unable  to 
travel  alone  after  an  explanation  by 
him  of  his  competency.  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.  V.  Smith,  85  Miss.  349,  37  So. 
643,  107  Am.  St.  Eep.  293,  70  'L.  E. 
A.  642. 

8.  Physical  examination  of  injured 
passenger,  see  9  Ency.  of  Ev.  783;  and 
also  the  title  "Physical  Examina- 
tion." 

9.  See  the  following:  TT.  S. — ^Atlan- 
tic &  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Laird,  58  Fed.  760, 
7  C.  C.  A.  489.  Ala.— Central  of 
Georgia  E.  Co.  v.  Carleton,  163  Ala. 
62,  51  So.  27;  Malcolm  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.,  155  Ala.  337,  46  So.  768, 
130  Am.  St.  Eep.  52,  18  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  489.  Cal.— Sheldon  v.  The 
Uncle  Sam,  18  Cal.  526,  79  Am.  Dec. 
193.  Ga. — Patterson  v.  Augusta  &  S. 
E.  Co.,  94  6a.  140,  21  S.  E.  283.    lU. 


Frink  v.  Potter,  17  111.  406.  Ind. 
Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Higgs,  165  Ind.  694,  76  N.  E.  299,  4 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1081;  Rooker  v.  Bruce, 
45  Ind.  App.  57,  90  N.  E.  86.  Ky. 
McMurtry  v.  Kentucky  Cent.  R.  Co., 
84  Ky.  462,  1  S.  W.  815.  Md.— Balti- 
more C.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Kemp,  61  Md. 
619,  48  Am.  Rep.  134,  Mass.— McElroy 
V.  Nashua  &  L.  E.  Corp.,  4  Cush.  400, 
50  Am.  Dec.  794.  N.  Y.— Gillespie  v. 
Brooklyn  H.'  E.  Co.,  178  N.  Y.  347, 
70  N.  E.  857,  102  Am.  St.  Eep.  503, 
66  L.  E.  A.  618;  Weed  v.  Saratoga 
&  S.  E.  Cp^.,  19  Wend.  534.  N.  0. 
Purcell  V.  R'ichmond  &  D.  R.  Co.,  108 
N.  C.  414,  12  S.  B.  954,  12  L.  R.  A. 
113.  Ohio. — Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v. 
Peoples,  31  Ohio  St.  537.  Okla.— Mar- 
tin V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  46 
Okla.  169,  148  Pac.  711.  Pa.— Mc- 
Call  V.  Forsyth,  4  Watts  &  S.  179. 
Tex. — Sawyer  v.  El  Paso  &  N.  E.  R. 
Co.,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  106,  108  S.  W. 
718.  Wis. — Brown  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  54  Wis.  342,  11  N.  W. 
356,  911,  41  Am.  Eep.  41. 

[a]  Passenger  assaulted  may  bring 
an  action  ex  contractu  or  ex  delicto. 
Ky. — Winnegar's  Admr.  v.  Central  Pass. 
Ey.  Co.,  85  Ky.  547,  4  S.  W.  237. 
Me. — Goddard  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  57 
Me.  202,  218,  2  Am.  Rep.  39.  Mass. 
Bryant  v.  Rich,  106  Mass.  180,  8  Am. 
Eep.  311.  N.  Y. — Busch  v.  Interbor- 
ough  Eapid  Transit  Co.,  187  N.  Y. 
388,  80  n:  B.  197,  10  Am.  &  Eng. 
Ann.  Cas.  460;  Stewart  v.  Brooklyn 
&  C.  E.  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  588,  l3  Am. 
Rep.  185.  Tenn. — Knoxville  Traction 
Co.  V.  Lane,  103  Tenn.  376,  53  S.  W. 
557,  46  L.  E.  A.   549. 

10.  See  generally  the  title  "Suits 
and  Actions." 

11.  Birmingham  Ry.  &  Blee.  Co  v. 
Wildman,  119  Ala.  547,  24  So.  548. 

12.  Conn. — Thorson  v.  Groton  &  S. 
St.  E.  Co.,  85  Conn.  11,  81  Atl.  1024. 
Mass — Joslyn  v.  Milford  H.  &  F.  St. 
E.  Co.,  184  Mass.  65,  67  N.  E.  866, 
statute  does  not  apply  where  accident 
is   not   on  a  highway.     S.   D. — Smith 
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tract  for  transportation.^' 

(III.)  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.— (A.)  Geneeallt.  -Such  an  action  is 
transitory  in  character."  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  localizing  the 
action,  it  may  be  brought  in  any  county  in  which  process  can  be 
served."    Statutes  generally  provide  in  what  county  the  action  shaU 

be  brought.^'  .  ,.      i.         j 

(B.)   Change  op  Venue.  —The  venue  of  the  action  may  be  changed 


V.    Chicago,    M.    &   St.    P.    R..   Co.,   26  , 
S.  D.  555,  128  N.  W.  815.    Tex.— Saw- 
yer  V.   El   Paso    &   N.   E.   E.    Co.,   49 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  106,  108  S.  W.  718. 

[a]  Where  the  injury  occurs  in  one 
state  and  the  action  is  brought  in 
another,  which  requires  notice  of  in- 
jury, notice  must  be  given  if  the 
action  is  in  tort.  But  it  is  other- 
wise if  the  action  is  on  contract  and 
the  lex  loci  contractus  does  not  re- 
quire notice  of  injury.  Sawyer  v.  El 
Paso  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  49  Tex.  Civ. 
App.   106,  108   S.  W.   718. 

13.  Barber  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P. 
E.  Co.,  86  Kan.  277,  120  Pac.  359. 
See  also  Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L. 
E.  Co.  V.  Brown,  178  Ind.  11,  97  N.  E. 
WS,  98  N.  E.  625. 

[a]  Application  to  Injuries  in  Board- 
ing Train. — Barber  v.  Chicago,  E.  I. 
&  P.  E.  Co.,  86  Kan.  277,  120  Pac. 
359. 

14.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Cow- 
herd, 15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  160. 

[a]  It  may  be  brought  in  a  state 
(1)  other  than  that  in  which  the  in- 
jury is  inflicted  (1J.  S. — Denver  &  E. 
G.  R.  Co.  V.  EoUer,  100  Fed.  738,  41 
C.  C.  A.  22,  49  L.  E.  A.  77.  Ga. 
Mason  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  E. 
Co.,  135  Ga.  741,  70  S.  E.  225,  33 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  280.  Ky.— Chesapeake 
&  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Cowherd,  15  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  160.  Miss. — New  Orleans,  J.  & 
G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Wallace,  50  Miss.  244. 
S.  0. — Crosby  v.  Seaboard  A.  L.  E 
Co.,  81  S.  C.  24,  61  S.  E.  1064.  Tenn. 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Kuhn,  107  Tenn.  106, 
64  S.  W.  202;  Mississippi  &  T.  E. 
Co.  V.  Ayres,  16  Lea  725.  Tex. — ^Mex- 
ican Cent.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Goodman,  20 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  109,  48  S.  W.  778 
(where  plaintiff  was  injured  in  Mex- 
ico) ;  Mexican  Cent.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mit- 
ten, 13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  653,  36  S.  W. 
282.  Wis.— Curtis  v.  Bradford,  33 
Wis.  190),  or  (2)  in  which  the  con- 
tract of  carriage  is  made.  Indiana,  I. 
&  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Masterson,  16  Ind.  App. 
323,  44  N.  E.  1004. 
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15.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Cow- 
herd, 15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  160. 

16.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
infra,  this  note. 

[a]  It  is  generally  required  (1) 
that  such  actions  shall  be  brought  in 
the  county  in  which  the  defendant 
resides  (Virginia  &  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Hollingsworth,  107  Va.  359,  58  S.  E. 
572),  or  (2)  in  which  the  plaintiff  is 
injured  (Virginia  &  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Hollingsworth,  107  Va.  359,  58  S.  E. 
572),  or  (3)  in  which  he  resides,  if 
he  resides  in  a  county  into  which  the 
carrier  passes  (Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Mitchell,  162  Ky.  253,  172  S.  W. 
527;  N.  N.  &  M.  V.  Co.  v.  Boles,  13 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  208  [ownership  of  tracks 
immaterial] ) ,  or  (4)  in  any  county  into 
or  through  which  the  railroad  passes. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Eeed,  223 
Fed.  689,  139  C.  C.  A.  192. 

[b]  Statute  applies  to  actions 
brought  in  the  forum  for  injuries  re- 
ceived in  another  state  from  a  non- 
resident carrier.  Chesapeake  &  0.  E. 
Co.  V.  Cowherd,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  160. 

[c]  Where  the  plaintiff  is  trans- 
ported by  two  or  more  railroads,  see 
Blanks  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  116  S.  W.  377,  con- 
struing the  Texas  statute. 

[d]  Continuing  Act. — ^Parris  v.  At- 
lanta, K.  &  N.  E.  Co.,  128  Ga.  434, 
57  S.  E.  692;  Atlantic  Coast  L.  E. 
Co.  V.  Powell,  127  Ga.  805,  56  S.  E. 
1006,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  769,  9  Ann. 
Cas.  553.  See  also  Southern  B.  Co. 
V.  Harrington,  166  Ala.  630,  52  So.  57, 
139  Am.  St.  Rep.  59. 

[e]  The  county  in  which  the  per- 
sonal representative  resides  is  a  proper 
county  although  his  intestate  was 
killed  in  another  county.  Illinois  Cent. 
R.  Co.  V.  Stith's  Admx.,  120  Ky.  237, 
85  S.  W.  1173,  1  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1014.  See  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Cooley's  Admr.,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1372, 
49  S.  W.  339,  holding  the  county  of 
the  residence  of  the  intestate  where 
the  representative  qualified,  to  be  the 
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in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  relating  to  changing  venue.^' 
(IV.)  Parties.  —The  general  rules  relating  to  parties  apply  in  this 
class  of  actions.^'  The  carrier  and  its  negligent  servant  may  be 
joined;^®  and  if  a  person  not  a  servant  of  the  carrier  is  also  a  joint 
trespasser  with  the  servant  of  the  company,  he  may  be  joined.^"  If 
an  injury  results  from  the  concurrent  negligence  of  two  or  more 
carriers,  the  plaintiff  may  sue  either  separately  or  both  in  one  action.^^ 
And  as  the  lessor  of  a  railroad  is  liable  for  the  torts  of  the  lessee, 
the  plaintiff  may  sue  each  separately  or  both  in  one  aetion.^^  If  the 
railroad  company  is  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  the  action  must  be 
brought  against  him  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  regulating 
receiverships."' 


proper  county.  Tlie  residence  of  the 
personal  representative  is  not  disclosed 
by   the   case. 

[f]  In  an  action  against  the  car- 
rier and  another  as  joint  trespassers, 
the  action  may  be  brought  in  the 
county  of  the  residence  of  the  latter 
under  a  statute  so  providing  in  the 
case  of  joint  trespassers  generally. 
Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co.  v.  Brown, 
113  Ga.  414,  38  S.  E.  989,  84  Am. 
St.  Kep.  250. 

[g]  Where  Case  Is  Not  Within 
Statute. — Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Cowherd,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  160. 

17.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title   "Change  of  Venue." 

[a]  Convenience  of  Witnesses. 
Neelev  v.  Erie  E.  Co.,  134  App.  Div. 
781,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  953. 

18.  See  Citizens'  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Shep- 
herd, 30  Ind.  App.  193,  65  N.  E.  765 
(as  to  right  to  join  company  to  which 
franchise  of  railroad  company  is  trans- 
ferred); .also  the  titles  "Corpora- 
tions;"   "Parties." 

[a]  A  shipper  of  live  stock  who 
agrees  to  hold  a  carrier  harmless  for 
any  damages  sustained  by  the  person 
accompanying  the  stock,  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  to  an  action  by  the  care- 
taker against  the  carrier.  Misiouri, 
K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  V.  Lynn  (Okla.),  161 
Pac.  1058. 

19.  TJ.  S. — ^Bryee  v.  Southern  E.  Co., 
125  Fed.  958.  Ga. — Central  of  Georgia 
E.  Co.  V.  Brown,  113  Ga.  414,  38  S. 
B.  989,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  250.  lU. 
Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Shack- 
let,  105  111.  364,  379,  44  Am.  Eep. 
791.  Hont. — Emerson  v.  Butte  Elec. 
E.  Co.,  46  Mont.  454,  129  Pac.  319; 
Knuckey  v.  Butte  Elec.  E.  Co.,  41  Mont. 
314,  109  Pae.  979.  N.  J.— Whalen  v. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  73  N.  J.  L.  192, 


63  Atl.  993.  Tex.— Texas  &  P.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Miller,  79  Tex.  78,  15  S.  W. 
264,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  308,  11  L.  E. 
A.  395. 

See  also  the  titltf  "Master  and 
Servant." 

20.  Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co.  v. 
Brown,  113  Ga.  414,  38  S.  E.  989,  84 
Am.  St.  Eep.  250. 

21.  U.  S.— Atlantic  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Laird,  164  IT.  S.  393,  17  Sup.  Ct.  120, 
41  L.  ed.  485.  Cal. — Eankin  v.  Cen- 
tral Pac.  B.  Co.,  73  Cal.  93,  15  Pac. 
57;  Tompkins  j;.  Clay  St.  H.  E.  Co., 
66  Cal.  163,  4  Pac.  1165.  D.  C— Wash- 
ington &  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Hiekey,  5  App. 
Cas.  436,  470.  lU.— Wabash,  St.  L. 
&  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Shacklet,  105  111. 
364,  44  Am.  Eep.  791.  Ind.— Frank 
Bird  Transfer  Co.  v.  Krug,  30  Ind.  App. 
602,  65  N.  E.  309.  Mich.— Cuddy  v. 
Horn,  46  Mich.  596,  10  N.  W.  32,  41 
Am.  Eep.  178.  Minn. — Flaherty  v.  Min- 
neapolis &  St.  L.  E.  Co.,  39  Minn.  328, 
40  ,N.  W.  160,  12  Am.  St.  Eep.  654, 
1  L.  E.  A.  680.  Mo.— McFadden  v. 
Metropolitan  St.  E.  Co.,  161  Mo.  App. 
652,  143  S.  W.  884.  N.  Y.— Colegrove 
V.  New  York  &  N.  H.  E.  Co.,  20  N.  Y. 
492,  75  Am.  Dec.  418.  Pa.— Bunting 
P.  Hogsett,  139  Pa.  363,  21  Atl.  31, 
33,  34,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  192,  12  L.  E. 
A.  268. 

[a]  The  Pullman  company  and  the 
railway  company  may  be  joined  in  ac- 
tion for  allowing  fellow  passenger  to 
use  indecent  language  in  a  Pullman 
car.  Houston,  E.  &  W.  T.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Perkins,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  508,  52 
S.  W.  124. 

22.  Carleton  v.  Yadkin  E.  Co.,  143 
N.  C.  43,  55  S.  B.  429,  10  Ann.  Cas. 
348. 

23.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title   "Receivers." 
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(V.)  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  (A.)  Matters  RELATtNG  to  Complaints 
Genekallt. —  (1.)  Generally^  —It  is  generally  sufficient  in  an  action 
against  a  carrier  for  injuries  to  a  passenger  to  aver  the  relation  of 
carrier  and  passenger,  a  breach  of  the  duty  owing  from  the  former 
to  the  latter,  and  an  injury  in  consequence  thereof.^^ 

(2.)    Alleging  Relation  of  Carrier  and  Pms€ng>6r.  —  PlaintifE  must  allege 


[a]  Where  a  passenger  is  killed 
after  foreclosure  sale  while  the  road 
is  still  being  operated  by  a  receiver, 
and  the  decree  provides  that  the  pur- 
chasers shall  pay  all  obligations  of  the 
receiver,  and  the  receiver  shall  be  dis- 
charged except  that  he  may  defend 
any  suits  pending,  or  that  may  be 
brought,  an  action  for  damages  for 
such  death  is  properly  brought  against 
both  the  receiver  and  the  purchaser. 
Denver  &  R.  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Gunning,  33 
Colo.   280,   80   Pac.   727. 

24.  Presumptions  of  negligence  from 
fact  of  accident,  see  2  Enct.  of  Ev. 
908. 

25.  Birmingham  By.,  L.  &  P.  Co. 
13.  Yates,  169  Ala.  381,  53  So.  915; 
Birmingham  Ry.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Bar- 
rett, 4  Ala.  App.  347,  58  So.  760; 
Florida  E.  C.  Ry.  v.  Hayes,  66  Ela. 
589,  64  So.  274.  See  generally  the 
titles  "Injuries  to  Persons  and  Prop- 
erty;"   "Negligence." 

[a]  The  kind  of  train  on  which  be 
was  ft  passenger  should  be  averred. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Wright. 
105  Ark.  269,  150  S.  W.   706. 

[b]  Where  a  passenger  on  a  freight 
train  claims  the  right  to  alight  at 
intermediate  stations  for  certain  pur- 
poses he  must,  as  against  special  de- 
murrer, set  out  th«  proviBious  of  the 
contract  entitling  him  to  do  so.  In- 
ternational &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Downing, 
16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  643,  41  S.  W.  190, 
a  general  demurrer  will  not  reach  the 
omission. 

Forms  of  complaint,  see  9  Standard 
Pboc.  940. 

[c]  Complaints  in  Particular  Cases 
Held  Sufficient.— IT.  S. — Chicago,  R.  I. 
&  P.  Co.  V.  Stephens,  218  Fed.  535, 
134  C.  C.  A.  263,  injuries  sustained 
by  discontinuance  of  trains.  Ala. 
Alabama  6.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  183 
Ala.  265,  62  So.  813  (impriannment  in 
toilet  becauae  of  defects  in  the  lock) ; 
Birmingham  Ry.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  .Tor- 
dan,  170  Ala.  530,  54  So.  280  (injury 
by  explosion  on  ear);  Central  of  Geor- 
gia  R.    Co.   1}.   Carleton,    163    Ala.    62, 
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51  So.  27  (passenger  thrown  from 
train  when  going  from  one  coaeh  to 
another) ;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Weathers,  163  Ala.  48,  50  So.  268  (in- 
jury from  smoke  to  blind  passenger 
put  in  smoking  ear) ;  Alabama  G.  S. 
R.  Co.  V.  Collier,  112  Ala.  681,  14  So. 
327  (injuries  from  breaking  of  bottle 
of  fire  extinguisher) ;  Birmingham  Ry., 
L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Hunnicutt,  3  Ala.  App. 
448,  57  So.  262,  injuries  by  being 
thrown  from  crowded  street  car  run 
at  high  rate  of  speed.  Ga. — Georgia 
R.  &  B.  Co.  V.  Adams,  127  Ga.  408, 
56  S.  E.  409  (injury  to  passenger  on 
■station  platform  by  passing  train) ; 
Primus  v.  ]\£aeon  R.  &  L.  Co.,  126  Ga. 
667,  55  S.  E.  924,  wanton  pushing 
child  from  moving  oar.  Ind. — Curtis 
V.  Mauger,  114  N.  E.  408  (passenger 
killed  by  being  struck  bj'  coach  while 
walking  down  track  to  board  a  train) ; 
Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Schepmau,  171  Ind.  71,  84  N.  E.  988; 
Citizens'  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Shepherd  (Ind. 
App.),  59  N.  E.  349,  where  conductor 
stood  on  passenger's  skirt  while  car 
moved  away.  Mich. — Hopkins  v.  Mich- 
igan Traction  Co.,  144  Mich.  359,  107 
N.  W.  909,  where  plaintiff  touched  live 
wire  hanging  from  ear  thinking  it  a 
rope.  N.  J. — Miller  v.  West  Jersey  & 
8.  _R.  Co.  (N.  J.  L.),  71  Atl.  1113, 
action  for  injuries  received  on  plat- 
form of  a  station  by  use  of  trucks 
by  agents  of  another  company.  Tex. 
Foreman  v.  Mi-ssouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  4 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  54,  23  S.  W.  422,  board- 
ine  train  in  motion  where  conductor 
told  passenger  the  train  would  stop 
five  minutes  but  it  did  not  do  so. 
Wash.— Elliott  V.  Seattle,  R.  &  S.  R. 
Co.,  68  Wash.  129,  122  Pac.  614,  39 
L.  R,  A.  (N.  S.)  608,  where  passen- 
ger alighting  on  wrong  side  of  street 
car  is  injured  by  street  car  on  ad- 
joining track. 

rdl  Banana  Peel  on  Floor  of  Car. 
Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co. 
".  Itose,  40  Ind.  App.  240,  79  'N.  B. 
1094:  Dallas  C.  E.  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Black, 
40  Tex.  Civ.  App.  415,  89  S.   W.  1087. 

[e]    Defects   in   Oar   Step. — Wilbur 
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the  existence  between  him  and  the  defendant  of  the  relation  of  carrier 
and  passenger.^* 

(3.)  Alleging  Duties  of  Carrier —  The  relationship  of  carrier  and  pas- 
senger being  alleged,^^  it  is  not  necessary  to  specifically  allege  the 
duties  of  the  carrier  as  the  law  fixes  them.^* 

(4.)  Alleging  Negligence.  —  A  passenger  who  has  alleged  the  relation- 
ship of  carrier  and  passenger  may  allege  the  negligence  of  the  car- 
rier generally,^"  or  he  may,  if  he  desires  to  do  so,  set  up  the  par- 


V.  Ehode  Island  Co.,  27  E.  I.  205,  61 
Atl.  601. 

26.  Ala. — Knight  V.  Tombigbee  V. 
E.  Co.,  190  Ala.  140,  67  So.  238;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Glascow,  179  Ala. 
251,  60  So.  103;  Broyles  v.  Central  of 
Georgia  E.  Co.,  166  Ala.  616,  52  So. 
81,  139  Am.  St.  Eep.  50.  HI.— "Wabash 
W.  Ey.  V.  Friedman,  146  111.  583,  30 
N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E.  1111;  Barger  v. 
North  Chicago  St.  E.  Co.,  54  111.  App. 
284.  Ind, — Smith  v.  Louisville,  E.  & 
St.  L.  E.  Co.,  124  Ind.  394,  24  N.  E. 
753.  La. — Mills  v.  St.  Tammany  &  N. 
O.  E.  &  F.  Co.,  139  La.  285,  71  So. 
511.  IMiss. — Powell  v.  East  Tennessee, 
V.  &  G.  E.  Co.,  8  So.  738.  Mo.— Scott 
V.  Metropolitan  S.  E.  Co.,  138  Mo.  App. 
196,  120  S.  W.  131;  "Whitehead  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.,  22  Mo.  App. 
60.  Neb.— Fremont,  E.  &  M.  V.  E. 
Co.  V.  Hagblad,  72  Neb.  773,  789,  101 
N.  W.  1033,  106  N.  "W.  1041,  4  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  254.  N.  O.— Conley  v. 
Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.,  109  N.  C.  692, 
14  S.  E.  303.  S.  C— Creech  v.  Charles- 
ton &  "W.  C.  E.  Co.,  66  S.  C.  528,  45 
S.  E.  86.  Tex.— Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.  V.  Gorman,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  230, 
25  S.  "W.  992.  Va. — Washington-Va. 
E.  Co.  V.  Bouknight,  113  Ya.  696,  75 
S.  E.  1032,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  546;  Eich- 
mond City  Ey.  Co.  v.  Scott,  86  Va.  902, 
11  S.  E.  404.  Wis. — Brown  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  54  "Wis.  342,  11  N. 
W.  356,  911,  41  Am.  Eep.  41. 

Manner  of  averring  relationship  of 
carrier  and  passenger,  see  supra,  II, 
A,  2,  b    (II). 

27.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  b,  (V), 
(A),    (2). 

28.  U.  S.— Atlantic  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Laird,  58  Fed.  760,  7  C.  C.  A.  489. 
Ala. — ^Birmingham  E.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Garrett,  73  So.  818;  Atkinson  v.  Dean, 
73  So.  479;  Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P. 
Co.  ■».  Adams,  146  Ala.  267,  40  So. 
385,  119  Am.  St.  Eep.  27;  Birming- 
ham Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Anderson,  3 
Ala.  App.  424,  57  So.  103.     lU.— Eueh 


v.  Aurora,  E.  &  C.  E.  Co.,  150  111.  App. 
329.  Ind.— Evansville  &  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Duncan,  28  Ind.  441,  92  Am.  Dec.  322; 
"Winona  &  "W.  E.  Co.  v.  Eousseau,  48 
Ind.  App.  248,  98  N.  E.  34,  1028.  N.  J. 
Breese  v.  Trenton  Horse  E.  Co.,  52  N. 
J.  L.  250,  19  Atl.  204. 

[a]  An  allegation  setting  up  a  high- 
er degree  of  care  than  the  law  exacts 
will  be  treated  as  surplusage.  Ruch 
V.  Aurora,  E.  &  C.  E.  Co.,  150  111. 
App.  329;  Brogan  v.  Union  T.  Co.,  76 
"W.  Va.  698,  86  S.  E.  753. 

29.  Ala. — Seaboard  A.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Mobley,  194  Ala.  211,  69  So.  614; 
Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
O'Brien,  185  Ala.  617,  64  So.  343; 
Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Harris, 
165  Ala.  482,  51  So.  607.  lU.— Lavis 
V.  "Wisconsin  Cent.  E.  Co.,  54  111.  App. 
636,  where  plaintifE  was  thrown  off 
•  train  by  a  lurch.  Ind. — Indiana  Union 
Tract.  Co.  v.  Jacobs,  167  Ind.  85,  78 
N.  E.  325;  Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co. 
V.  Sheeks,  155  Ind.  74,  94,  56  N.  E. 
434.  Ky. — Paducah  T.  Co.  v.  Baker, 
130  Ky.  360,  113  S.  W.  449,  18  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  1185.  Mass.— "Ware  v. 
Gay,  11  Pick,  106,  where  stage  coach 
broke  down.  Mo. — Eoscoe  v.  Metro- 
politan S.  E.  Co.,  202  Mo.  576,  101 
S.  "W.  32;  Hamilton  v.  Metropolitan  St. 
E.  Co.,  114  Mo.  App.  504,  89  S.  "W. 
893;  Jacquin  v.  Grand  Ave.  Cable  Co., 
57  Mo.  App.  320.  Neb. — Fremont,  E. 
&  M.  V.  e;  Co.  V.  Hagblad,  72  Neb. 
773,  101  N.  W.  1033,  106  N.  "W.  1041, 
4  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  254.  S.  C— Mad- 
den V.  Port  Eoyal  &  W.  C.  Ey.  Co., 
35  S.  C.  381,  14  S.  E.  713,  28  Am. 
St.  Eep.  855.  Tex.— San  Antonio 
Tract.  Co.  v.  "Williams,  34  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  372,  78  S.  "W.  977. 

See  generally  the  title  "Negli- 
gence. ' ' 

fa]  It  is  in  general  sufficient  to 
allege  that  the  defendant  carrier  neg- 
ligently did  or  omitted  the  act  or 
acts  that  proximately  caused  or  con- 
tributed to  causing  the  injury  as  stated, 
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tieular  acts  or  omission  constituting  it.^"  An  allegation  of  the  negli- 
gence of  the  servant  is  a  sufficient  charge  of  negligence  of  the  ear- 
rier.^^ 

If  the  senrant  of  the  carrier  is  joined,  as  a  defendant  with  the  carrier, 
it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  charge  the  servant  personally,  to  do  more 
than  allege  negligence  or  joint  negligence  with  the  carrier. .  Facts  on 
which  this  charge  is  made  must  be  stated.^^ 

(5.)    Allegations  as     to  Employes. —  (a.)     Generally ,A    passenger    need 

not  allege  the  name  of  the  employe  whose  negligence  or  acts  were 
the  cause  of  his  injury,^^  or  show  his  ignorance  thereof.^*  Nor  need 
he  state  the  character  of  the  service  the  employe  was  engaged  in,^' 


duly  alleging  the  specific  act  that 
actually  caused  the  injury.  AlEU — Ala- 
bama G.  S.  K.  Co.  V.  Gilbert,  6  Ala. 
App.  372,  60  So.  542.  Cal.— Gary  v.  Los 
Angeles  R.  Co.,  157  Cal.  599,  108  Pac. 
682,  27  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  764.  Fla. 
Barnwell  v.  Seaboard  A.  L.  By.,  74 
So.  497;  Warfield  v.  Hepburn,  62  Pla. 
409,  57  So.  618.  Ind.— Citizens'  St. 
E.  Co.  V.  Jolly,  161  Ind.  80,  67  N.  B. 
935.  See  generally  the  title  "Negli- 
gence." 

[b]  It  is  sufficient  to  allege  that 
the  said  injury  was  proximately 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  de- 
fondant's  servants  in  and  about  the 
carriage  of  the  plaintiff  as  .a  passen- 
ger. Atkinson  v.  Dean  (Ala.),  73  So. 
479;  Western  Ey.  of  Alabama  v. 
Foshee,  183  Ala.  182/  62  So.  500;  Birm- 
ingham E.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Weathers, 
164  Ala.  23,  51  So.  303.  See  Philadel- 
phia, B.  &  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Allen,  102 
Md.  110,  62  Atl.  245;  also  Brien  v. 
Bennett,  8  Gar.  &  P.  724,  34  E.  C.  L. 
984.  Contra:  Del. — Riedel  v.  Wilming- 
ton City  E.  Co.,  5  Penne.  572,  64  Atl. 
257;  King  v.  Wilmington  &  N.  C.  Elee. 
Ey.  Co.,  1  Penne.  452,  41  Atl.  975. 
ria. — Warfield  v.  Hepburn,  62  Fla. 
409,  57  So.  618.  Vt.— Devino  v.  Cen- 
tral Vt.  E.  Co.,  63  Vt.  98,  20  Atl. 
953. 

[e]  Great  generality  permitted. 
Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Go.  v.  Mc- 
Curdy,  172  Ala.  488,  55  So.  616. 
'  [d]  An  omission  of  the  word  "neg- 
ligence" renders  the  allegation  insuffi- 
cient, no  attempt  being  made  to  state 
the  facts.  Birmingham  E.,  L.  &  P. 
Co.  V.  Garrett   (Ala.),  73  Ala.  818. 

[e]  The  particular  act  or  acts  al- 
leged to  have  been  negligently  dons 
must  be  specified.  Gary  v.  Los  An- 
geles E,  Co.,  157  Cal.  599,  108  Pae.  682, 
27  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  764. 

30.     Indiana  Union  Tract.  Co.  v.  Mc- 

Vol.  XXI 


Kinney,  39  Ind.  App.  86,  78  N.  E. 
203;  Hamilton  v.  Metropolitan  St.  E. 
Co.,  114  Mo.  App.  504,  89  S.   W.  893. 

[a]  By  making  specific  allegations 
of  negligence  the  passenger  abandons 
the  presumption  of  negligence  arising 
from  the  fact  of  the  accident,  and  the 
sufficiency  of  his  pleading  will  be  de- 
termined by  the  rules  applicable  to 
cases  where  the  relation  of  carrier  and 
passenger  is  not  present.  Ala. — Birpi- 
ingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  O'Brien, 
185  Ala.  617,  64  So.  343;  Birmingham 
Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Weathers,  164  Ala. 
23,  51  So.  303.  Ind.— Ft.  Wayna  & 
N.  L  T.  Co.  V.  Kumb  (Ind.  App.),  116 
N.  E.  309.  Mo.— Kennedy  v.  Metro- 
politan St.  E.  Co.,  128  Mo.  App.  297, 
107  S.  W.  16;  Hamilton  v.  Metro- 
politan St.  E.  Co.,  114  MTo.  App.  504, 
89  S.  W.  893.  Contra,  Washington- 
Va.  E.  Co.  V.  Boukuight,  113  Va.  696, 
75  S.  E.  1032,  Ann.  Cas.  191 3E,  546; 
Walters  v.  Seattle,  E.  &  S.  E.  Co.,  48 
Wash.  233,  93  Pac.  419,  24  L.  E  A. 
(N.  S.)  788. 

[b]  If  the  specific  facts  show  there 
is  no  duty  within  the  meaning  of  the 
general  allegations  as  to  duty  and  neg- 
ligence, the  declaration  is  bad.  Barn- 
well V.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ey.  CFla.').  74 
So.  497. 

31.  Columbus,  C.  &  I.  C.  E.  C6.  v. 
Powell,  40  Ind.  37.  Converse,  Birm- 
ingham E.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Moore,  148 
Ala.   115,  42   So.   1024. 

32.  Bryce  v.  Southern  E.  Co..  125 
Fed.   958. 

33.  Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Goldstein,  181  Ala.  517,  61  So.  281; 
Armstrong  v.  Montgomery  St.  Ey.  Co., 
123  Ala.  233,  26  So.  349.  • 

34.  Armstrong  v.  Montgomery  St. 
Ey.  Co.,  123  Ala.  233,  245,  26  So. 
349.  ' 

35.  Birmingham   By.,   L.    &   P.    Co. 
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although  it  has  been  held  that  a  complaint  by  a  trespasser  for  assault 
by  defendant's  servants  should  do  so.^° 

(b.)  Alleging  Acts  To  Be  in  Scope  of  Employments'!  —  Under  the  doc- 
trine that  carriers  are  not  responsible  to  their  passengers  for  tortious 
or  negligent  acts  of  their  servants  without  the  scope  of  their  employ- 
ment, it  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  wrongful  act  of  the  servant 
was  within  the  line  of  his  duties.^^  But  under  the  doctrine  that 
carriers  owe  the  duty  to  passengers  to  protect  them  from  personal 
violence  or  insult  from  its  employes  or  servants,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  allege  that  an  assault  by  a  servant  of  the  defendant  upon  a  passen- 
ger was  committed  within  the  scope  of  his  duties,  the  relation  of 
carrier  and  passenger  being  shown.^^  If  this  relationship  is  not  shown, 
however,  it  must  be  alleged  that  the  assault  was  within  the  scope  of 
the  servant's  duties,*"  or  was  done  by  authority  of  the  defendant 
company.*^    This  fact  need  not  be  alleged  in  terms  ;*^  and  a  direct 


V.  Goldstein,  181  Ala.  517,  61  So.  281, 
action   for   wanton   eollision. 

36.  Smith  v.  Louisville,  E.  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.,  124  Ind.  394,  24  N.  E.  753, 
whether  brakeman,  baggageman  and 
the  like. 

37.  See  generally  the  title  "Master 
and  Servant." 

In  ejection  cases,  see  infra,  II,  B, 
2,  e,  (IV),  (B),  (2),  (a).  ^   ^   ^      ^ 

38.  Ga.— Savannah  F.  &  W.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  "Wall,  96  Ga.  328,  23  S.  E.  197; 
Peeples  v.  Brunswick  &  A.  R.  Co.,  60 
Ga.  281.  Ind. — Smith  v.  Louisville,  E. 
&  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  124  Ind.  394,  24  N. 
E.  733;  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Theobald,  51  Ind.  246.  Md. 
Philadelphia,  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  11.  Green, 
110  Md.  32,  71  Atl.  986.  Mo.— McPeak 
V.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  128  Mo.  617, 
30  S.  W.  170. 

39.  Birmingham  Ry.,  L.  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Harden,  156  Ala.  244,  47  So.  327; 
Birmingham  Ry.  &  Elec.  Co.  v.  Mason, 
.137  Ala.  342,  34  So.  207.  But  see  Ala- 
bama G.  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Pouncey,  7  Ala. 
App.  548,  61  So.  601,  which  was  an 
action  for  use  of  abusive  language  by 
a  servant. 

40.  Ala. — Birmingham  Ey.  &  Elec. 
Co.  V.  Mason,  137  Ala.  342,  34  So.  207. 
Ind.^-Smith  v.  Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L. 
E.  Co.,  124  Ind.  394,  24  N.  E.  753. 
Mo.— McDonald  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F. 
R.  Co.,  165  Mo.  App.  75,  146  S.  W. 
83. 

41.  Birmingham  Ey.  &  Elec.  Co.  v. 
Mason,  137  Ala.  342,  34  So.  207. 

42.  Ala.— Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  E. 
Co.  V.  Matthews,  142  Ala.  298,  39  So. 
207.  Ind.— Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Wood,  113  Ind.  544,  14  N.  E. 


572,  16  N.  E.  197.  Mo.— Austin  v.  St. 
Louis  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.,  149  Mo.  App. 
397,  130  S.  W.  385. 

[a]  It  is  sufficiently  shown  by  an 
averment  (1)  that  the  act  was  done 
by  an  employe  or  servant  in  charge 
of  a  train  or  waiting  room  (Ind| 
Indianapolis  St.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Schmidt, 
163  Ind.  360,  71  N.  B.  201;  Indianapolis 
Traction  &  T.  Co.  v.  Formes,  40  Ind. 
App.  202,  80  N.  E.  872.  Md.— Philadel- 
phia, B.  &  W.  E.  V.  Green,  110  Md. 
32,  71  Atl.  986.  Tex.— Texas  &  P. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Boyd  [Tex.  Civ.  App.],  141 
S.  W.  1076),  or  (2)  an  averment  that 
said  injuries  were  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant  (Louisville, 
N.  A.  &  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Kendall,  138 
Ind.  313,  36  N.  E.  415),  or  (3)  by 
the  act  of  the  defendant  by  its  em- 
ployes, servants  and  agents.  Southern 
E.  Co.  v.- Clone,  51  Ind.  App.  300,  99 
N.  E.  762. 

[b]  An  averment  that  it  is  a  duty 
of  a  brakeman  to  look  after  the  safe 
debarkation  of  passengers,  and  a  state- 
ment of  the  acts  of  the  brakeman  in 
assisting  the  passenger  to  alight  show 
his  acts  to  be  connected  with  the 
service.  Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Gray  (Ind.  App.),  59  N.  E. 
1000.  See  also  St.  Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co. 
V.  Kennedy  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  96  S;  W. 
653. 

[c]  Apparent  Authority.  —  Where 
an  agent  makes  representations  as  to 
other  routes  in  order  to  induce  per- 
sons to  take  passage  on  his  road,  the 
acts  are  within  the  scope  of  his  ap- 
parent authority,  and  in  an  action  for 
injuries,  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  a 
custom  of  the  defendant  or  authority 
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allegation  is  not  necessary  where  the  scope  of  servant 's  duties  is  within 
the  judicial  knowledge  of  the  court.*' 

(6.)  Negativing  Contributory  Negligenoe.  —  Generally  the  plaintiff  need 
not  negative  contributory  negligence,  unless  this  defense  appears  on 
the  face  of  his  pleading.** 

(7.)    Injury  and  Damage The  plaintiff  must  plead  his  damage  in 

accordance  with  the  general  rules,*"  showing  a  causal  connection  be- 
tween the  negligent  act  complained  of  and  the  injury  suffered,** 
and  stating  the  time,*^  and  place*^  of  the  injury. 

(8.)  Joinder  of  Actions  and  Dv/glioity.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  joinder 
of  actions  and  duplicity  apply  to  this  class  of  actions.** 


of  the  agent  to  bind  it  in  such  mat- 
ters. St.  Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  White 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  86  8.   W.   71. 

Where  passenger  is  ejected,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  2,  c,  (IV),  (B),  (2),  (a). 

43.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Murray,  98  Ind.  358,  367,  49  Am.  Eep. 
752  (conductor) ;  Indianapolis  &  E. 
E.  Co.  V.  Barnes,  35  Ind.  App.  485,  74 
N.    E.    583,   conductor. 

Judicial  notice  as  to  duties  of  con- 
ductors, see   7  Enct.  op  Ev.   939,  940. 

44.  Citizens'  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Jolly,  161 
Ind.  80,  89,  67  N.  E.  935;  Kansas  City, 
M.  &  O.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Young,  50  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  610,  111  S.  W.  764.  See 
generally   the   title    "Negligence." 

[a]  Eule  is  otherwise  (1)  in  some 
states  (Burger  v.  Omaha  &  C.  B.  S. 
E.  Co.,  139  Iowa  645,  117  N.  W.  35, 
130  Am.  St.  Eep.  343),  except  (2)  in 
those  eases  where  the  facts  show  that 
the  injury  was  the  result  solely  of 
the  negligence  of  the  carrier  as  in  de- 
railment cases  for  example.  Burke  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  108  111.  App. 
565  (where  plaintiff  was  helpless); 
Bedford  S.  O.  &  B.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Eain- 
■bolt  99  Ind.  551  (where  bridge  gave 
way);  Michigan  S.  &  N.  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
Lantz,  29  Ind.  528.  For  present  In- 
diana rule  see  supra,  this  note.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Negligence." 

45.  Benver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Boi- 
ler, 100  Fed.  738,  41  C.  C.  A.  22,  49 
L.  E.  A.  77;  Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St. 
L.  E.  Co.  V.  Brown,  178  Ind.  11,  97 
N.  E.  145,  98  N.  E.  625,  holding  al- 
legation sufficient.  See  13  Standard 
Proc.  360. 

46.  As  to  necessity  for  showing 
causal  connection  between  injury  and 
damage,  see  13  Standard  Proc.  353. 

[a]  In  derailment  cases,  the  peti- 
tion need  not  allege  that  the  injury 
was  the  result  of  a  wrongful  act  or 
omission  of  the  defendant,  as  that  will 

Vol.  XXI 


be  presumed.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Young,  58  Neb.  678,  79  N.  W. 
556. 

47.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Wright,  105  Ark.  269,  150  S.   W.   706. 

48.  Birmingham  E.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Moore,  148  Ala.  115,  42  So.  1024  (hold- 
ing allegation  sufficient  as  the  court 
judicially  knows  in  what  county  a  city 
is  situated);  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  Wright,  105  Ark.  269,  150  S.  W. 
706. 

[a]  That  the  place  where  the  ac- 
cident occurred  Is  between  the  place 
of  departure  and  the  destination  need 
not  be  specifically  alleged.  Interna- 
tional &  G.  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Underwood, 
67  Tex.  589,  4  S.  W.  216. 

49.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen 
erally  the  titles  "Duplicity;"  "Join- 
der of  Actions." 

[a]  Accordingly  (1)  the  plaintiff 
may^  state  separate  and  distinct  con- 
curring acts  that  produce  the  accident 
and  injury  (New  York,  C.  &  St.  L. 
E.  Co.  V.  Callahan,  40  Ind.  App.  223, 
81  N.  E.  670;  Padueah  T.  Co.  v.  Baker, 
130  Ky.  360,  113  S.  W.  449,  18  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  1185.  See  generally  the 
title  "Negligence"),  or  (2)  he  may 
in  separate  counts  charge  the  acts  of 
negligence  in  different  ways  to  meet 
the  proof.  Froeming  v.  Stockton  Elec. 
E.  Co.,  171  Cal.  401,  153  Pae.  712. 

[b]  Thrown  Prom  Car  and  InjU'red 
While  Alighting — A  petition  is  not 
duplieitous  which  states  in  separate 
counts  that  plaintiff  was  thrown  from 
a  train  without  fault  on  his  part  and 
that  he  was  injured  by  voluntarily 
attempting  to  leave  the  train.  Gulf. 
C.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Buford,  2  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  115,  21  S.  W.  272. 

[c]  Refusal  To  Stop  and  Ejection. 
A  count  alleging  a  failure  and  refusal 
to  stop  at  plaintiff's  destination  and 
an  expulsion  a  short  distance  beyond 
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"  (9.)  Amendment.  —  The  plaintiff  may  amend  his  pleading  in  accord- 
ance with  the  general  rules  regulating  amendmentSj^"  if  he  does  not 
thereby  introduce  a  new  and  different  cause  of  action.'^ 

(B.)  Allegations  in  Particular  Cases.  —  (1.)  D^efecUve  Condition  of  Prem- 
ises and  InsUfflcient  Accommodations  at  Stations.  —  A  declaration  or  com- 
plaint for  injuries  received  from  a  defective  condition  of  the  premises 
at  or  about  a  station,'^  or  from  insufScient  accommodations  at  sta- 
tions'^ must  allege  negligence  or  a  breach  of  duty  in  accord  with  the 
general  rules.  If  statutory  regulations  are  relied  on,  facts  bringing 
the  case  within  the  statute  must  be  alleged."* 

(2.)  Failure  To  Assist  Passenqers  To  Board  or  Alight  and  From  Alighting 
at  Unsafe  Places.  — If  the  negligence  claimed  is  the  omission  to  assist 
a  passenger  to  board  or  alight  from  a  train,  the  complaint  must  allege 
facts  showing  a  duty  to  render  assistance,  as  by  showing  sickness, 


joins  case  and  trespass  in  one  count. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  K.  Co.  v.  Dancy, 
97  Ala.  338,  11  So.  796. 

50.  See  infra,  this  section,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Amendments  and 
Jeofails." 

[aj  Oliarging  Wilfulness. — Southern 
E.  Oo.  V,  Jordan,  129  Ga,  665,  59 
S.  B.  802. 

51.  V.  S.— Atlantic  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Laird,  164  U.  S.  393,  17  Sup.  Ct.  120, 
41  L.  ed.  485,  amendment  dropping 
joint  tortfeasor.  Ala. — Alabama  G.  S. 
E.  Co.  V.  Arnold,  80  Ala.  600,  2  So. 
337,  amendment  particularly  describ- 
ing the  platform  so  as  to  show  the 
necessity  for  lights  does  not  add  cause 
of  action.  Ga. — Georgia  E.  &  E.  Co. 
V.  Eeeves,  127  Ga.  697,  51  S.  E.  610, 
adding  new  ground  of  negligence.  111. 
Steiskal  v.  Marshall  Field  &  Co.,  142 
111.  App.  154;  Chicago,  T.  T.  K.  Co. 
V.  Young,  118  111.  App.  226;  Chicago 
&  E.  I.  E.  Co.  V.  Wallace,  104  111. 
App.  55.  Mo. — Dougherty  v.  Missouri 
E.  Co.,  97  Mo.  647,  8  S.  W.  900,  11 
S.  W.  251;  Patterson  v.  Springfield  T. 
Co.,  178  Mo.  App.  250,  163  S.  W.  955. 
Tex.— International  &  G.  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Irvine,  64  Tex.  529;  San  Antonio 
Traction  Co.  v.  Williams,  34  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  372,  78  S.  W.  977  (setting  up 
particular  negligence,  the  original  al- 
legation being  general) ;  Mexican 
Cent.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Mitten,  13  Tex.  Civ. 
App.   653,   36   S.   W.    282. 

See  generally  the  title  "New  Cause 
of  Action  or  Defense." 

Amendment  chauging  misdescrip- 
tion of  contract  of  carriage  as  chang- 
ing the  cause  of  action,  see  the  title 
"New  Cause  of  Action  or  Defense." 

[a]    Amendment  cbanging  the  place 


where  the  injury  occurred  does  not  in- 
troduce a  new  cause  of  action.  Chicago 
City  E.  Co.  V.  McMeen,  206  111.  108, 
118,  68  N.  E.  1093;  Cicero  &  P.  S. 
E.   Co.   V.   Brown,   89   111.   App.   318. 

52.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Dixon, 
176  Ky.  369,  195  S.  W.  1099,  holding 
complaint  charging  injuries  sustained 
by  falling  through  trap-door  in  sta- 
tion platform  sufficient. 

[a]  Insufficient  Lights. — Stewart  v. 
International  &  G.  N.  E.  Co.,  53  Tex. 
289,  37  Am.  Eep.  753.i  See  alao  Ala- 
bama G.  S.  E.  Co.  ».  Godfrey,  156 
Ala.  202,  47  So.  1§5,  130  Am.  St. 
Eep.  76  (falling  into  ditch  near  path- 
way); Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co.  v. 
Campbell,  10  Ala.  App.  288,  64  So. 
540  (complaint  sufficient  to  show  neg- 
ligent failure  to  light  premises); 
Cleveland,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Harvey,  45  Ind.  App.  153,  90  N.  E. 
318. 

[b]  Wanton  Injury. — An  allegation 
that  the  defendant  wantonly  or  inten- 
tionally left  or  permitted  a  hole  or 
opening  in  its  platform  is  insufficient 
to  charge  wantonness  as  the  inference 
of  wantonness  does  not  necessarily 
follow  from  the  facts  stated.  West- 
ern Ey.  of  Alabama  v.  Turrentine,  197 
Ala.  603,  73  So.  40. 

Injuries  from  alighting  at  unsafe 
place,  see  infra,  II,  B,  2,  b,  (V),  (B), 
(2). 

53.  Brown  v.  Georgia,  C.  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  119  Ga.  88,  46  S.  E.  71,  failure  to 
heat  waiting  room. 

54.  Ala. — Page  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
E.  Co.,  129  Ala.  232,  29  So.  676. 
Ind.— Draper  v.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  E. 
Co.,  165  Ind.  117,  74  N.  E.  889.  Ky, 
Ward  V.  Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co.,  168 
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infirmity  or  the  other  cause  known  to  the  carrier,"^  a  breach  of  such 
duty,°°  and  injury  resulting  therefrom.^'  If  an  injury  results  from 
alighting  at  an  unsafe  place,  complaints  against  railroad  companies,^* 
or  street  car  companies,"^  must  state  facts  showing  a  breach  of  duty 
owing  from  the  carrier  to  the  passenger,  and  show  the  dangerous 
condition  of  the  place  of  discharge  of  passengers,^"  and  that  the  plain- 


Ky.  826,  183  S.  W.  211,  under  statute 
requiring  stations  to  be  kept  open 
"until  the  train  departs,"  complaint 
must  allege  that  when  the  passenger 
found  the  waiting  room  closed,  the 
train  had  not  departed. 

55.  Ind.— Lake  Erie  &  W.  E.  Co. 
V.  Beals,  50  lud.  App.  450,  98  N.  E. 
453.  S.  O. — See  Madden  v.  Port  Eoyal 
&  W.  C.  Ey.  Co.,  35  S.  C.  381,  14 
S.  E.  713,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  855.  Tex. 
St.  Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Kennedy 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  96  S.  "W.  653. 

56.  Georgia  E.  &  B.  Co.  v.  Eives, 
137  Ga.  376,  73  S.  E.  645,  38  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  564  (failure  of  conductor  to 
assist  blind  person  to  alight) ;  Lake 
Erie  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Beals,  50  Ind.  App. 
450,  98  N.  E.  453;  Sellers  v.  Cleve- 
land, C.  C,  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.,  40  Ind. 
App.  319,  81  N.  E.  1087,  complaint  set- 
ting up  failure  to  provide  platform 
held  inaufS.cient. 

57.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Beals, 
50  Ind.  App.  450,  98  N.  E.  453. 

58.  Ga. — Waldrup  v.  Central  of 
Georgia  E.  Co.,  127  6a.  359,  56  S.  E. 
439  (complaint  indefinite);  Wilkes  v. 
Western  &  A.  E.  Co.,  109  Ga.  794,  35 
S.  E.  165,  where  plaintiff  was  injured 
by  splinter  of  wood  on  depot  platform. 
Ind. — Evansville  &  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Dun- 
can, 28  Ind.  441,  92  Am.  Dec.  322,  in- 
juries from  jumping  from  box  car 
without  steps  before  car  reached  plat- 
form. N.  J. — Mettler  v.  Delaware,  L. 
&  W.  E.  Co.,  77  N.  J.  L.  97,  71  Atl. 
111.  S.  0. — Madden  v.  Port  Eoyal  & 
"W.  C.  Ey.  Co.,  35  S.  0.  381,  14  S.  E.  713, 
28  Am.  St.  Eep.  855,  holding  allega- 
tions sufScient.  Tex. — International 
&  G.  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Clark  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  71  S.  W.  587  (holding  peti- 
tion good  against  general  demurrer); 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Overfield, 
19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  440,  47  S.  W.  684. 
Va. — Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Tins- 
ley,  116  Va.  600,  82  B.  E.  732,  com- 
plaint sufficient. 

59.  Ala. — Montgomery  St.  E.  Co.  v. 
Mason,  133  Ala.  508,  526,  32  So.  261, 
complaint  sufficient.  Ind.  —  Indiana 
Union  Tract.  Co.  v.  Jacobs,  167  Ind.  85, 
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78  N.  B.  325  (complaint  sufficient); 
Et.  Wayne  &  N.  I.  T.  Co.  v.  Kumb 
(Ind.  App.),  116  N.  E.  309;  Indianap- 
olis Tract.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Pressell,  39  Ind. 
App.  472,  77  N.  E.  357.  Ky.— Murnahan 
V.  Cincinnati,  N.  &  C.  St.  E.  Co.,  27 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  737,  86  S.  W.  688.  N.  Y. 
Page  V.  United  T.  Co.,  161  App.  Div. 
383,  146  N.  Y.  Supp.  530;  Catterson  v. 
Brooklyn  Heights  E.  Co.,  132  App.  Div. 
399,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  760,  complaint 
sufficient.  Va. — Eichmond  City  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Scott,  86  Va.  902,  11  S.  E.  404,  com- 
plaint sufficient. 

fa]  Knowledge  by  the  street  car 
company  of  the  defective  condition  of 
the  street  at  the  place  the  car  stopped 
need  not  be  alleged.  Indiana  Union 
Tract.  Co.  v.  Jacobs,  167  Ind.  85,  78  N. 
E.  325.  Contra,  Murnahan  v.  Cincin- 
nati N.  &  C.  St.  E.  Co.,  27  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
737,  86  S.  W.  688,  holding  that  an  aver- 
ment that  the  conductor  failed  to  warn 
the_  passenger  of  the  danger  is  not 
equivalent  to  an  averment  pf  knowl- 
edge of  the  danger. 

[b]  Ignorance  by  the  passenger  of 
the  dangerous  condition  of  the  street 
at  the  place  the  car  stopped  because  of 
blindness  and  the  like  must  be  shown. 
Indianapolis  Tract.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Pres- 
sell, 39  Ind.  App.  472,  77  N.  E.  357; 
Murnahan  v.  Cincinnati  N.  &  C.  St.  E. 
Co.,  27  Ky.  L.'  Eep.  737,  86  S.  W.  688. 
But  _  compare  the  cases  cited  above 
holding  complaint  sufficient,  and  see 
supra,  IT,  B,  2,  b,  (V),  (6),  as  to 
necessity  of  negativing  contributory 
negligence. 

60.  Ga. — Seaboard  Air  Line  E.  Co. 
V.  Olsen,  123  Ga.  612,  51  S.  E.  591.  Ind. 
Indianapolis  Tract.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Pres- 
sell, 39  Ind.  App.  472,  77  N.  E.  357. 
Ky. — Durham  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
E.  Co.,  16  Ky.  L.  Eep.  757,  29  S.  W. 
737,  averment  that  servant  knew  place 
was  unsafe  is  insufficient  to  show  place 
was  in  fact  unsafe.  Mo. — ^Fillingham 
V.  St.  Louis  T.,  Co.,  102  Mo.  App.  573, 
77  8.  W.  314. 

[a]  A  minute  description  of  fhe 
place  at  which  the  stop  was  made  need 
not  be  averred.     Montgomery  St.   R. 
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tiff  sustained  injuries  because  thereof/^ 

(3.)  Alighting  From  Crowded  Cars.  —  One  injured  by  alighting  from 
crowded  cars  must  aver  negligence  in  accordance  with  the  general 
rules.°^ 

(4.)  Sudden  Starting,  Jerlcing,  or  Lurching  of  Train  or  Cai-.es  —  A  passenger 
injured  by  the  sudden  jerking  or  starting  of  a  car  or  train  while  he 
is  in  the  act  of  boarding  or  alighting,  should  allege  that  the  car 
stopped,**  or  slowed  down,*"  at  a  regular  stopping  place,*"  or  that  it 
stopped  for  the  purpose  of  taking  on  or  letting  off  passengers.*''  That 
the  jerk,  sudden  starting,  or  acceleration  was  done,**  through  the 
agency  of  the  defendant's  servants,*'  must  be  alleged,  unless  the  facts 
disclosed  themselves  amount  to  negligence.'"    It  is  generally  sufScient, 


Co.  V.  Maaon,  133  Ala.  508,  526,  32 
So.  261:  Catterson  v.  Brooklyn  Heights 
E.  Co.,  132  App.  Div.  399,  116  N.  Y. 
Supp.  760. 

[b]  What  would  constitute  a  safe 
place  to  alight  need  not  be  stated. 
Montgomery  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Mason,  133 
Ala.  508,  526,  32  So.  261. 

61.  Indianapolis  Tract.  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Preasell,  39  Ind.  App.  472,  77  N.  E. 
357. 

Necessity  for  showing  causal  con- 
nection between  injury  and  damage, 
see  generally,  13  Standard  Proc.  353. 

62.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  declaration  is  sufficient  which 
alleges  that  a  street  car  company  care- 
lessly and  negligently  suffered  and 
permitted  its  ear  exits  and  running 
board  to  be  greatly  crowded  with  pas- 
sengers, whereby  plaintiff  while  at- 
tempting to  alight,  was  thrown  and 
injured.  Dunham  v.  Public  Service 
Corp.,  76  N.  J.  L.  452,  69  Atl.  1012. 
See  also  Worthington  v.  Georgia  E.  & 
B.  Co.,  131  Ga.  450,  62  S.  E.  525;  Hous- 
ton &  T.  C.  E.  Co.  V.  Hubbard  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  37  S.  W.  25,  where  plain- 
tiff was  not  given  reasonable  time  to 
alight,  the  car  being  crowded. 

68.  Form  of  complaint,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Proc.  646. 

64.  Gorza  v.  Peoria  E.  Co.,  175  111. 
App.  117  (holding  it  will  be  implied 
from  an  allegation  that  the  car  started, 
that  the  car  stopped  before  the  pas- 
senger attempted  to  alight);  Shareman 
V.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  103  Mo.  App. 
515,  78  8.  W.  846.  But  see  Louisville 
&  S.  I.  Tract.  Co.  v.  Leaf,  40  Ind.  App. 
214,  79  N.  E.  1066. 

65.  See  Eome  E.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Keel,  '• 
3  Ga.  App.  769,  60  S.  E.  468;  Share-  | 
man  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  103  Mo.  i 
App.  515,  78  8.  W.  846. 


66.  Louisville  &  8.  I.  Tract.  Co.  v. 
Korbe,  175  Ind.  450,  93  N.  B.  5,  94  N. 
E.  768;  Terre  Haute  T.  &  L.  Co.  v. 
Payne,  45  Ind.  App.  132,  89  N.  B.  413; 
Hays  V.  Metropolitan  St.  E.  Co.,  182 
Mo.  App.  393,  170  S.  W.  414.  Com- 
pare Knuckey  v.  Butte  Elec.  E.  Co., 
41  Mont.  314,  109  Pac.  979,  where 
plaintiff  alleged  the  car  stopped  at  his 
destination. 

[a]  That  the  car  stopped  to  allow 
passengers  to  board  or  alight  need  not 
be  alleged  where  the  car  is  stopped  at 
a  regular  stopping  place.  Indianapolis 
&  M.  Eapid  Transit  Co.  v.  Walsh,  45 
Ind.  App.  42,  90  N.  B.  138.  See  Peter- 
son V.  Metropolitan  S.  E.  Co.,  211  Mo. 
498,  515,  111  S.  W.  37. 

67.  Hays  v.  Metropolitan  St.  E.  Co., 
183  Mo.  App.  393,  170  S.  W.  414. 

[a]  That  the  car  stopped  in  re- 
spouse  to  a  signal  shows  that  the  car 
stopped  to  let  off  passengers.  Winona 
&  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Eousseau,  48  Ind.  App. 
248,  93  N.  E.  34,  1028;  Hays  v.  Met- 
ropolitan St.  B.  Co.,  182  Mo.  App.  393, 
170  S.  W.  414. 

68.  Birmingham  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Weathers,  164  Ala.  23,  51  So.  303;  Birm- 
ingham Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Parker,  156 
Ala.  251,  47  So.  138;  Seeley  v.  Central 
Vermont  E.  Co.,  88  Vt.  178,  92  Atl.  28. 

69.  Kilson  v.  Oakland  Traction  Co., 
10  Cal.  App.  103,  108,  101  Pac.  413,  21 
Am.  Neg.  Eep.  566,  holding  allegation 
to  be  implied  from  an  allegation  that 
the  car  was  under  the  control  of  the 
defendant's  servants. 

70.  Ala. — Birmingham  Ey.  L.  &  P. 
Co.  V.  Parker,  156  Ala.  251,  47  So.  138. 
Ind. — Cincinnati,  H.  &  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
Worthington,  30  Ind.  App.  663,  65  N.  E. 
557,  66  N.  E.  478,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  355. 
Mo. — Keeton  v.  St.  Louis  &  M.  E.  R. 
Co.,  116  Mo.  App.  281,  92  S.  W.  512, 
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whether  the  passenger  is  injured  while  aboard  a  train  or  car/^ 
while  boarding  or  alighting  therefrom/^  to  allege  that  the  defendant 
negligently  started  or  stopped  the  car  with  a  sudden  jerk  and  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  throw  plaintiff  down/'  although  it  has  been  held 
necessary  to  show  that  the  jerk  or  lurch  was  unusually  violent,  where 
the  injury  was  received  by  a  passenger  aboard  a  train.'*  It  is  not 
necessary  to  allege  the  particular  methods  by  which  the  defendant's 
servants  produced  the  jerk,  lurch,  stop  or  acceleration.'"    Notice  of 


even  in  such  case,  better  practice  re- 
quires breach  of  duty  to  be  character- 
ized as  negligence. 

71.  Brady  v.  Springfield  T.  Co.,  140 
Mo.  App.  421,  124  S.   W.  1070. 

72.  Birmingham  Ev.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Weathers,  164  Ala.  '23,  51  So.  303; 
Birmingham  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Parker, 
156  Ala.  251,  47  So.  138;  Bobbitt  v. 
United  Eys.  Co.,  169  Mo.  App.  424,  153 
S.  W.   70. 

[a]  Compare  Saxton  v.  Missouri 
Pac.  E.  Co.,  98  Mo.  App.  494,  72  S.  W. 
717,  holding  it  should  be  stated  that 
the  jerk  was  extraordinary  or  more 
than  a  usual  incident  to  the  accelera- 
tion of  the  speed  of  the  train  under 
the    circumstances. 

73.  For  complaints  held  to  be  suf- 
ficient, see  the  following.  Ala. — Birm- 
ingham Ey.  Ii.  &  P.  Co.  1).  Gonzalez, 
183  Ala.  273,  61  So.  80,  Ann.  CaB.  1916 
A,  543  (action  for  starting  or  jerking 
car  or  train  while  passenger  boarding 
or  alighting) ;  Birmingham  Ey.  L.  & 
P.  Co.  V.  McGinty,  158  Ala.  410,  48  So. 
491;  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Hundley,  151 
Ala.  378,  44  So.  195,  where  lurch  threw 
passenger  about  to  alight  from  plat- 
form. Cal. — Nilson  V.  Oakland  Trac- 
tion Co.,  10  Cal.  App.  103,  101  Pac.  413, 
21  Am.  Neg.  Eep.  566.  Colo.— Fox  v. 
Denver  City  Tramway  Co.,  57  Colo. 
511,  143  Pac.  278.  Fla.— Florida  E.  C. 
E.  Co.  V.  Carter.  67  Fla.  335,  65  So. 
254,  Ann.  Cas.  191 6E,  1299  (starting 
train  before  passenger  got  off);  Flor- 
ida E.  C.  E.  Co.  V.  Hayes,  66  Fla.  589, 
64  So.  274,  "where  plaintiff  was  thrown 
off  crowded  car  by  sudiJen  stop.  Ga. 
Western  &  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Eoberts,  144  Ga. 
250,  86  S.  E.  933;  Mack  v.  Savannah 
&  S.  E.  Co.,  118  Ga.  629,  45  S.  E.  509; 
James  v.  Atlanta  St.  E.  Co.,  90  Ga.  695, 
16  S.  E.  642;  DouglaB,  A.  &  G.  E.  Co. 
r.  Swindle,  2  Ga.  App.  550,  59  S.  E. 
600.  111.— Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Clausen,  173  HI.  100,  50  N.  E.  680; 
Wayne  v.  St.  Louia  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  165 
111.  App.  353;  Euoh  v.  Aurora,  E.  &  C. 
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E.  Co.,  150  111.  App.  329,  where  plain- 
tiff was  thrown  from  ear  taking. switch 
at  high  rate  of  speed.  Ind. — ^Baltimore 
&  O.  S.  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Harbin,  160  Ind. 
441,  67  N.  E.  109  (where  passenger  is 
thrown  against  seat  by  sudden  stop); 
Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Wood, 
113  Ind.  544,  14  N.  E.  572,  16  N.  E.  197 
(where  conductor  jerked  passenger 
from  train  after  it  started) ;  Public 
Utilities  Co.  v.  Cosby,  60  Ind.  App.  252, 
110  N.  E.  576;  Kokomo  M.  &  W.  Tract. 
Co.  V.  Walsh,  58  Ind.  App.  182,  108  N. 
E.  19;  Indiana  Union  Tract.  Co.  v. 
Bales,  58  Ind.  App.  92,  107  N.  E.  682; 
Lake  Erie  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Cotton,  45 
Ind.  App.  580,  91  N.  E.  253;  Indian- 
apolis Tract.  &  T.  Co.  V.  Miller,  40  Ind. 
App.  403,  82  N.  E.  113,  complaint  suffi- 
cient on  appeal.  Mo. — Peterson  v.  Met- 
ropolitan S.  E.  Co.,  211  Mo.  498,  111  S. 
W.  37;  Coudy  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 
E.  Co.,  85  Mo.  79;  Keeton  v.  St.  Louis 
&  M.  E.  E.  Co.,  116  Mo.  App.  281,  92 
S.  W.  512,  starting  car  while  plaintiff 
was  boarding  it.  Tex. — Missouri,  K.  & 
T.  E.  Co.  V.  Moody,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
46,  79  S.  W.  856.  Vt.— Seeley  v.  Cen- 
tral Vermont  E.  Co.,  .88  Vt.  178,  92  Atl. 
28.  Wash. — Mueller  v.  Washington 
Water  Power  Co.,  56  Wash.  556,  106 
Pac.  476.  W.  Va. — Duty  v.  Chesapeake 
&  O.  E.  Co.,  70  W.  Va.  14,  73  S.  E.  331. 

74.  Connor  v.  Washington  E.  &  E. 
Co.,  43  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  329;  Missouri, 
K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  V.  Cobb,  60  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  562,  128  S.  W.  910,  where  plaintiff 
was  a  passenger  in  a  box  car. 

75.  Ga. — Georgia  E.  &  E.  Co.  v. 
Eeeves,  123  Ga.  697,  51  S.  E.  610, 
Mich. — Schultz  V.  Michigan  U.  E  Co., 
158  Mich.  665,  123  N.  W.  594,  27  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  503.  R.  I.— MeCauley  v. 
Rhode  Island  Co.,  25  E.  I.  558,  57  Atl. 
376. 

fa]  But  a  descriptlo.n  of  a  curve  as 
"sharp  and  dangerous" -is  insufficient 
as  against  special  demurrer.  Central  of 
Ga.  E.  Co.  V.  Stacer,  20  Ga.  App.  195, 
92  S.  E.  962. 
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plaintiff's  intention  to  board  or  alight  must  be  alleged  in  actions 
against  railroads,  if  the  place  was  not  a  regular  stopping  place  for 
discharge  of  passengers,^®  and  in  actions  against  street  car  companies 
where  the  car  had  not  stopped;"  but  it  is  otherwise  where  the  car 
stopped  at  the  passenger's  destination."  A  trespasser  injured  by  a 
sudden  acceleration  in  speed  while  alighting  must  show  knowledge  of 
his  position  by  defendant's  servants." 

Starting  Before  Passenger  Has  Time  To  Board  or  Alight.  —If  the  train 
is  started  before  a  passenger  has  a  reasonable  time  to  board  or  alight, 
that  fact  must  be  shown.*"  That  the  passenger  was  in  danger,  which 
was  known  to  the  defendant,  need  not  be  alleged,  when  facts  from 
which  such  conclusion  may  be  drawn  are  alleged.*^ 

Wilful  and  Wanton  Injury.  —  If  the  jerk  was  wilful  or  wanton,  the 
complaint  must  show  that  the  servant  or  employe  who  caused  the 
jerk  was  a  servant  of  the  railroad  company,*^  that  he  was  conscious 
of  the  danger,*^  and  wilfully  or  wantonly  inflicted  the  injury.^* 

(5.)  Alighting  From  Moving  Train  or  Car.  —  A  passenger  injured  while 
boarding  or  alighting  from  a  moving  train  must  negative  contributory 
negligence  ;*°  and  show  that  the  speed  of  the  taain  was  not  such  as 


[b]  Impossible  cause  set  up  will  be 
disregarded.  Eome  K.  &  L.  Co.  v. 
Keel,  3  Ga.  App.  769,  60  S.  E.  468, 
where  it  was  alleged  the  jerk  was 
caused  by  throwing  oflE  the  brakes, 
nothing  being  said  about  the  power 
which  the  court  assumed  to  be  oflE  un; 
der  the  allegations.  ~ 

76.  Barnwell  v.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ey. 
(Fla.),  74  So.  497  (where  train  stop- 
ped); Creech  v.  Charleston  &  N.  C.  B. 
Co.,  66  S.  C.  528,  45  S.  E.  86,  where 
train  slowed  down. 

77.  Birmingham  By.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Selhorst,  165  Ala.  475,  51  So.  568  (aver- 
ment of  a  negligent  jerking  or  lurching 
of  a,  car  implies  notice  of  plaintiff 's 
position);  Public  Utilities  Co.  v.  Cos- 
by, 60  Ind.  App.  252,  110  N.  E.  576, 
sufficient  allegation. 

78.  Knuckey  v.  Butte  Elec.  E.  Co., 
41  Mont!  314,  109  Pae.  979. 

79.  McElvane  v.  Central  of  Georgia 
E.  Co.,  170  Ala.  525,  54  So.  489,  34  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.  )715. 

80.  Mich. — McCaslin  v.  Lake  Shore 
&  M.  S.  By.  Co.,  93  Mich.  553,  53  N.  W. 
724.  Mo. — McKinstry  v.  St.  Louia  T. 
Co.,  108  Mo.  App.  12,  82  8.  W.  1108, 
petition  sufftcient  as  against  objection 
after  verdict.  Tex. — Houston  &  T.  C. 
E.  Co.  V.  Hubbard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  37 
S.  W.  25;  San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  E.  Co. 
V.  Jackson,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  201,  85 
S.  W.  445,  complaint  sufficient. 

[a]  Unless  he  is  In  the  act  of  alight- 
ing in  view  of  the  conductor  or  under 


circumstances  making  it  his  duty  to 
see  the  passenger.  Cobb  v.  Lin  dell  E. 
Co.,  149  Mo.  135,  50  S.  W.  310. 

[b]  That  the  train  failed  to  stop 
for  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  enable 
the  plaintiff  to  alight  is  sufficient. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Cornelius,  183 
Ala.  203,  62  So.  710;  Western  &  A.  B. 
Co.  V.  Boberts,  144  Ga.  250,  86  S.  E. 
933. 

[c]  That  the  laraln  was  sitarted 
while  plaintiff  was  alighting  is  suffi- 
cient to  admit  proof  that  the  train  did 
not  stop  a  reasonable  time.  Indian- 
apolis S.  B.  Co.  V.  Wall,  54  Ind.  App. 
43,  101  N.  E.  680.  See  also  Knuckey 
V.  Butte  Elec.  B.  Co.,  41  Mont.  314, 
109  Pac.   979. 

81.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Thornsberry  (Tex.),  17  S.  W.  521,  nor 
need  he  allege  his  age. 

82.  Birmingham  By.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Barrett,  4  Ala.  App.  347,  58  So.  760. 
See  Birmingham  By.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Selhorst,  165  Ala.  475,  51  So.  568. 

83.  Birmingham  By.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Selhorst,  165  Ala.  475,  51  So.  568;  Bir- 
mingham E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Bennett, 
144  Ala.  369,  39  So.  565;  Birmingham 
By.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Barrett,  4  Ala.  App. 
347,  58  So.  760. 

84.  Wlestem  Ev.  of  Alabama  ,v. 
Foshee,  183  Ala.  182,  62  So.  500;  Bir- 
mingham By.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Barrett, 
4  Ala.  App.  347,  58  So.  760. 

85.  Badovinac  v.  Northern  Pae. '  B. 
Co.,  39  Mont.  454,  104  Pae.  543. 
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to  render  the  danger  immintfnt  and  obvious.**  I'hat  an  employe  in- 
viting him  to  alight  was  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment 
must  be  shown.*'  If  the  plaintiff  thought  that  the  car  had  stopped, 
the  servant's  knowledge  thereof  must  be  alleged.**  If  a  person  as- 
sisting another  on  the  train  is  not  given  sufficient  time  or  warning 
to  alight,  he  must  allege  defendant's  knowledge  of  his  presence  on 
the  train,*^  and  a  custom  to  give  warning  signals  of  the  departure 
of  trains."" 

(6.)  Collision.  —In  alleging  a  collision,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  that 
plaintiff  was  a  passenger  and  was  injured  through  a  collision  with  the 
train,  car  or  other  obstruction  on  the  track.*^ 


86.  Dailey  v.  South  Covington  &  C. 
S.  E.  Co.,  158  Ky.  64,  164  S.  W.  361; 
Durham  v.  I/ouisville  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.,  16 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  757,  29  S.  W.  737;  Owens 
V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co.,  147  N.  C.  357, 
61  S.  E.  198.  See  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Gray  (Ind.  App.),  59 
N.  E.  1000,  holding  complaint  did  not 
show  contributory  negligence. 

[a]  That  passenger  believes  it  to 
be  safe  to  alight  is  insufficient  to  show 
that  the  danger  of  .attempting  it  is  not 
obvious  or  apparent.  Dailey  v.  South 
Covington  &  G.  S.  E.  Co.,  158  Ky.  64, 
164  S.  W.  361. 

[b]  Sufficient  i  Allegations.  —  See 
Lake  Erie  &  "W.  E.  Co.  v.  Huffman,  177 
Ind.  126,  97  N.  E.  434,  Ann.  Gas.  1914 
C,  1272;  Crosby  v.  Seaboard  A.  L.  E. 
Co.,  81  S.  C.  24,  61  S.  E.  1064,  holding 
complaint  charges  wilfulness. 

87.  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Wall,  96  Ga.  328,  23  S.  E.  197,  where 
flagman  told  plaintiff  he  could  get  off. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  G.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Gray,  28  Ind.  App.  588,  64  N.  E.  39, 
holding  it  to  be  sufficiently  shown  that 
a  brakeman  acted  within  the  scope  of 
his  duties. 

[a]  Compa/T'e  Wilburn  v.  St.  Louis, 
L  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  36  Mo.  App.  203, 
holding  a  complaint,  alleging  that  the 
conductor  "or  some  other  employe  of 
the  defendant"  ordered  the  passenger 
to  jump,  is  not  objectionable  for  fail- 
ure to  show  the  "other  employe"  was 
authorized  to  give  such  direction. 

Allegations  as  to  scope  of  employ- 
ment, see  sitpra,  II,  B,  2,  b,  (V),  (A), 
(5)4  (b). 

88.  Ihdiana  Union  Tract.  Co.  v. 
Swafford,  179  Ind.  279,  100  N.  E.  840, 
unless  the  facts  alleged  disclose  ',a  duty 
to  warn  the  passenger  of  the  car's  mo- 
tion. 

89.  Coleman  v.  Georgia  R.  Co.,  84 
Ga.  1,  10  S.  E.  498. 
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90.  Coleman  v.  Georgia  E.  Co.,  84 
Ga.  1,  10  S.  B.  498. 

91.  Greinke  v.  Chicago  City  R.  Co., 
234  111.  564,  568,  85  N.  E.  327;  Rice 
V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  153  Mo.  App. 
35,  53,  131  S.  W.  374.  See  also  Ala. 
Highland  Ave.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Swope, 
115  Ala.  287,  22  So.  174,  complaint 
sufficient.  D.  C. — Washington  &  G.  R. 
Co.  V.  Hickey,  5  App.  Cas.  436,  col- 
lision between  railroad  and  street  car 
at  crossing.  Ga. — Atlantic  Coast  Line 
R.  Co.  V.  Adeeb,  15  Ga.  App.  842,  84 
S.  E.  316,  complaint  sufficient.  111. 
Chicago  C.  R.  Co.  t>.  Pural,  224  111.  324, 
79  N.  B.  686;  O'Hern  v.  IllinoiB  C.  B. 
Ey.,  190  111.  App.  502;  West  Chicago 
St.  E.  Co.  V.  Mileham,  138  111.  App. 
569;  Chicago  U.  T.  Co  v.  Mee,  136  111. 
App.  98,  street  car  and  wagon  collision. 
Ind.— New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Callahan,  40  Ind.  App.  223,  81  N.  E. 
670.  Compare  South  Chicago  City  Ey. 
Go.  V.  Moltrum,  26  Ind.  App.  550,  60 
N.  E.  361.  And  see  Hammond,  W.  & 
E.  C.  E.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Spyzehalski,  17  Ind. 
App.  7,  46  N.  E.  47.  Mo. — ^Anderson 
f.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  196  Mo.  442,  93 
S.  W.  394,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  748;  Mal- 
loy  V.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  173  Mo. 
75,  73  S.  W.  159;  McBadden  v.  Metro- 
politan St.  T.  E.  Co.,  161  Mo.  App. 
652,  143  S.  W.  884,  where  both  car- 
rier* are  sued.  Tex. — Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Brown,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
93,  40  8.  W.  608;  Fort  Worth  S.  R.  Co. 
V.  Ferguson,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  610,  29 
S.  W.  61.  Va.— Birckhead  v.  Chesa- 
peake &  O.  R.  Co.,  95  Va.  648,  29  S.  E. 
678;  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Sher- 
man's Admx.,  30  Gratt.   (71  Va.)   602. 

[a]  Need  not  specify  In  particular 
acts  of  negligence  causing  collision. 
Greinke  v.  Chicago  City  E.  Co.,  234 
HI.  564,  85  N.  E.  327;  Roscoe  v.  Metro- 
politan 8.  R.  Co.,  202  Mo.  576,  101  S. 
W.  32;'  Hamilton  v.  Metropolitan  St.  R. 
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(7.)  Derailment. —  In  derailment  cases,  the  particular  cause  of  the 
derailment  may,*"  but  need  not  be,"  alleged,  even  though  known  to 
the  passenger,**  unless  the  servant  of  the  carrier  is  joined  as  a  party 


Co.,  114  Mo.  App.  504,  89  S.  W.  893. 

Form  of  complaint  for  injuries  in 
collision,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  942, 
642. 

[b]  That  injury  was  not  due  to 
negligence  of  company  on  whose  train 
plaintiff  was  a  passenger  need  not  be 
negatived  where  the  action  is  brought 
against  the  other  railroad.  Pittsburgh, 
C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Spencer,  98  Ind. 
186. 

[e]  Which  of  the  two  intersecting 
railroads  were  first  built  need  not  be 
stated  to  show  which  has  the  right  of 
way  over  the  crossing.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  R.  Co.  v.  Adeeb,  15  Ga.  App.  842, 
84  S.  B.  316.  ' 

[d]  Where  the  gates  of  the  rail- 
road company  were  negligently  oper- 
ated, if  is  not  necessary  to  make  a 
specific  averment  that  the  gate  Iceeper 
was  the  servant  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany or  that  it  was  bound  to  maintain 
gates,  negligence  being  alleged  gener- 
ally. Washington  &  Gr.  E.  Co.  v. 
Hiekey,-5  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  436. 

92.  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Adams,  52 
Ind.  App.  322,  100  N.  E.  773;  Missouri, 
O.  &  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Vandivere,  42  Okla. 
427,  141  Pac.  799. 

[a]  Particularity  ReoLUired.  —  Gal- 
veston, H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Waldo, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  26  S.  W.  1004. 

[b]  Repugnant  Averments.  —  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Pearce,  159  Ala. 
141,  49  So.  247. 

[e]  SuflS.'Cient  allegations,  see  Gal- 
veston, H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Contreras, 
31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  489,  72  S.  W.  1051. 
Also  Ala. — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Jones,  83  Ala.  376,  3  So.  902.  Del. 
King  V.  Wilmington  &  N.  C.  Elec.  E. 
Co.,  1  Penne.  452,  41 "  AtL  975.  Ind. 
Indiana  Union  Tract.  Co.  v.  McKiniiey, 
39  Ind.  App.  86,  78  N.  E.  203. 
Mont.— Emerson  v.  Butte  Elec.  E.  Co., 
46  Mont.  454,  129  Pac.  319. 

[d]  Effect  of  Alleging  SpecMc 
Causes. — i(l)  If  the  particular  acts 
causing  the  derailment  are  set  up,  the 
complaint  will  be  insuflSicient  unless 
they  as  a  matter  of  law  constitute 
negligence,  even  though  the  complaint 
alleges  negligence  generally  (Knight  v. 
Tombigbee  V.  E.  Co.,  190  Ala.  140,  67 
So.  238),  (2)  although  it  baa  been  held 


I  that  the  allegations  of  specific  causes 
!  should  be  treated  as  surplusage,  so  as 
!  to  admit  proof  of  other  causes.  Hos- 
i  kins  V.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  39  Mont. 
I  394,  102  Pac.  988,  overruling  Pierce  v. 

Great   Falls    &   C.   Ey.    Co.,   22    Mont. 

445,  56  Pac.  867,  so  far  as  it  confli(f^ts 

with  this  rule.     See   also   II,  B,  2,  b, 

(V),    (A),    (4). 

93.  U.  S. — ^Bryce  v.  Southern  E.  Co., 
129  Fed.  966,  125  Fed.  958;  Clark  v. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  15  Fed.  588. 
Ala. — Western  Ey.  of  Alabama  v.  Mc- 
Graw,  183  Ala.  220,  62  So.  772.  Ariz. 
Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Hogan,  13  Ariz. 
34,  108  Pac.  240,  29  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
813.  Del. — King  v.  Wilmington  &  N. 
C.  Elec.  Ey.  Co.,  1  Penne.  452,  41  Atl. 
975.  Fla.— Warfield  v.  Hepburn,  62 
Pla.  409,  57  So,  618.  Ind.— Indianapo- 
lis St.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Schmidt,  163  Ind.  360, 
71  N.  E.  201;  Indiana  Union  Tract.  Co. 
V.  McKinney,  39  Ind.  App.  86,  78  N.  E. 
203.  Ky.— Kentucky  Cent.  E.  Co.  v. 
McMurtry,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  625.  Me. 
Hebert  v.  Portland  E.  Co.,  103  Me.  315, 
69   Atl.    266,   125   Am.    St.    Eep.    297. 

I  Minn.— Smith  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  Ey. 
Co.,  30  Minn  169,  14  N.  W.  797.  Mo. 
Patterson  v.  Springfield  T.  Co.  178  Mo. 
App.  250,  163  S.  W.  955.  See  Ellet  v. 
St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  N.  E.  Co.,  76  Mo. 
518,  /holding  petition  sufficient  as 
against  objection  after  trial.  Mont. 
Hoskins  v.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  39 
Mont.  394,  102  Pac.  988;  Pierce  v. 
Great  Palls  &  C.  Ey.  Co.,  22  Mont.  445, 
56  Pac.  867.  Nev.— Sherman  v.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.,  33  Nev.  385,  111  Pac.  416, 
115  Pac.  909,  Ann.  Cas.  1914  A,  287. 
Teiin.- Eailroad  Co.  v.  Kuhn,  107  Tenn. 
106.  64  S.  W.  202.  Tex.— Gulf,  C.  & 
S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Wilson,  79  Tex.  371,  15 
S.  W.  280,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  345,  11  L. 
E.  A.  486;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  74  Tex.  276,  11  S.  W.  1104.  Va. 
Washington-Va.  E.  Co.  v.  Bouknight, 
113  Va.  696,  75  S.  E.  1032,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913  E,  546. 

Form  of  complaint,  see  9  Standard 
Proc.  942;  for  injury  where  train  falls 
through  bridge,  see  9  Standard  Pboc. 
645. 

94.  San  Antonio  Tract.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  372,  78  S.  W. 
977. 
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defendant,  in  which  event  it  must  be  stated.'" 

(s!)  Jostling  of  Fassengersfi«  —  A  passenger  pushed  from  a  ear  or 
otherwise  injured  by  the  jostling  of  passengers  on  an  overcrowded 
car  need  only  allege  the  negligence  of  the  company.'^ 

(9.)  Failure  To  Properly  Heat  Cars.  —  In  an  action  for  injuries  result- 
ing from  a  failure  of  a  railroad  company  to  heat  its  cars,  the  com- 
plaint must  show  whether  the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  a  freight 
or  passenger  train,'*  as  well  as  such  other  facts  as  may  be  necessary 
to  state  a  cause  of  action.'* 

(10.)  Jumping  From  Cars  on  Appearance  of  Danger.  —  A  passenger  who 
jumped  from  a  train  or  car  on  an  appearance  of  imminent  danger 
need  not  state  all  the  circumstances  producing  the  peril  to  which  he 
was  exposed.^ 

(11.)  Assault  'by.  Employes  and  Servants.  —  A  passenger  assaulted  by  the 
carrier's  servants  must  allege  an  assault  in  accordance  with  the  gen- 
eral rules.'' 


95.  Bryce  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  125 
Ted.  958. 

96.  Injuries  while  alighting  fiom 
crowded  car,  see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  b,  (V), 
(B),  (3). 

97.  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Williams,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  587,  50 
S.  W.  732,  need  not  allege  acts  of  pas- 
sengers, although  he  may  do  so. 

[a]  A  count  states  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion which  alleges  that  plaintiff  was  a 
passenger,  that  he  was  exercising  due 
care,  that  his  position  on  the  rear 
platform  was  insecure  by  reason  of  the 
crowd  of  passengers,  that  defendant 
ran  its  car  upon  a  switch  in  such  a 
way  that  the  passengers  were  thrown 
against  the  plaintiff,  whereby  he  was 
thrown  from  the  platform  and  injured. 
Euch  V.  Aurora,  E.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  150 
111.  App.  329.  See  also  Florida  E.  C. 
E.  Co.  V.  Hayes,  66  Fla.  589,  64  So. 
274,  where  plaintiff  was  thrown  from 
crowded  car  by  sudden  stop. 

[b]  Due  Care  of  Passenger.  —  After 
verdict,  the  declaration  will  not  be  held 
insuflicient  for  a  failure  to  allege  the 
exercise  of  due  care  for  his  safety  in 
boarding  a  crowded  car  from  which  he 
is  later  pushed  or  thrown.  Kordick  v. 
Chicago  Eys.  Co.,  187  111.  App.  74,  prob- 
ably the  declaration  would  be  insuf- 
ficient as  against  demurrer. 

98.  Atlantic  Coast  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Pow- 
ell, 127  Ga.  805,  56  S.  E.  1006,  9  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  709,  9  Ann.  Cas.  553. 

99.  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Harrington, 
166  Ala.  630,  52  So.  57,  139  Am.  St. 
Eep.  59.  See  Atlantic  Coast  L.  E.  Co. 
V.  Powell,  127  Ga.  805,  56  S.  B.  1006, 
9  L.   E.   A.    (N.   S.)    769,   9  Ann.   Cas. 
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553,  holding  a  cause  of  action  to  be 
stated. 

[a]  That  the  person  whose  atten- 
tion was  called  to  the  lack  of  heat  was 
connected  with  the  operation  of  the 
train  must  be  shown.  Atlantic  Coast 
L.  E.  Co.  V.  Powell,  127  Ga.  805,  56  S. 
E.  1006,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  769,  9  Ann. 
Cas.  553. 

1.  Eldridge  v.  Long  Island  E.  Co.,  1 
Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  89. 

[a]  But  he  must  show  that  the  ap- 
pearance was  such  as  to  impress  a  rea- 
sonably prudent  person  of  the  existence 
of  the  peril  and  such  as  to  cause  him 
to  jump.  Birmingham  Ey.  &  Elec.  Co. 
V.  Butler,  135  Ala.  388,  33  So.  33.  See 
Selma  St.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Owen,  132 
Ala.  420,  31  So.  598;  Moore  v.  Metro- 
politan S.  E.  Co.,  189  Mo.  App.  555, 
176  S.  W.  1120. 

[b]  It  is  sufficient  for  him  to  show 
that  he  had  reasonable  cause  to  ap- 
prehend an  accident  and  that  the 
danger  was,  and  that  he  believed  it 
was  imminent  and  impending,  and  that 
in  consequence  thereof  he  jumped  and 
was  injured.  Chitty  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  E.  Co.,  148  Mo.  64,  49  S.  W.  868. 

[cj  Defective  Appliances.  —  If 
plaintiff  alleges  that  control  over  the 
ear  is  lost  by  reason  of  defective  ap- 
pliances, the  particular  appliance  must 
be  specified.  Newton  v.  Peoples  E. 
Co.,  4  Penne.  (Del.)  350,  55  Atl.  2,  hold- 
ing tliat  an  allegation  of  "insuflScient 
brakrs  or  other  appliances ' '  to  stop  the 
car  is  too  general. 

Form  of  complaint,  see  9  Standard 
Pboc.   942,   646. 

2.  See    the    followjing:      Ala%— Bir- 
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(12.)  Assault  and  Disorderly  Conduct  of  F<ellow  Faasengers.  — A  complaillt 
for  damages  for  failure  to  protect  a  passenger  from  the  assaults  of 
his  fellow  passengers  must  allege  that  the  carrier  knew  or  from  the 
attendant  circumstances  should  have  known  of  the  threatened  injury 
in  time  to  have  averted  it.'  It  need  not  allege  that  the  assault  was 
not  in  self  defense.*  Nor  need  vulgar  language  iised  by  fellow  passen- 
gers be  set'  out." 

(13.)  Injuries  'by  Elevators.  —  Complaints  for  injuries  received  from 
passenger  elevators  must  state  a  cause  of  action  in  accordance  with 
the  general  rules." 

If  tlie  elevator  drops,  negligence  may  be  alleged  in  general  terms/ 


mingham  Ry.  L.  &  P.  Co.  ■».  Parker, 
161  Ala.  248,  50  So.  55  (assault  on 
female  passenger);  Lampkin  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.,  106  Ala  287,  17  So. 
448  (holding  complaint  sufficient)  ;Birm- 
ingham  By.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Tate,  7 
Ala.  App.  517,  61  So.  32.  Ind.— Citi- 
zens' St.  E.  Co.  V.  Willoeby,  134  Ind. 
563,  33  N.  B.  627  (holding  complaint 
sufficient  when  first  attacked  on  error. 
N.  Y.— Eay  v.  United  Traction  Co.,  96 
App.  Div.  48,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  49,  com- 
plaint alleging  assault  but  no  ejection 
is  a  complaint  for  assault  and  battery 
only.  Wash. — Casey  v.  Oakes,  17 
Wash.  409,  50  Pae.  53  (complaint  states 
a  cause  of  action),  and  generally  the 
title,  "Assault  and  Battery." 

[a]  He  need  not  sbow  (1)  that  he 
was  on  the  car  at  the  time  of  the  as- 
sault (Alabama  City  G.  &  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Sampley,  169  Ala.  372,  53  So.  142) ;  or, 
(2)  according  to  some  authorities,  that 
the  servant  was  acting  in  the  course 
of  his  employment.  See  supra,  II,  B, 
2,  b,  (V),  (A),  (5),  (b),  Nor  (3>  need 
the  insulting  language  of  the  servant 
be  pleaded.  Houston  &  T.  C.  E.  Co. 
V.  Batchler,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App.  116,  83 
S.  W.  902. 

3.  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Haynes,  186 
Ala.  60,  65  So.  339;  Nashville,  C.  & 
St.  L.  Ey.  1?.  Crosby,  183  Ala.  237,  62 
So.  889;  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Hanby,  183 
Ala.  255,  62  So.  871;  Baltimore  &  O. 
E.  Co.  V.  Eudy,  118  Md.  42,  57,  84  Atl. 
241. 

[a]  Cure  of  Omission.  —  A  general 
allegation  that  the  defendant  negli- 
gently failed  to  perform  its  duty  to 
the  plaintiff  does  not  cure  the  omission 
of  the  allegation  in  the  text.  Southern- 
E.  Co.  V.  Hanby,  183  Ala.  255,  62  So. 
871.  Compare  Holly  v.  Atlanta  St.  R. 
E.,  61  6a.  215,  34  Am.  Eep.  97. 

4.  Culberson   v,   Empira  Goal  €o., 

10 


156  Ala.  416,  47  So.  237,  matter  of  de- 


5.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  "Wright, 
33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  80,  75  S.  W.  565. 
See  the  titles,  "Obscenity;"  "Pro- 
fanity." 

[a]  Sufficient  Complaint.  —  Sea- 
board Air  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Mobley,  194 
Ala.  211,  69  So.  614.  See  also  Hous- 
ton, E.  &  W.  T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Perkins,  21 
Tex.  Civ.  App  508,  52  S  W.  124. 

6.  See  the  title,  "Negligence"  and 
supra,  II,  B,  2,  b,  (V),  (A). 

[a]  That  the  elevator  had  stopped 
before  plaintiff's  decedent  attempted 
to  board  it  must  be  shown.  Ohio  Val- 
ley Tr.  Co.  V.  Wernke,  42  Ind.  App.  326, 
84  N.  E.  999. 

[b]  An  allegation  of  opening  of 
the  door  thereby  inviting  the  passenger 
to  alight  is  a  conclusion  of  law.  Bullock 
V.  Butler  Exchange  Co.,  22  E.  I.  106, 
46  Atl.  273.  See  the  title,  "Conclu- 
sions of  Law." 

[c]  A  complaint  by  a  person  in- 
jured by  falling  into  an  elevator  shaft 
must  not  show  the  plaintiff  to  be  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence.  Kauffman 
V.  Machin  Shirt  Co.,  167  Cal.  506,  140 
Pae.  15  (holding  complaint  demur- 
rable); Tippecanoe  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Jes- 
ter, 180  Ind.  357,  101  N.  E.  915,  L.  E. 
A.  1915  E,  721. 

[d]  Sudden  Starting. — Bullock  v. 
Butler  Exchange  Co.,  22  E.  I.  105,  46 
Atl.  273. 

7.  Champagne  ■».  A.  Hamburger  & 
Sons,  169  Cal.  683,  147  Pae.  954. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  negligence  is 
sufficient  which  states  that  the  fall  of 
the  elevator  was  occasioned  through 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  fail- 
ing to  properly  operate  it.  Cham- 
pagne V.  A.  Hamburger  &  Sons,  169 
Cal.  683,  147  Pae.  954. 
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without  alleging  the  nature  of  the  defects  causing  the  accident.* 
(VI.)  Answer  or  Plea —  The  general  rules  relating  to  answers  and 
pleas  generally  apply  to  answers  in  this  action.*  Thus,  if  defendant 
relies  on  the  defense  of  contributory  negligence,  he  must  generally 
set  it  up  in  his  answer.^" 

(VII.)   Issues In  accordance  with  the  general  rules,^^  a  plea  of 

general  issue  does  not  put  in  issue  allegations  that  the  defendant 
company  is  a  corporation,'^  that  it  owns  and  controls'^  the  tracks  and 


8.  Winheim  v.  Field,  107  111.  App. 
,  145.    See  also  Steiskal  v.  Marshall  Field 

&   Co.,   142   111.   App.   154. 

[aj  Kno-wledge  by  the  defendant 
of  the  defect  need  not  be  alleged.  Win- 
heim V.  Field,  107  111.  App.  145. 

9.  See  infra,  this  not«;  and  gener- 
ally the  titles  "Answers;"  "Denials;" 
"Pleas." 

[a]  That  plaintiff  was  not  a  pas- 
senger must  be  specially  pleaded.  At- 
lantic Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v,  Crosby,  53 
Fla.  400,  434,  435,  43  So.  318. 

[b]  That  plaintiff  rode  on  a  free 
pass  is  bad  as  amounting  to-  a  general 
issue.  Kimball  v.  Boston  C.  &  M.  K. 
Co.,  55  Vt.  95. 

[c]  That  plaintiff  boarded  the  train 
without  invitation  includes  both  ex- 
press and  implied  invitations.  Law- 
rence V.  Kaul  Lumb.  Co.,  171  Ala.  300, 
55  So.  111. 

[d]  Defense  as  to  lack  of  owner- 
ship or  control  over  the  railroad  or  cars 
must  be  specially  pleaded.  Pell  v. 
Joliet,  P.  &  A.  K.  Co.,  238  111.  510,  87 
N.  E.  542. 

[e]  Defense  that  plaintiff  agreed 
to  assume  the  risk  must  be  set  up  in 
the  answer  if  the  plaintiff's  allega- 
tions do  not  show  it.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C. 
&  St.  L.  By.  Co.  V.  Higgs,  165  Ind.  694, 
76  N.  E.  299,  4  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1081; 
Citizens'  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Twiuame,  111 
Ind.  587,  13  N.  E.  55;  Yazoo  &  M.  V.  E. 
Co.  V.  Grant,  86  Miss.  565,  38  So.  502, 
109  Am.  St.  Eep.  723. 

[f]  If  defendant  desires  to  rely 
upon  the  contract  relating  to  immuni- 
ties from  liability  for  personal  injuries, 
it  should  be  plainly  alleged.  Fish  v. 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.,  211  N.  Y. 
374,  105  N.  E.  661. 

[g]  Plea  setting  up  negligence  of  a 
third  party  without  negativing  the  de- 
fendant's negligence  and  without  show- 
ing it  to  be  the  sole  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury  is  insufficient.  Western 
By.  of  Alabama  v.  McGraw,  183  Ala. 
220,  62  So.  772. 

10.    See  infra,  this  note. 
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[a]  Where  a  perso-n  on  the  plat- 
form is  killed  by  a  projection  from  a 
train,  the  plea  must  negative  that  he 
was  standing  on  the  platform  for  re- 
ception and  discharge  of  passengers  or 
charge  him  with  knowledge  of  the  pro- 
jection. Metcalf  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F. 
B.  Co.,  156  Ala.  240,  47  So.  158. 

[b]  Negligent  Alighting.  —  Dallas 
Consol.  E.  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Barnes  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  119  S.  W.  122 

[c]  A  plea  that  plaintiff  jumped 
from  a  moving  car  is  defective  if  it 
does  not  allege  the  speed  of  the  car, 
even  if  it  alleges  that  he  jumped  in  a 
direction  opposite  from  that  in  which 
the  car  was  moving  Birmingham  E.  L. 
&  P.  Co.  V.  Dickerson,  154  Ala.  523, 
45  So.  659.  Compare  Galveston,  H.  & 
S.  A.  B.  Co.  V.  Castillo  (Tex.  Civ.  App.). 
83  S.  W.  25. 

[d]  Where  a  passenger  falls  over 
obstructions  in  the  aisles,  the  plea 
must  state  facts  showing  a  duty  to 
look  out  for  such  obstructions.  Atkin- 
son V.  Dean  (Ala.),  73  So.  479. 

[e]  As  to  necessity  for  pleading 
the  defense  of  contributory  negligence 
and  the  manner  thereof  generally,  see 
the  title  "Negligence." 

Negativing  defense  in  complaint, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  b,  (V),  (A),  (6). 

11.  See  generally  the  titles  "De- 
nials;" "Issues  in  Pleading  and  Prac- 
tice." 

[a]  An  admission  that  the  defend- 
ant is  a  street  railroad  corporation  ia 
an  admission  that  it  is  a  common  car- 
rier of  passengers.  Burbridge  v.  Kan- 
sas City  Cable  E.  Co.,  36  Mo.  App.  669, 
680.  ^'^ 

12.  Chicago  &  B.  I.  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Schmitz,  211  111.  446,  459,  71  N.  E. 
1050. 

As  to  issues  raised  by  general  issue 
generally,  see  7  Standard  Proc.  66. 

13.  Patterson  v.  Jacksonville  T.  Co., 
213  Fed.  289,  130  C.  C.  A.  13;  Pell  v. 
Joliet,  P.  &  A.  E.  Co.,  238  111.  510,  87 
N.  B.  542;  Chicago  &  E.  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
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cars,  or  that  the  operatives  in  charge  of  the  train  were  its  servants 
and  employes.^* 

(VIII.)  Variance  and  Proof.  —The  general  rules  as  to  variance  and 
proof  are  applicable  to  actions  for  damages  for  injuries  to  passen- 
gers.^^ So  where  the  plaintiff  particularizes  the  acts  of  negligence,  the 
proof  must  sustain  the  averments;  recovery  cannot  be  had  on  the 
proof  of  a  negligent  act  or  breach  of  duty  not  alleged  as  causing  the 
injury  complained  of,^°  even  where  the  law  raises  a  presumption  of 


Schmitz,   211    111.   446,    459,    71   N.   E. 
1050. 

14.  McNulta  V.  Lockridge,  137  111. 
270,  27  N.  E.  452,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  362; 
Hill  V.  Chicago  City  E.  Co.,  126  HI. 
App.  152. 

15.  See  the  following:  TJ.  S. — Wash- 
ington &  G.  B.  Co.  V.  Hickey,  166  U.  S. 
521,  531,  17  Sup.  Ct.  661,  41  L.  ed. 
1101.  Ala. — ^Birmingham  Ey.  L.  &  P. 
Co.  v:  Glenn,  179  Ala.  263,  60  So.  Ill; 
Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Melton,  158  Ala.  404, 
47  So.  1008;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Quinn,  146  Ala.  330,  39  So.  756;  Kansas 
City,  M.  &  B.  E.  Co.  v.  Matthews,  142 
Ala.  298,  312,  39  So.  207.  D.  C— Wash- 
ington &  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Hickey,  5  App. 
Cas.  436,-  468,  immaterial  variance  as 
to  whether  passenger  jumped  or  was 
pushed  from  car  in  the  excitement.  Ga. 
Gosnell  v.  Central  of  Ga.  E.  Co.,  17 
Ga.  App.  67,  86  S.  E.  90  (where  plain- 
tiff was  not  thrown  off  by  the  jerk  as 
alleged,  but  jumped  after  the  train 
was  in  motion,  the  variance  is  fatal) ; 
Pindley  v.  Central  of  Ga.  E.  Co.,  7  Ga. 
App.  180,  66  S.  E.  485,  holding  vari- 
ance immaterial  where  plaintiff  alleged 
she  was  jerked  off  the  car  and  proof 
shows  she  jumped  to  save  herself  from 
falling.  liid.— Evansville  &  T.  H.  E. 
Co.  V.  Mills,  37  Ind.  App.  598,  77  N. 
E.  608;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Eenicker,  8  Ind  App.  404,  35  N.  E. 
1047.  Ky— Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N.  O. 
R.  Co.  V.  Eowell,  151  Ky.  313,  151  S. 
W.  950.  Mo.— Wright  v.  Kansas  City 
T.  E.  Co.,  195  Mo.  App.  480,  193  S.  W. 
963  (immaterial  variance  as  to  wheth- 
er luggage  was  pushed  off  rack) ;  John- 
son V.  St.  Louia  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  (Mo. 
Apo.),  190  S.  W.  352  (as  to  sudden 
jerk) ;  Cornell  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.,  143  Mo.  App.  598,  128  S.  W.  1021, 
variance  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff 
paid  his  fare  to  a  ticket  agent  or  con- 
ductor immaterial.  N.  Y. — Willis  v. 
Metropolitan  St.  E.  Co.,  76  App.  Div. 
340,  78  N.  T.  Supp.  478,  33  Civ.  Proc. 
199,  overruling  Block  v.  Third  Ave.  E. 
Co..  60  App.  Div.  191,  69  N.  Y.  Supp. 
J 107.    Tex.— Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co. 


V.  Ball,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  500,  61  S.  W. 
327  (variance  as  to  refusal  of  per- 
mission to  ride  in  coach  provided  for 
white  people) ;  Houston  &  T.  C.  E.  Co. 
V.  Moss  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  63  S.  W. 
894.  WaslhL. — Henry  v.  Navy  Yard 
Eoute,  94  Wash.  526,  162  Pac.  584. 

See  generally  the  title,  "Variance 
and  Failure  of  Proof." 

[a]  Acts  of  Servants.  —  Powers  v. 
Chicago,  C.  E.  Co.,  185  111.  App.  158; 
Chicago  T.  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Young,  118  111. 
App.  226;  Hamilton  v.  Metropolitan  St. 
R.  Co.,  114  Mo.  App.  504,  89  S.  W.  893. 

[b]  Defective  Appliances.  —  Brod 
V.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  115  Mo.  App. 
202,  91  S.  W.  993. 

[c]  Failure  (1)  to  prove  an  allega- 
tion that  the  defendants  are  joint  own- 
ers of  the  conveyance  does  not  amount 
to  a  failure  of  proof  (Frink  v.  Potter. 
17  111.  406;  McCall  v.  Forsyth,  4  Watts 
&  S.  [Pa.]  179),  unless  (2)  the  action 
is  based  on  the  contract.  Frink  v.  Pot- 
ter, supra. 

16.  See  the  following:  Ala. — South- 
ern R.  Co.  V.  Hundley,  151  Ala.  378, 
44  So.  195,  injury  in  alighting.  Del. 
McAllister  v.  People's  R.  Co.,  4  Penne. 
272,  54  Atl.  743.  111.— Lake  St.  El. 
R.  Co.  V.  Shaw,  203  111.  39,  67  N.  E 
374;  Chicago,  B.  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Hawk,  36 
111.  App.  327.  Mich.— Flint  &  P.  M. 
E.  Co.  V.  Stark,  38  Mich.  714.  Mo. 
EoBCoe  V.  Metropolitan  8.  R.  Co.,  202 
Mo.  576,  101  S.  W.  32;  McGrath  v.  St. 
Louis  T.  Co.,  197  Mo.  97,  105,  94  S. 
W.  872;  Gunn  v.  United  Rys.  Co.,  177 
Mo.  App.  512,  160  8.  W.  540.  Mont. 
Pierce  v.  Great  Falls  &  C.  Ry.  Co.,  23 
Mont.  445,  56  Pac.  867.  Tex. — Norton 
r.  Galveston,  H.  &  8.  A.  R.  Co.  (Tex; 
Civ.  App.),  108  S.  W.  1044.  Eng.— Ma- 
yor V.  Humphries,  1  Carr.  &  P.  251,  12 
E.  C.  L.  151. 

[a]  Proof  of  the  substance  of  the 
negligent  acts  set  forth  will  be  suf- 
ficient. Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v. 
Sheeks,  155  Ind.  74,  93,  56  N.  E.  434. 

[b]  Under  a  general  allegation  (1) 
of  negligence  in  starting  a  train  while 
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negligence  against  the  carrier,"  although  some  eases  hold  that  the 
allegation  of  particular  acts  of  negligence  do  not  deprive  the  passenger 
of  the  right  to  rely  on  the  doctrine  oi\res  ipsa  loquitur.^**  If  the  action 
is  based  solely  upon  a  wilful  or  wanton  tort,  a  recovery  cannot  be 
had  for  simple  negligence,^*  or  vice  versa.^"  And  it  has  been  held 
that  an  averment  that  the  defendant  while  acting  through  its  servants 
wantonly  and  wilfully  injures  a  passenger  is  not  sustained  by  proof 
of  the  wanton  act  of  the  servant  alone.''^ 


plaintiff  is  boarding  or  alighting,  proof 
is  admissible  to  show  that  the  carrier 
did  not  stop  its  train  a  reasonable  time 
to  allow  passengers  to  board  or  alight 
(Indianapolis  S.  Ei.  Co.  v.  Wall,  54  Ind. 
App.  43,  101  N.  B.  680;  Lake  Erie  & 
W.  E.  Co.  V.  Beals,  50  Ind.  App.  450,  98 
N".  E.  453),  or  (2)  that  it  started  the 
train  knowing  a  passenger  was  board- 
ing or  alighting.  Indianapolis  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  Wall,  54  Ind.  App.  43,  101  N.  E. 
680;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Beals, 
50  Ind.  App.  450,  98  N.  B.  453. 

[c]  Where  it  is  alleged  that  a  car 
stopped  and  was  jerked  (1)  while  the 
plaintiff  was  attempting  to  board  or 
alight,  recovery  cannot  be  had  on 
proof  that  the  car  was  moving  at  an 
appreciable,  though  slow,  rate  of  speed. 
Chicago  City  E.  Co.  v.  Gates,  135  111. 
App.  180;  Saeger  v.  Wabash  E.  Co., 
131  Mo.  App.  282,  110  S.  W.  686;  Green 
V.  Metropolitan  S.  E.  Co.,  122  Mo.  App. 
647,  99  S.  W.  28.  (2)  Proof  that  the 
speed  had  been  reduced  to  an  imper- 
ceptible or  perfectly  harmless  forward 
motion  constitutes  an  immaterial  vari- 
ance. Kinyoun  v.  Metropolitan  S.  E. 
Co.,  153  Mo.  App.  477,  134  8.  W.  15; 
Saeger  v.  Wabash  E.  Co.,  131  Mo.  App. 
282,  110  S.  W.  686;  Feagin  v.  Gulf,  C. 
&  8.  F.  E.  Co.,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  251, 
100  8.  W.  346.  Contra,  Walsh  v. 
Nassau  Elec.  B.  Co.,  133  App.  Div.  144, 
117  N.  Y.  Supp.  358;  Goldstein  v.  Met- 
ropolitan St.  E.  Co.,  49  Misc.  647,  98 
N.  Y.  Supp^.  862;  Wiener  v.  Fifth  Ave. 
C.  Co.,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  667. 

[d]  Under  an  allegation  that  the 
train  was  jerked  after  coming  to  a 
standstill,  a  recovery  may  be  had 
whether  the  proof  shows  that  the  start- 
ing and  jerking  was  immediately  be- 
fore or  after  the  stop.  Hopkins  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  128  Wis. 
403,  107  N.  W.  330,  the  negligence  is 
the  jerking,  the  allegation  as  to  the 
stopping  is  not  an  indispensable  ele- 
ment to  the  cause  of  action.  Converse, 
Cincinnati,  H.  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Eevalee, 
17  Ind.  App.  657,  46  N.  B,  352. 
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[e]  An  averment  that  injuries  were 
caused  by  a  coUisiO'n,  derailment  or  the 
like  is  not  supported  by  proof  that  the 
passenger  jumped  to  escape  injury  and 
was  injured.  McAllister  v.  People's 
E.  Co.,  4  Penne.  (Del.)  272,  54  Atl.  743; 
Chitty  V.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  E.  Co., 
148  Mo.  64,  72,  49  S.  W.  868.  But  see 
Smith  V.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  E.  Co.,  30 
Minn.  169,  14  N.  W.  797. 

[f]  Proof  of  being  thrown  on  the 
platform  of  a  car  will  not  support  an 
allegation  of  being  thrown  on  the 
ground  and  dragged.  Chicago  City  E. 
Co.  V.  Carrick,  133  111.  App."  332. 

17.  Fla. — Warfield  v.  Hepburn,  62 
Fla.  409,  57  So.  618.  Ind.— Terre  Haute 
&  I.  B.  Co.  V.  Sheeks,  155  Ind.  74,  56 
N.  E.  434;  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
52  Ind.  App.  322,  100  N.  B.  773.  Mo. 
Hamilton  v.  Metropolitan  St.  E.  Co., 
114  Mo.  App.  504,  89  S.  W.  893.  Tex. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Vance 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  8.  W.  167;  John- 
son V.  Galveston,  H.  &  N.  E.  Co.,  27 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  616,  66  S.   W.  906. 

EiTect  of  alleging  particular  acts  of 
negligence,  see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  b,  (V), 
(■A-),  (4). 

18.  Hoskius  V.  Northern  Pac.  E. 
Co.,  39  Mont.  394,  402,  102  Pac.  988, 
omrruUng  Pierce  v.  Great  Falls  &  C. 
By.  Co.,  22  Mont.  445,  56  Pac.  867 
(holding  the  allegations  as  to  specific 
causes  are  to  be  considered  surplusage)  • 
Walters  v.  Seattle,  B.  &  S.  B.  Co.,  48 
Wash.  233,  93  Pac.  419,  24  L.  B.  A. 
(N.  S.)  788,  plaintiff  need  not  prove 
the  particular  cause  of  the  accident 
even  though  alleged. 

19.  Ala.— Highland  Ave.  &  B  E. 
Co.  V.  Winn,  93  Ala.  306,  9  So.  509; 
Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Johnston,  79 
Ala.  436.  Ind.— Indiana,  B.  &  W.  By. 
Co.  V.  Burdge,  94  Ind.  46.  S.  0.— Cros- 
by V.  Seaboard  A.  L.  B.  Co.,  81  S.  C. 
24,  61  S.  E.  1064. 

20.  Newberry  v.  AtkinBon,  184  Ala. 
567,  64  So.  46. 

21.  Newberry  v.  Atkinson,  184  Ala. 
567,  64  So.  46,  three  judges  dissenting 
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Allegations  as  to  the  place  of  Injury  must  be  proved  as  laid.^^ 
Proof  Under  General  Issue  or  Denial.  —  Under  a  general  issue,  defend- 
ant may  prove  the  injury  was  due  to  unavoidable  accident,^'  and  may 
justify  the  conduct  of  its  servant  in  an  action  for  failure  to  protect 
a  passenger  from  the  wrongful  conduct  of  its  servant.^*  Under  a 
general  denial,  he  may  prove  that  the  servants  operating  the  train 
were  not  his  servants,  but  those  of  a  receiver 's.^^ 

(IX.)  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact — (A.)  Gexeeally.  —  Questions  of  law 
and  fact  in  such  actions  are  submitted  to  the  court  or  jury,  as  the 
case  may  be,  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  regulating  the 
province  of  the  court  and  jury.^* 

(B.)  Negligence.  —  The  question  of  the  negligence  of  the  carrier  is 
generally  one  for  the  jury  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  re- 
lating to  questions  of  law  and  fact.''' 


— the  allegation  in   effect   charges  the 
carrier  with  directing  the  act. 

22.  Chicago  City  E.  Co.  v.  McMeen, 
206  111.  108,  114,  68  N.  E.  1093. 

[a]  Immaterial  variances  are  not 
fatal.  Ala. — Birmingham  Ry.  L.  &  P. 
Co.  V.  Glenn,  179  Ala.  263,  60  So.  Ill, 
where  the  venue  of  the  offense  was 
placed  at  East  Lake  and  the  evidence 
showed  it  occurred  at  the  loop  at  E.  L. 
and  that  the  station  designated  as  E. 
L.  was  at  another  place,  the  variance 
is  immaterial.  Mo. — Harriman  v.  Dun- 
ham (Mo.  App.),  196  S.  W.  443,  holding 
variance  immaterial  where  it  was  al- 
leged car  jerked  at  street  corner  and 
Ijroof  showed  the  jerk  to  have  been  12 
or  15  fleet  therefrom.  Tex. — ^Paris 
Transit  Co.  v.  Alexander  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  90  S.  W.  1119,  holding  it  to  be 
immaterial  whether  a  car  stopped  on 
one  side  of  the  street '  or  the  other  in 
an  action  for  injury  by  sudden  start- 
ing while  alighting. 

•23.  Carlisle  v.  Central  of  Georgia 
E.  Co.,  183  Ala.  195,  62  So.  759. 

24.  Binder  v.  Georgia  E.  &  E.  Co., 
13  Ga.  App.  381,  79  S.  E.  216,  but  it 
would  be  otherwise  if  the  primary  lia- 
bility was  based  on  the  tort  of  the  em- 
ployee. 

25.  Kansas  &  G.  S.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Dorough,  72  Tex.  108,  10  8.  "W.  711. 

26.  See  infra  this  note,  and  the  title 
"Province  of  Court  and  Jury." 

[a]  Thus  (1)  it  is  a  question  for 
the  jury  in  accordance  with  the  gen- 
eral rules  regulating  province  of  the 
court  and  jury,  whether  a  person  was 
invited  to  board  a  car  (North  Chicago 
St.  E.  Co.  V.  Williams,  140  111.  275,  29 
N.  E.  672),  whether  (2)  it  is  reason- 
ably necessary  for  a  passenger  to  ride 


on  the  platform  of  a  street  car  (Brunn- 
chow  V.  Rhode  Island  Co.,  26  E.  I.  211, 
58  Atl.  656),  whether  (3)  a  conductor 
has  a  reasonable  time  to  take  up  tick- 
ets before  the  next  stop  (Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Seale,  160  Ala.  584,  49 
So.  323),  and  (4)  whether  a  railroad 
company,  by  a  long  continued  course 
of  action,  induced  the  public  to  believe 
that  they  are  invited  to  board  its 
trains  at  a  place  other  than  a  regular 
station.  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co.  v. 
Doan,  195  111.  168,  62  N.  E.  826. 

[b]  Place  of  Passenger  on  Freight 
Train.  —  Where  the  bill  of  lading  au- 
thorized the  shipper  of  goods  to  ride 
on  the  freight,  but  was  silent  as  to 
where  he  should  ride,  it  was  for  the 
jury  to  say  whether  he  should  have 
ridden  in  the  caboose  or  the  freight  car. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Bijown,  178  Ind.  11,  97  N.  E.  145,  98  N. 
E.   625. 

[c]  Whether  a  given  act  (1)  is 
within  the  scope  of  the  servant's  em- 
ployment is  a  question  of  law  (Sny- 
der V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  E.  Co.,  60  Mo. 
413;  Dwinnelle  v.  New  York  C.  &  H. 
E.  E.  Co.,  120  N.  Y.  117,  24  N.  E.  319, 
17  Am.  St.  Eep.  611,  8  L.  R.  A.  224; 
Barry  v.  Union  Ry.  Co.,  105  App.  Div. 
520,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  449);  unless  (2) 
the  evidence  is  such  that  more  than 
one  inference  may  be  drawn  with  re- 
spect thereto.  See  generally  the  title 
"Master  and  Servant."  But  (3)  the 
question  as  to  the  capacity  in  which 
the  servant  acts  at  the  time  of  the 
wrongful  act  is  for  the  jury.  Phila- 
delphia, B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Green,  110 
Md.  32,  71  Atl.  986. 

27.  See  the  following.  U.  S.— Chi- 
cago, B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  V.  Schrimpf,  236 
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(C.)  Contributory  Negligence.  —  (1.)  In  Cneneral.  —Whether  a  person 
is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  under  the  circumstances  disclosed 
in  a  case  is  a  question  of  faet.^* 

(2.)  In  Boarding  or  Alighting  From  Moving  Car.  — While  it  has  been 
held  to  be  contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law  to  board  or 
leave  a  moving  train  or  street  car,^^  the  weight  of  authority  is  to  the 
effect  that  such  conduct  does  not  necessarily  constitute  negligence  per 


Fed.  200,  149  C.  C.  A.  390,  in  exposure 
of  siek  person.  Ala. — Southern  E.  Co. 
V.  Wooley,  158  Ala.  447,  48  So.  369  (in 
directing  plaintiff  into  wrong  car); 
Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  6  Ala. 
App.  372,  60  So.  542,  negligence  as  to 
speed  of  train.  Ark. — Eobinson  v.  Lit- 
tle Rock  E.  &  E.  Co.,  113  Ark.  227,  168 
S.  *W.  1125,  where  passenger  was  thrown 
from  oar  going  round  a  curve.  111. 
Pell  V.  Joliet,  P.  &  A.  E.  Co.,  238  111. 
510,  87  N".  E.  542  (failing  to  put  bars 
on  windows) ;  Ward  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  Ry.  Co.,  165  111.  462,  46  N.  E.  365. 
Ind.— Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Spencer,  98  Ind.  186.  Mo. — Wright  v. 
Kansas  City  T.  E.  Co.,  195  Mo.  App. 
480,  193  S.  W.  963  (as  to  luggage 
racks);  Cramer  v.  Springfield  T.  Co., 
112  Mo.  App.  350,  87  S.  W.  24,  in  start- 
ing the  car.  S.  C. — Madden  v.  Port 
Eoyal  &  W.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  35  S.  C.  381, 
14  S.  E.  713,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  855.  Tex. 
Stewart  v.'  International  &  G.  N.  E. 
Co.,  53  Tex.  289,  37  Am.  Eep.  753,  neg- 
ligence in  failure  to  provide  lights  at 
depot.  Wis.— Pool  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  Ey.  Co.,  56   Wis.  227,  14  N.  W.  46. 

See  generally  the  titles,  "Negli. 
gence;"  "Province  of  Judge  and 
Jury." 

[a]  Notice  of  Arrival  at  Destina- 
tion. —  Whether  it  is  negligence  for 
the  defendant's  servant  to  omit  to 
keep  a  promise  to  give  a  passenger 
notice  of  arrival  of  a  train  at  his  des- 
tination is  for  the  jury.  Missouri,  K. 
&  T.  E.  Co.  V.  Miller,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
570,  50  S.  W.  168. 

28.  TJ.  S.— Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co. 
V.  King,  99  Fed.  251,  40  O.  C.  A.  432, 
49  L.  R.  A.  102,  in  failing  to  look  for 
trains  before  crossing  track.  Oal. — Hille- 
brand  v.  Standard  Biscuit  Co.,  139  Cal. 
233,  73  Pae.  163;  Nilson  v.  Oakland 
Traction  Co.,  10  Cal.  App.  103,  101  Pac. 
413,  21  Am.  ISTeg.  Eep.  566.  Ind In- 
diana Union  Tract.  Co.  v.  Jacobs,  167 
Ind.  85,  78  N.  E.  325  (in  alighting  at 
unsafe  place  in  the  dark);  Citizens' 
St.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Jolly,  161  Ind.  80,  67 
N.  E.  935;  Lake  Brie  &  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
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Cotton,  45  Ind.  App.  580,  91  N.  E.  253. 
la. — Burger  v.  Omaha  &  C.  B.  S.  E.  Co., 
139  Iowa  645,  117  N.  W.  35,  130  Am. 
St.  Eep.  343.  Mo. — Allen  v.  St.  Louis 
Transit  Co.,  183  Mo.  411,  81  S.  W.  1142; 
Leslie  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ey.  Co., 
88  Mo.  50;  Scott  v.  Metropolitan  S.  E. 
Co.,  138  Mo.  App.  196,  120  S.  W.  131. 
Pa. — Goehring  v.  Beaver  Val.  Tract. 
Co.,  222  Pa.  600,  72  Atl.  259,  where 
plaintiff  stood  on  platform  of  derailed 
car.  Wash. — .Elliott  v.  Seattle,  R.  & 
S.  R.  Co.,  68  Wash.  129,  122  Pac.  614, 
39  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  608,  alighting  on 
wrong  side  of  car. 

See  generally  the  titles,  "Negli- 
gence;" "Province  of  Judge  and 
Jury.' ' 

[a]  Unless  the  evidence  is  such  that 
but  one  reasonable  Inference  can  be 
drawn  therefrom.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Klitch,  11  Ind.  App. 
290,  37  N.  E.  560. 

Tb]  Negligence  in  Moving  About 
Coach.  —  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Ash- 
ley, 169  Ky.  330,  183  S.  W.  921. 

29.  Ore — Armstrong  v.  Portland  E. 
Co.,  52  Ore.  437,  97  Pae.  715.  Pa. 
Quinn  v.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit 
Co.,  224  Pa.  162,  73  Atl.  319;  Boulfrois 
V.  United  Traction  Co.,  210  Pa.  263,  59 
Atl.  1007,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  809,  2  Am. 
&  Eng.  Ann.  Cas.  938;  Hunterson  v. 
Union  Traction  Co.,  205  Pa.  568,  55 
Atl.  543;  NefP  v.  Harrisburg  T.  Co., 
192  Pa.  501,  43  Atl.  1020,  73  Am.  St. 
Rep.  825;  Victor  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.,  164  Pa.  195,  30  Atl.  381;  New 
York,  L.  E.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Enches, 
127  Pa.  316,  17  Atl.  991.  Tenn.— Knox- 
ville  Traction  Co.  v.  Carroll,  113  Tenn. 
514,  82  S.  W.  313,  to  step  from  a  mov- 
ing car,  without  invitation  from  the 
carrier  before  it  reaches  its  stopping 
point  is  negligence. 

[a]  There  are  some  rare  exceptions 
to  this  rule.  But  an  exception  does 
not  exist  where  a  motorman  heeds  a 
signal  to  stop,  and  an  intending  pas- 
senger knowing  such  fact  by  the  slack- 
ened speed  boards  a  car  running  three 
or  four  miles  an  hour.     Hunterson  v, 
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se,'"  but  that  it  is  a  question  of  mixed  law  and  fact  whether  the 
passenger  is  negligent  in  a  particular  case.^^  Generally  the  question 
is  for  the  jury.'"  But  where  there  are  exceptional  circumstances  at- 
tending the  attempt  to  board  or  alight  which  render  the  attempt  ob- 


Union  Traction   Co.,   205  Pa.   568,  55 
Atl.  543. 

30.  V.  S. — ^Puget  Sound  E.  Ey.  v. 
Felt,  181  Fed.  938,  104  C.  C.  A.  402. 
Ala. — ^Birmingham  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Jung,  161  Ala.  461,  49  So.  434;  Birm- 
ingham E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Diekerson, 
154  Ala.  523,  45  So.  659;  Watkins  v. 
Birmingham  Ey.  &  Elee.  Co.,  120  Ala. 
147,  24  So.  392,  43  L.  E.  A.  297.  D.  C. 
Brown  v.  Washington  &  G.  E.  Co.,  11 
App.  Cas.  37.  N.  Y. — ^Lobsenz  v. 
Metropolitan  St.  Ey.  Co.,  72  App.  Div. 
181,  76 'N.  Y.  Supp.  411,  street  car  case. 
Va.— Newport  News  &  O.  P.  E.  &  E.  Co. 
17.  McCormick,  106  Va.  517,  56  S.  E. 
281. 

Compare  Eichmond  T.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 102  Va.  253,  46  S.  E.  292. 

31.  Newport  News  &  O.  P.  E.  & 
E.  Co.  V.  McCormick,  106  Va.  517",  56 
S.  E.  281. 

32.  Ala. — Birmingham  E.  L.  &  P. 
Co.  V.  Lee,  153  Ala.  79,  45  So.  292; 
Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  K.  Co.  v.  Matt- 
hews, 142  Ala.  298,  39  So.  207;  Sweet 
«.  Birmingham  E.  &  El«c.  Co.,  136  Ala. 
166,  33  So.  886.  Cal.— Finkeldey  i>. 
Omnibus  C.  Co.,  114  Cal.  28,  45  Pac. 
996;  Nilson  v.  Oakland  Traction  Co., 
10  Cal.  App.  103,  101  Pac.  413,  21  Am. 
Neg.  Eep.  566.  Colo. — Posten  v.  Den- 
ver Consol.  T.  Co.,  11  Colo.  App.  187, 
53  Pac.  391.  Del. — Betts  «.  Wilming- 
ton dty  E.  Co.,  3  Penne.  448,  53  Atl. 
358,  HI. — Chicago  U.  T.  Co.  v.  Lun- 
dahl,  215  HI.  289,  74  N.  E.  155;  Cieero 
&  P.  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Meixner,  160  111.  320, 
43  N.,  E.  823,  31  L.  E.  A.  331.  Ind. 
Indianapolis  St.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hockett,  159 
Ind.  677,  66  N.  E.  39;  Crump  v.  Davis, 
33  Ind.  App.  88,  70  N.  B.  886.  Ia» 
Boot  V.  Des  Moines  City  Ey.  Co.,  113 
Iowa  675,  83  N.  W.  904.  Ky.— Ford  v. 
Paducah  C.  Ey.,  29  Ky.  L.  Eep.  752,  96 
S.  W.  441.  I*.— Jones  v.  Canal  &  C. 
E.  Co.,  109  La.  213,  33  So.  200.  Md. 
United  Eys.  &  Elec.  Co.  v.  Eosik,  107 
Md.  138,  68  Atl.  511;  New  York  P.  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Coulbourn,  69  Md.  360,  16 
AtL  208,  9  Am.  St.  Eep.  430,  1  L.  E.  A. 
541.  JMass. — Payne  v.  Springfield  St. 
E.  Co.,  203  Mass  425,  89  N.  E.  536; 
Block  V.  Worcester,  186  Mass.  526,  72 
N.  E.  77;  McDonough  v.  Metropolitan 


E.  Co.,  137  Mass.  210.  Mich,.— Burke 
V.  Bay  City  T.  &  E.  Co.,  147  Mifeh.  IV  2, 
110  N.  W.  524.  Minn.— Cody  v.  Duluth 
S.  E.  Co.,  94  Minn.  74,,  102  N.  W.  201, 
397;  Schacherl  v.  St.  Paul  City  Ey.  Co., 
42  Minn.  42,  43  N.  W.  837,  horse  car. 
Mo.— Green  v.  Metropolitan  S.  E.  Co., 
122  Mo.  App.  647,  99  S.  W.  28;  Spen- 
cer V.  St.  Louis  T.  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  App. 
653,  86  S.  W.  593  (speed  of  a  fast 
walk);  O'Mara  v.  St.  Louis  T.  Co.,  102 
Mo.  App.  202,  76  S.  W.  680,  where  car 
was  going  three  or  four  miles  per  hour. 
Neb. — Omaha  St.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Craig,  39 
Neb.  601,  58  N.  W.  209.  N.  J.— Mur- 
phv  V.  North  Jersey  St.  E.  Co.,  71  N. 
J.  L.  5,  58  Atl.  1018;  New  Jersey  T. 
Co.  V.  Gardner,  60  N.  J.  L.  571,  38  Atl. 
669.  N.  Y. — Morrison  v.  Broadwav  & 
S.  A.  E.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  166,  29  N.  E. 
105  (where  plaintiff  was  seventy  years 
of  age) ;  Eppendorf  v.  Brooklyn  C.  & 
N.  E.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  195,  25  Am.  Eep. 
171,  street  car.  Ohio.  —  Ashtabula 
Rapid  Transit  Co.  v.  Holmes,  67  Ohio 
St.  153,  65  N.  B.  877.  R.  I.— Eath- 
bone  V.  Union  E.  Co.,  13  E.  I.  709.  S.  C. 
Norton  v.  Columbia  S.  E.  L.  &  P.  Co., 
83  S.  0.  26,  64  S.  E.  962;  Creech  v. 
Charleston  &  W.  C.  Ey.,  66  S.  C.  528, 
45  S.  E.  86.  Tex.— Dallas  E.  T.  Co.  v. 
Payne,  98  Tex.  211,  82  S.  W.  649;  Kan- 
sas &  G.  S.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Dorough,  72 
Tex.  108,  10  S.  W.  711.  Utah.— Paul 
V.  Salt  Lake  C.  E.  Co.,  30  Utah  41,  83 
Pac.  563.  Wash.  —  Brown  v.  Seattle 
City  Ey.  Co.,  16  Wash.  465,  47  Pac.  890. 

[a]  Negligence  in  boarding  a  slow- 
ly moving  train  is  for  the  jury.  Bir- 
mingham E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Lee,  153 
Ala.  79^  45  So.  292;  Birmingham  Ry., 
L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Willis,  143  Ala.  220,  38 
So.  1016. 

[b]  Where  Passenger  Is  a  Woman, 
la. — Eoot  V.  Des  Moines  City  Ey.  Co., 
113  Iowa  675,  83  N.  W.  904.  Md.— Cen- 
tral Ey.  Co.  V.  Smith,  74  Md.  212,  21 
Atl.  706.  Mo. — Duncan  v.  Wyatt  Park 
E.  Co.,  48  Mo.  App.  659;  Fortune  v. 
Missouri  E.  Co.,  10  Mo.  App.  252.  N.  Y. 
Conley  v.  Forty-Second  St.  M.  &  St.  N. 
A.  E.  Co.,  24  Jones  &  S.  607,  2  N.  Y. 
Supp.  229.  E.  I.— Eathbone  v.  Union 
E.  Co.,  13  E.  I.  709. 

[c]  Where  Motion  Is  Sole  Cause  of 
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viously  dangerous,  contributory  neglig&nce  is  a  matter  of  law.'' 
Some  eases  apply  different  rules  to  cases  of  steam  railroads  and  street 
cars;'*  but  others  do  not.'° 

(3.)  In  Exposing  Body  Beyond  Side  of  Car.  —  It  has  generally  been 
held  to  be  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  a  passenger  on  a  street 
car  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  exposing  portions  of  his  body  beyond 
the  side  of  the  car,  while  in  motion.'®    'the  same  has  been  held  to  be 


Injury.  —  Murphy  v.  North  Jersey  St. 
E.  Co.,  71  N.  J.  L.  5,  58  Atl.  1018; 
Schmidt  v.  North  Jersey  St.  Ry.  Co., 
66  N.  J.  L.  424,  49  Atl.  438.  See  also 
Dockham  v.  North  Jersey  S.  E.  Co. 
(N.  J.  L.),  66  Atl.  961. 

33.  Ala. — Birmingham  E.  L.  &  P. 
Co.  V.  Dickerson,  154  Ala.  523,  45  So. 
659;  Hunter  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co., 
150  Ala.  594,  43  So.  802,  9  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  848;  "Watkins  v.  Birmingham 
By.  &  Blec.  Co.,  120  Ala.  147,  150,  24 
So.  392,  43  L.  E.  A.  297.  Oolo.— Pos- 
ten  V.  Denver  Oonsol.  T.  Co.,  11  Colo. 
App.  187,  53  Pac.  391.  Del. — Betts  v. 
Wilmington  City  E.  Co.,  3  Penne.  448, 
53  Atl.  358.  Mo. — Joyce  v.  Metropoli- 
tan St.  R.  Co.,  219  Mo.  344,  118  S.  W. 
21,  where  there  was  an  obstruction  in 
plain  view  close  to  the  car.  N.  Y. 
Reidy  v.  Metropolitan  St.  By.  Co.,  27 
Misc.  527,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  326.  E.  I. 
Lee  V.  Ehode  Island  Co.,  68  Atl.  475, 
where  plaintiff  pursued  street  car  after 
it  started.  Tex. — See  Lewis  v.  Houston 
Elee.  Co.,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App.  625,  88  S. 
W.  489,  112  S.  "W.  593. 

[a]  These  circumstances  may  be  (1) 
the  great  speed  of  the  trfl,in  (Ala.— Hun- 
ter V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  150  Ala. 
594,  43  So.  802,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  848 
(train  running  from  6  to  10  miles  per 
hour);  Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Glover,  142  Ala.  492,  38  So.  836  (get- 
ting off  backwards,  train  going  five  or 
six  miles  per  hour);  Watkins  v.  Bir- 
mingham E.  &  E.  Co.,  120  Ala.  147, 
152,  24  So.  392,  43  L.  R.  A.  297.  Colo! 
Denver  Tramway  Co.  v.  Owens,  20  Colo. 
107,  36  Pac.  848,  eleven  miles  per  hour. 
Ga — Masterson  v.  Macon  City  &  S  St 
R.  Co.,  88  Ga.  436,  14  S.  E.  591,  twenty 
miles  per  hour.  Mo. — O'Mara  v.  St 
Louis  T.  Co.,  102  Mo.  202,  76  S.  W.  680. 
W.  Va. — Hoylmau  v.  Kanawha  &  M  R 
Co.,  65  W.  Va.  264,  64  S.  E.  536,  22  L. 
R.  A.  (N.  S.)  741,  eight  to  ten  miles. 
Wis.— FoBnes  v.  Duluth  S.  R.  Co,  I40 
Wis.  455,  122  N.  W.  1054,  30  L.  E.  A. 
CN.  S.)  270,  where  foreigner  alighted 
from  ear  going  six  miles  per  hour),  (2) 
the  age  or  infirmity  of  the  passenger 
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(Watkins  v.  Birmingham  Ey.  &  Elec. 
Co.,  120  Ala.  147,  24  So.  392,  43  L.  E. 
A.  297;  O'Mara  v.  St.  Louis  T.  Co.,  102 
Mo.  App.  202,  76  S.  W.  680),  or  (3)  his 
being  incumbered  with  bundles  or  chil- 
dren. Hunter  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co., 
150  Ala.  594,  43  So.  802,  9  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  848;  Eicketts  v.  Birmingham  St. 
Ey.  Co.,  85  Ala.  600,  604,  5  So.  353 
(where  passenger  had  keg  of  lead); 
O'Mara  v.  St.  Louis  T.  Co.,  102  Mo. 
App.  202,  76  S.  W.  680,  where  car  had 
passed  crossing  and  the  servants  were 
unaware  of  plaintiff's  attempt.  See 
to  similar  effect,  Ebling  v.  Second  Ave. 
E.  Co.,  60  App.  Div.  616,  69  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1102.  ^ 

34.  Lobsenz  v.  Metropolitan  St.  Ey. 
Co.,  72  App.  Div.  181,  76  N.  Y.  Supp. 
411,  holding  an  instruction  that  it  is 
negligent  to  board  a  moving  public  ve- 
hicle is  applicable  to  steam  railroads 
but  not  to  street  cars. 

35.  Hunterson  v.  Union  Traction 
Co.,  205  Pa.  568,  55  Atl.  543;  Powelson 
V.  United  Traction  Co.,  204  Pa.  474.  54 
Atl.  282.  ' 

36.  U.  S. — New  Orleans  &  C.  E.  Co. 
V.  Schneider,  60  Fed.  210,  8  C.  C.  A. 
571;  Schneider  v.  New  Orleans  &  C.  E. 
R.,  54  Fed.  466.  D.  C— Georgetown  & 
T.  R.  Co.  V.  Smith,  25  App.  Cas.  259, 
5  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  274.  HI.— Pell  v. 
Johet,  P.  &  A.  E.  Co.,  238  111.  510,  87 
N.  E.  542,  interurban  car.  Kan. — Cum- 
mings  V.  Wichita  E.  &  L.  Co.,  68  Kan. 
218,  74  Pac.  1104.  La.— Summers  v. 
Crescont  City  E.  Co.,  34  La.  Ann.  139, 
44  Am.  Eep.  419.  IHijm.— Dahlberg  v. 
Minneapolis  St.  E.  Co.,  32  Minn.  404. 
21  N.  W.  545,  50  Am.  Eep.  585.  Mo! 
Millerj;.  St.  .Louis  R.  Co.,  5  Mo.  App. 
il^\  ^-  ^-.-Tucker  v.  Buffalo  Ry.  Co , 
53  App.  Div.  571,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  989! 

[a]  But  extending  head  out  of  car 
aDove  screens  is  contributory  negli- 
gence as  a  matter  of  law.  Christensen 
V.    Metropolitan    S.    R.    Co.,    137    Fe'd 

I  708.  70  0.  C,  A.  657. 

[b]  A  passeoger  who  puts  bis  head 
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true  of  passengers  on  railroads,^^  though  there  are  authorities  to  the 
contrary.^*  But  where  the  evidence  is  disputed,  it  is  for  the  jury- 
to  determine  how  the  plaintiff's  body  came  to  be  exposed.'"' 

c.    Actions  for  Ejection  of  Passengers  and  Trespassers.  —  (!■)   Form 
of  Action.  -  Where  a  passenger,  having  a  valid  contract  of  transporta- 
tion, is  wrongfully  ejected  from  the  train,  he  has  a  remedy  either" 
by  an  action  on  the  contract,*"  or  in  tort.*^ 

Whether  Trespass  or  Case.  —  If  the  ejection  would  be  lawful  if  done 
in  a  lawful  manner,  but  becomes  unlawful  because  of  the  unlawful 


eight  inches  out  of  a  street  car  win- 
dow and. is  injured  by  striking  a  pole 
is  guilty  of  negligence  as  a  matter  of 
law.  Moore  v.  Edison  Elee.  I.  Co.,  43 
La.  Ann.  792,  9  So.  433. 
37.    La. — Clerc  v.  Morgan's  L.  &  T. 

B.  Co.,  107  La.  370,  31  So.  886,  90  Am. 
St.  Kep.  319;  Kird  v.  New  Orleans  & 
N.  W:  E.  Co.,  ,105  La.  226,  29  So.  729. 
N.  Y. — Francis  v.  New  York  Steam  Co., 
114  N.  Y.  380,  21  N.  E.  988  (a  general 
rule  cannot  be  laid  down  for  all  cases) ; 
Holbrook  v.  Utica  &  S.  R.  Co.,  16  Barb. 
113,  affirmed,  12  N.  Y.  236,  244,  64  Am. 
Dec.  502.  See  also  Breen  v.  New  York 
Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  109  N.  Y.  297,  16 
N.  E.  60,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  450.  S.  C. 
Quinn  v.  South  Carolina  E.  Co.,  29  S. 

C.  381,  7  S.  E.  614,  1  L.  E.  A.  682.  Tex. 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Phillips,  32 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  238,  74  S.  W.  793. 
Wis. — Spencer  v.  Milwaukee  &  P.  du  C. 
E.  Co.,  17  Wis.  487,  84  Am.  Dec.  758. 

38.  Ala. — Georgia  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Un- 
derwood, 90  Ala.  49,  8  So.  116,  24  Am. 
St.  Eep.  756.  Ind. — ^Indianapolis  &  C. 
E.  Co.  V.  Eutherford,  29  Ind.  82,  92  Am. 
Dec.  336.  Ky. — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Sicklings,  5  Bush  1,  96  Am.  Dec. 
320;  Morel  v.  Mississippi  Val.  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  4  Bush  535.  Md.— Pittsburgh  &  C. 
E.  Co.  V.  Andrews,  39  Md.  329,  17  Am. 
Eep.  568.  Mass. — Todd  v.  Old  Colony 
&  F.  E.  E.  Co.,  3  Allen  18,  80  Am.  Dec. 
49.  Mo. — Barton  v.  St.  Louis  &  I.  M. 
E.  Co.,  52  Mo.  253,  14  Am.  Eep.  418. 
Pa.— Pittsburgh'  &  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Clurg,  56  Pa.   294.     Va. — Eiehmond   & 

D.  E.  Co.  V.  Scott,  88  Va.  958,  14  S.  B. 
763,  16  L.  E.  A.  91;  Dun  v.  Seaboard  & 

E.  E.  Co.,  78  Va.  645,  49  Am.  Eep.  388. 

39.  North  Baltimore  Pass.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Kaskell,  78  Md.  517,  28  Atl.  410; 
Pittsburg,  &  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Andrews,  39 
Md.  329,  353,  17  Am.  Eep.  568. 

40.  U.  S.— Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St. 
L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Euss,  57  Fed.  822,  6  C.  C. 
A.  597.  Cai. — Sloane  v.  Southern  Cal. 
By.  Co.,  Ill  Cal.  668,  44  Pac.  320,  32 


If.  E.  A.  193;  Delmonte  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  2  Cal.  App.  211,  83  Pac.  269. 
Ga.— Georgia  S.  &  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Pearson, 
120  Ga.  284,  47  S.  E.  904;  Sutton  v. 
Southern  Ey.  Co.,  101  Ga.  776,  29  S.  E. 
53;  Central  E.  &  Bkg.  Co,  v.  Eoberts,  91 
Ga.  513,  18  8.  E.  315.  Neb.— Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  V.  Spirk,  51  Neb.  167, 
70  N.  W.  926.  N.  Y.— Brown  v.  Brook- 
lyn, Q.  C.  &  S.  E.  Co.,  136  App.  Div. 
690  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  445.  W.  Va.— Boa- 
ter V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ey.  Co.,  36  W 
Va.  318,  15  S.  E.  158. 

Where  passenger  is  given  improper 
ticket,  see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  a,  (I). 

41.  V.  S.— Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Euss,  57  Fed.  822,  6  C.  C.  A. 
597.  Cal. — Sloane  v.  Southern  Cal.  Ey 
Co.,  Ill  Cal.  668,  44  Pac.  320,  32  L.  e! 
A.  193;  Gorman  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co, 
97  Cal.  1,  Si  Pac.  1112,  33  Am.  St.  Eep! 
157.  Ga.— King  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  128 
Ga.  285,  57  S.  E..507;  Georgia  S.  &  P. 
?A.  J-,--^®^''^°"'  ^20  Ga.  284,  47  S.  E. 
1°!-,  Neb -Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v. 
Spirk,  51  Neb.  167,  70  N.  W.  926.   N.  J 

?T®T?  ''^„^°^*^  J«''««y  St.  E.  Co:,  69 
N.  J.  L.  230,  54  Atl.  799.  Wash.— cLey 
V.  Cakes,  17  Wash.  409,  50  Pac.  53,  hold- 
ing action  to  be  founded  in  tort.  W.  Va 
Boster  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ey  Co  36 
W.  Va.  318,  15  S.  E.   158;  l^cKa^   v 

fq?  s'a  A.f  •  ®*^  ^^P-  ^^3,  9  L.  E.  A. 
132,  8  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  662. 

[a J  Until  person  ejected  proves  ob- 
ligation to  carry  him,  his  remedy  in 
conhned  to  an  action  for  battery  in  us- 
ing excessive  force  in  ejecting  him. 
Brown  t;.  Brooklyn,  Q.  C.  &  S.  E.  Co., 

vv^^^.S'^-  ^^^'  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  445: 
[b]  Where  plaintiff  fails  to  have  his 
ticket  validated  before  his  return,  there 
13  no  contract  in  force  and  if  the 
plaintiff  is  ejected  he  cannot  recover 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  breach 
of  contract.     Boylan  v.  Hot  Springs  E. 

E"ed    290.-  ^-  "''  "  ^"P-  ^'-  '''  33 
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way  in  which  it  is  done,  case  is  the  proper  remedy;*^  and  if  a  re- 
covery for  remote  or  consequential  damages  is  sought,  case  must  be 
brought;*^  but  if  the  ejection  is  unlawful  in  itself  and  not  from  the 
mode  of  doing  it,  trespass  will  lie.**  Many  statutes,  however,'  have 
abolished  the  distinction  between  actions  of  trespass  and  trespass  on 
the  case.*^ 

(II.)'  Venu«.46  _  Statutes  sometimes  require  that  railroad  com- 
panies be  sued  in  the  county  where  the  cause  of  action  originated.*^ 

(III.)  Paxties.48  —  In  an  action  in  tort  for  wrongful  expulsion  of  a 
person  from  a  train  or  station,  all  persons  connected  with  the  wrongful 
act  may  be  joined  as  defendants.** 

(IV.)  Declaration  or  Coinplamt.60 — (A.)  In  General.  —  The  declaration 
or  complaint  in  an  action  ex  delicto  for  wrongful  ejection  must  state 
a  cause  of  action  in  conformity  to  general  rules  governing  such 
pleadings.^^ 


42.  U.  S.— Emigh  v.  Pittsburgh,  T. 
W.  &  C.  B.  Co.,  4  Bisa.  114,  8  Ted.  Cas. 
No.  4,449.  m.— St.  Louis  &  C.  K.  Co. 
V.  Dalby,.  19  111.  353,  375;  Chicago  &  E. 
I.  E.  Co.  V.  Casazza,  83  111.  App.  421. 
W.  Va. — See  Boster  v.  Chesapeake  & 
O.  Ey.  Co.,  36  "W.  Va.  318,  15  S.  E.  158. 

43.  Barnum  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  E. 
Co.,  5  W.  Va.  10. 

44.  St.  Louis,  A.  &  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Dalby,  19  111.  353,  375,  followed  in  Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Peacock,  48  HI. 
253;  Adams  v.  Union  E.  Co.,  21  E.  I. 
134,  42  Atl.  515,  44  L.  E.  A.  273.  See 
also  4  Standard/ Peoc.  627. 

45.  See  Chicago  Union  T.  Co.  v. 
Brethauer,  125  111.  App.  204,  and  4 
Standard  Proc.  616. 

46.  See  generally  the  title  "Venue." 

47.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  A  cause  of  action  in  tort  for 
'wrongful  ejection,  is  deemed,  to  orig- 
inate where  the  wrongful  ejection  took 
place,  and  not  in  the  county  where  the 
agent  of  the  carrier  issued  an  imper- 
fect or  improper  ticket.  Georgia  S.  & 
P.  E.  Co.  V.  Pearson,  120  Ga.  284,  47 
S.  E.  904. 

Where  action  is  based  on  contract, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  1. 

48.  See  generally  the  title  "Pax- 
ties." 

49.  Whiteaker  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  & 
P.  E.  Co.,  252  Mo.  438,  160  S.  W.  1009 
(where  railroad  company  and  conduc- 
tor are  joined);  Casey  v.  Oakea,  17 
Wash.  409,  50  Pac.  53,  where  servant 
who  committed  the  assault,  receiver 
and  the  railroad  company  were  joined. 

fa]  Where  two  railroad  companies 
jointly  provide  and  use  a  waiting  room 
at  a  junction,  an  action  for  wrongful 
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ejection  therefrom  may  be  brought 
against  both  companies.  Eiley  v. 
Wrightsville  &  T.  E.  Co.,  133  Ga.  413, 
65  S.  B.  890,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  379, 
18  Ann.  Cas.  208. 

50.  See  generally  the  title  "Declar- 
ation  and   Complaint." 

51.  See  cases  cited  infra,  this  note, 
[a]     For   cases   holding    a   cause   of 

action  to  be  sufficiently  stated,  see  the 
following:  Ala. — Central  of  Georgia  E. 
Co.  V.  Bagley,  173  Ala.  611,  55  So.  894; 
Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  v.  Bates,  133 
Ala.  447,  32  So.  589;  Birmingham  E. 
L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Smith,  14  Ala.  App.  264, 
69  So.  910,  ejection  from  street  railway 
for  transferring  at  wrong  place.  Cal. 
Sloane  v.  Southern  Cal.  Ey.  Co.,  Ill 
Cal.  668,  684,  44  Pac.  320,  32  L.  E.  A. 
193,  where  conductor  took  up  plain- 
tiff's ticket  without  giving  him  evi- 
dence thereof  so  that  plaintiff  was 
ejected  after  transferring  to  another 
train.  Ga. — Georgia  E.  &  B.  Co.  v. 
Murden,  83  Ga.  753,  10  S.  E.  364,  where 
conductor  demanded  extra  fare,  no  tick- 
et having  been  purchased.  Ind. — Citi- 
zens' St.  E.  Co.  V.  Willoeby,  134  Ind. 
563,  33  N.  E.  627;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Haislup,  39  Ind.  App. 
394,  79  N.  E.  1035.  Neb.— Chicago,  B. 
&  Q.  E.  Co.  V.  Spirk,  51  Neb.  167,  70 
N.  W.  926.  N.  C— Knowles  v.  Norfolk 
S.  E.  Co.,  102  N.  C.  59,  9  S.  E.  7,  where 
plaintiff  was  ejected  despite  tender  of 
fare.  Tex.— Galveston,  H.  ■&  S.  A.  E. 
Co.  V.  Short  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163  S. 
W.  601.  Wash.— Casey  v.  Oakes,  17 
Wash.  409,  50  Pac.  53.  W.  Va.— White 
V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.,  26  W.  Va. 
800,  where  conductor  demanded  exces- 
sive fare. 
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(B.)  Paeticular  Allegations. —  (1.)  Plaintif's  Bight  To  Be  on  Train  or 
Car. —  (a.)  In  General.  —A  person  wrongfully  ejected  from  a  train 
or  ear  must  show  the  relationship  of  carrier  and  passenger/^  and  that 
he  was  rightfully  on  such  train  or  car,""^  unless  unnecessary  force  is 
relied  upon.'* 

(b.)  Tendering  Ticket  or  Fare.  —  In  showing  his  right  to  be  on  the 
train  or  car,  plaintiff  must  allege  that  he  exhibited  and  tendered 
his  ticket  to  the  conductor,^'  or  that  he  tendered  such  a  sum  as  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  charge.^^  But  such  allegations  are  not  re- 
quired where  the  gravamen  of  the  action  is  violent  and  malicious  ex- 
pulsion from  a  train."^     If  the  passenger  objects  to  the  payment  of 


Form  of  complaint,  see  9  Standard  . 
Pboc.  943.  I 

52.  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Dean,  92 
Ind.  459.  See  also  Ala. — McGhee  v.  i 
Cashin,  130  Ala.  561,  30  So.  367.  Fla. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Scarbor-  | 
ough,  52  Pla.  425,  42  So.  706,  holding 
allegation  sufficient.  Ind. — Ohio  &  M. 
By.  Co.  V.  Croucher,  132  Ind.  275,  31  N. 
E.   941,  holding  a,llegation   sufficient. 

As  to  manner  of  alleging  relation- 
sMp  of  carrier  and  passenger,  see  supra, 
II,  A,  1,  a. 

53.  White  v.  EvansvUle  &  T.  H.  E. 
Co.,  133  Ind.  480,  33  N.  B.  273;  Bar- 
num  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  5  W. 
Va.   10. 

[a]  In  an  action  against  a  street 
raQway  the  plaintiff  need  not  show 
that  he  boarded  the  car  at  such  a  time 
and  place  as  would  entitle  him  to  pas- 
sage on  the  transfer  presented,  unless 
he  sets  out  the  transfer  in  full  and  it 
discloses  a  stipulation  as  to  the  time 
and  place  of  transferring.  Birming- 
ham Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Smith,  14  Ala. 
App.  264,  69  So.  910. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  authorizing 
certain  persons  to  ride  on  trains  where 
such  trains  stop,  it  is  sufficient  to  al-  | 
lege  that  the  train  stopped  on  the  day 
in  question  without  showing  that  it 
regularly  stops  there.  Allen  v.  Lake  ' 
Shore  &  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.,  57  Ohio  St.  79, 
47  N.  E.  1037.  1 

Aa  to  compliance  with  conditions  in 
tickets,  see  infra,  II,  B,  3,  d,  (11),  (A), 
(4).  I 

54.  Adams  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  149  Mo.  App.  278,  130  S.  W.  48. 
See  also  Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
Fitzgerald,  47  Ind.  79;  Mykleby  v.  Chi- 
cago, St,  P.,  M.  &  O.  Ey.  Co.,  39  Minn. 
54,  38  N.  W.  763.  i 

[a]    Need  Not  Show  Whether  Pas- 1 
senger  or  Freight  Train. — Wabash   E. 


Co.  •!;.  Savage,  110  Ind.  156,  9  N.  E.  85. 
[b]  Time  train  departed  from  the 
station,  when  plaintiff  entered,  need 
not  be  alleged.  Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Sav- 
age, 110  Ind.  156,  9  N.  E.  85. 

55.  White  v.  Bvansville  &  T.  H.  E. 
Co.,  133  lud.  480,  33  N.  E.  273,  mere 
allegation  that  plaintiff  purchased 
ticket  is  not  sufficient. 

56.  Cal.— Tarbell  v.  Central  Pac.  E. 
Co.,  34  Cal.  616.  Ga.— Wilson  v.  South- 
ern E.  Co.,  143  Ga.  189,  84  S.  E.  445. 
Ind.— Scott  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St. 
L.  Ey.  Co.,  144  Ind.  125,  43  N.  E.  133, 
32  L.  E.  A.  154;  White  v.  Evansville  & 
T.  H.  E.  Co.,  133  Ind.  480,  33  N.  E. 
273.  N.  C— Knowles  v.  Norfolk  S.  E. 
Co.,  102  N.  C.  59,  9  S.  E.  7,  holding 
tender  to  be  sufficiently  pleaded.  W. 
Va. — White  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  Ey.  Co., 
26   W.  Va.  800. 

[a]  Illustrations.  —  An  allegation 
that  plaintiff  tendered  to  defendant's 
servants  payment  in  full  for  his  pas- 
sage i's  sufficient,  without  alleging  the 
amount,  or  that  the  particular  servant 
to  whom  the  offer  was  made  was  the 
conductor  in  charge  of  the  train.  Tar- 
bell V.  Central  Pac.  E.  Co.,  34  Cal.  616. 
See  also  Avery  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.,  11  Kan.  448. 

[b]  A  complaint  charging  a  de- 
mand of  more  than  the  regular  fare 
must  show  the  amount  demanded  is 
illegal  or  that  it  is  not  the  fare  when 
cash  instead  of  a  ticket  is  tendered. 
Allison  V.  Georgia  E.  &  B.  Co.,  132  Ga. 
834,  65  S.  E.  85. 

[c]  A  strictly  legal  tender  need  not 
be  alleged.  Tarbell  v.  Central  P.  E. 
Co.,  34  Cal.  616,  where  plaintiff  offered 
fare  in  legal  tender  notes. 

[d]  Alleging  Receipt  for  Fare. 
Atlantic  Coast  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Thomas,  14 
Ga.  App.  619,  82  S.  E.  299. 

57.  ^  Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 47  Ind.  79o 
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an  extra  charge  for  failure  to  purchase  a  ticket  before  boarding  train,^^ 
or  if  it  is  a  condition  to  riding  on  a  particular  train  that  passengers 
must  first  secure  tickets  for  such  passage,  and  the  plaintiff  boards 
such  a  train  without  a  ticket,^*  the  complaint  must  show  that  the 
plaintiff  used  reasonable  efforts  to  purchase  a  ticket  and  was  unable 
to  do  so. 

Setting  Out  Ticket  or  Transfer —  The  relationship  of  carrier  and  pas- 
senger being  alleged,  the  plaintiff  need  not  set  out  his  ticket  or  allege 
its  terms.^" 

(c.)  That  Train  Scheduled  To  Stop  at  Plaintiff's  Destiiiation.  —  A  plaintiff 
claiming  that  he  was  rightfully  on  the  train  must  show  that  the  train 
was  scheduled  to  stop  at  his  destination."^ 

(d.)  Comylmnoe  With  Jiules  and  Conditions  in  Ticket That  the  passen- 
ger was  complying  with  all  the  reasonable  rules  of  the  company  or 
that  he  was  not  about  to  violate  them  need  not  be  alleged.*^  But  a 
compliance  with  the  stipulations  disclosed  by  a  ticket  set  up  in  the 
pleading  must  be  alleged."^ 

(2.)  Allegations  as  to  Ejection. —  (a.)  In  Creneral.  — The  complaint  must 
show  the  place  where  the  ejection  occurred,"*  and  allege  facts  showing 
that  the  ejection  from  the  train  was  wrongful."^    If  unnecessary  force 


58.  Georgia  E.  &  B.  Co.  v.  Murden, 
83  Ga.  753,  10  S.  E.  364. 

Amendment  to  supply  omission  of 
allegation,  aee  infra,  II,  B,  3,  d,   (D). 

Proving  reason  for  inabUity  to  pur- 
chase a  ticket  which  is  not  alleged, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  3,  g. 

59.  Indianapolis  &  St.  L.  By.  Co.  v. 
Kennedy,  77  Ind.  507,  holding  com- 
plaint insufficient. 

60.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Where  Conductor  Refused  To 
Accept  Ticket.  —  McGhee  v.  Cashin, 
130  Ala.  561,  30  So.  367;  MoGhee  v. 
Ee'ynolds,  117  Ala.  413,  23  So.  68;  Birm- 
ingham Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Smith,  !■* 
Ala.  App.  264,  69  So.  910. 

[b]  Where  Unnecessary  Force  Was 
Used.  —  King  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  128 
Ga.  285,  57  S.  E.  507. 

[e]  But  He  May  Do  So. — Birming- 
ham Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Smith,  14  Ala. 
App.  264,  69  So.  910. 

[d]  Where  plaintiff  alleges  gener- 
ally the  purchase  of  a  ticket,  he  may 
be  required  by  special  demurrer  to  give 
a  description  of  the  ticket  showing 
whether  it  was  good  for  passage  on 
the  day  it  was  presented.  Southern  E. 
Co.  V.  Dyson,  109  Ga.  103,  34  S.  E.  997, 
distinguished  in  King  v.  Southern  E 
Co.,  128  Ga.   285,  57  S.  E.   507. 

61.  White  V.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R. 
Co.,  133  Ind.  480,  33  N.  E.  273;  Chi- 
cago, St.  L.  &  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Bills,  104 
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Ind.  13,  3  N.  E.  611;  Lake  Erie  &  W. 
E.  Co.  V.  Lueas,  18  Ind.  App.  239,  47 
N.  E.  842;  Drew  v.  Wabash  E.  Co.,  129 
Mo.  App.  459,  107  S.  W.  478.  Compare 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Herring,  61 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  543,  127  S.  W.  1155,  130  • 
S.   W.  1039. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  ticket 
agent  told  plaintiff  that  he  could  take 
passage  on  the  train  from  which  he  was 
later  ejected  does  not  cure  the  omis- 
sion of  the  allegation  in  the  text. 
White  V.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  E.  Co.,  133 
Ind.  480,  33  N.  E.  273, 

62.  South  Florida  E.  Co.  v.  Ehoads, 
25  Fla.  40,  5  So.  633,  23  Am.  St.  Eep. 
506,  3  L.  E.  A.  733. 

63.  Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  14  Ala.  App.  264,  69  So.  910; 
Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Williams,  147 
Ky.  52,  143  S.  W.  760. 

64.  Macon,  D.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Moore, 
125  Ga.  810,  54  S.  E.  700. 

[a]  A  complaint  alleging  that  while 
going  from  A.  to  B.  plaintiff  was  put 
off  at  C.  suflleiently  shows  C.  to  be  an 
intermediate  station.  Louisville  &  N. 
B.  Co.  V.  Grimes,  184  Ala.  413,  63  So. 
554.  ,  ' 

65.  Ala. — Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Mason,  10  Ala.  App.  263,  64  So.  154. 
Ind. — White  v.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  E. 
Co.,  133  Ind.  480,  33  N.  E.  273;  Lake 
Erie  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Lucas,  18  Ind.  App. 
239,  47  N.   E.   842.     W.  Va.— Barnum 
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was  used  in  the  expulsion,  facts  showing  the  use  of  such  force  was 
unnecessary  must  be  stated,*"  mere  epithets  or  conclusions  being  in- 
sufficient.*^ 

A  declaration  or  complaint  sufficiently  shows  the  carrier's  liability 
for  its  servant's  acts  which  alleges  that  the  defendant,  acting  through 
its  agents  or  servants,  ejected  the  plaintiff.*'  It  is  not  necessary  to 
designate  the  employe  or  servant  ejecting  the  plaintiff  by  name,°^ 
or  state  what  servant  ejected  the  plaintiff,  whether  conductor,  or 
brakeinan,  etc.'" 

The  complaint  need  not  allege  the  motive  of  the  defendant  in  eject- 
ing the  passenger,'^  or  allege  a  consciousness  of  the  result  of  the 


V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  5  W.  Va.  10. 
[aj  On  expulsion  from  a  moving 
train, ,  whether  the  train  w.aa  moving 
rapidly  or  slowly  must  be  shown.  Penn- 
sylvania Co.  V.  Dean,  92  Ind.  459. 

[b]  Ejection  Without  Sufficient 
Time  To  Search  for  Ticket  —  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Mason,  10  Ala.  App. 
263,  64  So.  154. 

[c]  Ejection  at  Improper  Place. 
Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co.  v.  Bagley, 
173  Ala.  611,  55  So.  894. 

[d]  An  allegation  that  the  plaintiff 
was  ordered  and  compelled  to  jump 
from  a  train  is  an  allegation  of  a  con- 
elusion.  The  pleader  should  state  what 
was  dohe  in  ordering  and  compelling 
him  to  jump.  Pennsylvania  Co.  r. 
Dean,  92  Ind.  459. 

66.  Ala. — McGhee  v.  Eeynolds,  117 
Ala.  413,  23  So.  68.  G-a.— Eossman  v. 
Georgia  E.  &  P.  Co.,  146  Ga.  264,  91  S. 
E.  90,  L.  E.  A.  1917  C,  483.  lU. 
Churchill  v.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  67 
111.  390.  Ind.— White  v.  Evansville  & 
T.  H.  E.  Co.,  133  Ind.  480,  33  N.  E. 
273;  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Bills,  104  Ind.  13,  3  N.  E.  611. 

[aJ  Compare  Lindsay  v.  Wabash  E. 
Co.,  141  Mich.  204,  104  N.  W.  656, 
holding  an  ordinary  declaration  in  tres- 
pass vi  et  armis,  without  allegations 
showing  the  plaintiff's  eflEort  to  ride, 
his  refusal  to  pay  fare,  his  ejection  and 
persistent  effort  to  board  the  train,  will 
justify  proof  of  an  assault  upon  the 
plaintiff  while  attempting  to  board  the 
train. 

67.  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Bills,  104  Ind.  13,  3  N.  E.  611;  Mitchell 
V.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  77  Miss.  917,  27 
So.  834.  Compare  White  v.  Chesapeake 
&  O.  E.  Co.,  26   W.  Va.  800. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  conduc- 
tor "willfully,  violently  and  forcibly" 
ejected  the  plaintiff  is  a  statement  of 


a  conclusion  merely  as  to  the  wilful- 
ness and  violence.  McGhee  v.  Eey- 
nolds, 117  Ala.  413,  418,  23  So.  68; 
Churchill  v.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  67 
111.  390. 

68.  Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Savage,  110 
Ind.   156,  9  N.  E.   85. 

[a]  An  allegation  (1)  that  the  con- 
ductor, servant,  or  agent  in  charge  of 
the  train  ejected  the  plaintiff  is  suffi- 
cient. Ala.— Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Laney,  14  Ala.  App.  287,  69  So.  993; 
Pullman  Co.  v.  Eiley,  5  Ala.  App.  561, 
59  So.  761.  Idaho. — Lindsay  v.  Oregon 
Short  Line  E.  Co.,  13  Idaho  477,  90 
Pan.  984,  12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  184. 
Tex.— Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Casey, 
52  Tex.  112.  (2)  It  is  not  necessary,  in 
such  case,  to  allege  that  the  servant 
was  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment. Lindsay  v.  Oregon  Short 
.Line  E.  Co.,  13  Idaho  477,  90  Pac.  984, 
12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  184;  Lake  Erie  & 
W.  E.  Co.  r.  Matthews,  13  Ind.  App. 
355,  41  N.  E.  842,  where  plaintiff  board- 
ed a  freight  train  thinking  it  carried 
passengers. 

Alleging  act  to  be  within  scope  of 
employment  in  personal  injury  eases, 
see  supra,  IT,  B,  2,  b,  (V),  (5),  (b). 

69.  Montgomery  Traction  Co.  v. 
Fitzpatrick,  149  Ala.  511,  43  So.  136, 
9  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   851. 

70.  Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Savage,  110 
Ind.  156,  9  N.  E.  85. 

[a]  But  where  the  plaintiff  is 
wrongfully  ejected  from  a  waiting 
room  maintained  by  more  than  one 
railroad  company,  it  is  necessary  to 
allege  which  company  the  person  who 
ejected  the  plaintiff  was  employed  by. 
Eiley  v.  Wrightsville  &  T.  E.  Co.,  133 
Ga.  413,  65  S.  E.  890,  24  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   379,  18  Ann.  Caa.  208. 

71.  Macon,  D.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Moore, 
I  125  Ga.  810,  54  S.  E.  700. 
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wrongful  ejeetion.'^  And  where  the  passenger  ejected  is  in  a  weak 
or  helpless  condition,  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  the  cause  of  such 
condition." 

(b.)  Negligence  and  Contributory  Negligence.  —  Negligence  must  be  al- 
leged where  the  gravamen  of  the  action  is  the  ejection  of  a  passenger 
at  an  improper  time  or  place/*  or  the  giving  of  an  improper  ticket 
or  transfer,  or  of  incorrect  information  regarding  trains.'^  But  it 
is  otherwise  where  unnecessary  force  was  used.''* 

Contributory  negligence   need  not  be  negatived. ''' 

(3.)  Allegations  of  Damage.  —  The  plaintiff  must  show  his  damage,^' 
as  well  as  a  causal  connection  between  the  wrong  alleged  and  the 
injury  siiflCered.'" 

(4.)  Joinder  of  Causes  of  Action.  —  The  plaintiff  may  join  causes  of 
action  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  regulating  joinder.*" 

(5.)  Amendment.  —  The  plaintiff  may,  in  accordance  with  the  gen- 
eral rules,  amend  his  complaint  or  petition  if  he  does  not  thereby 
change  his  cause  of  action.'^ 

(V.)  Answer  or  Plea.82  _  The  defendant  must  allege  facts  showing 
justification  or  discharge  of  the  carrier  in  ejecting  the  traveler.^' 
The  existence  of  facts  exonerating  the  carrier  from  treating  a  person 
as  a  passenger  or  forfeiting  the  right  of  a  person  to  be  carried  on 


72.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Per- 
kins, 144  Ala.  325,  39  So.  305. 

73.  Maeon,  D.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Moore, 
125  Ga.  810,  54  S.  E.  700. 

74.  Bragg 's  Admr.  v.  Norfolk  &  W. 
E.  Co.,  110  Va.  867,  67  S.  E.  593. 

75.  As  to  actions  for  negligent  giv- 
ing of  wrong  tickets  or  information, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  a,   (IV),  (E). 

76.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Mat- 
thews, 13  Ind.  App.  355,  41  N.  E.  842. 

77.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Goben,  15  Ind.  App.  128,  42  N.  E. 
1116,  43  N.  E.  890  (the  doctrine  is 
inapplicable);  Lake  Erie  &  W.  E.  Co. 
V.  Matthews,  13  Ind.  App.  355,  41  N. 
E.  842,  where  unnecessary  force  was 
used. 

78.  Birmingham  E.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Yielding,  155  Ala.  539,  46  So.  747, 
holding  .averment  sufiScient.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Injuries  to  Persons 
and  Property." 

[a]  Allegation  in  Prayer  for  Relief. 
Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Short 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163  S.  W.  601. 

[b]  A  general  averment  that  the 
plaintiff  suffered  damage  in  a  certain 
sum  is  'sufficient.  Atlantic  Coast  L. 
E.  Co.  V.  Thomas,  14  Qa.  App.  619,  82 
S.  E.  299. 

79.  Birmingham  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Tate,  7  Ala.  App.  517,  61  So.  32;  Kee- 
shan  V.  Elgin  A.  &  S.  Tract.  Co.,  229 
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111.  533,  82  N.  B.  360.    See  13  Standard 
Peoc.  353. 

80.  See  the  title  "Joinder  of  Ac- 
tions." 

[a]  Wrongful  Ejection  and  Refusal 
To  Validate  Ticket. — McGhee  v.  Eeyn- 
olds,  117  Ala.   413,  23  So.  68. 

[b]  Trespass  by  Company  and  by 
Servant.— Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Lati- 
mer, 128  111.  163,  21  N.  E.   7. 

81.  See  the  titles  "Amendments  and 
Jeofails;"  "New  Cause  of  Action  or 
Defense." 

[a]  To  Show  Inability  To  Obtain 
Ticket.— Georgia  E.  &  B.  Co.  v.  Mur- 
den,  83   Ga.  753,  10  S.  E.  364. 

[b]  To  Set  Up  Negligence  in  Is- 
suing Transfer. — Montgomery  Traction 
Co.  V.  Eitzpatrick,  149  Ala.  511,  43 
So.  136,  9  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   851. 

82.  See  generally  the  titles  "An- 
swers;" "Pleas." 

83.  Ala.— Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  E. 
Co.  V.  Bates,  133  Ala.  447,  32  So.  589, 
holding  pleas  to  be  bad.  Cal. — Bylen- 
feldt  t\  United  Eailroads,  28  Cal.  App. 
56,  151  Pac.  293,  construing  pleas.  HI. 
Chicago  &  E.  I.,  E.  Co.  v.  Casazza,  83 
ni.  App.  421.  Mass. — Jackson  v.  Old 
Colony  St.  E.  Co.,  206  Mass.  477,  92 
N.  E.  725,  30  L.  E.  A.  (N.i  S.)  1046, 
19  Ann.  Cag.  615.  Tex. — See  Galves- 
ton, H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Short  (Tex. 
Civ.    App.),    163    S.    W.    601     holding 
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a  train  must  be  pleaded  as  a  defense.^*  And  if  the  use  of  excessive 
force  is  charged,  a  plea  in  justification  must  set  up  circumstances 
showing  that  the  use  of  such  force  was  necessary. '° 

(VI.)  Replication.8e  _  In  gome  jurisdictions,  the  plaintiff  must  reply 
to  the  answer  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  relating  thereto.'^ 

(VII.)  Issues,  Proof,  and  Variance.  —  The  general  rules  relating  to 
issues,  proof,  and  variance  apply  to  this  action,'^ 


answer    does    not    admit    delivery    of 
ticket  to  servant  of  company. 

[a]  Inconsistent  Defenses. — That 
the  conductor  acted  without  the  scope 
of  his  authority  and  that  the  con- 
ductor was  justified  in  ejecting  the 
plaintiff  may  be  pleaded  in  defense 
although  they  may  be  inconsistent. 
International  &  G.  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Kentle, 
2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.)   §303. 

Showing  facts  in  justification  under 
general  issue,  see  infra  II,  B,  2,  e, 
(VII). 

[b]  Where  Plaintiff  Bode  on  a  Pass. 
Louisville  &  N.  K.  Co.  v.  Dawson,  11 
Ala.  App.  621,  66  So.  905. 

84.  Ohio  &  M.  By.  Co.  v.  Croucher, 
132  Ind.  275,  31  N.  E.  941. 

85.  Moore  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L. 
E.,  137  Ala.  495,  34  So.  617;  Wright 
V.  Union  E.  Co.,  21  E.  I.  554,  45  Atl. 
548. 

86.  See  generally  the  title  "Repli- 
cation and  Reply." 

87.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Daw- 
sou,  11  Ala.  App.  621,  630,  66  So.  905; 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Mason,  4 
Ala.  App.  353,  58  So.  963  (holding 
replication  insufScient.  because  it  did 
not  show  that  the  plaintiff  attempted 
to  produce  his  ticket  or  notified  the 
conductor  that  he  had  one  and  request- 
ed reasonable  time  to  search  for  it) ; 
McElroy  v.  Eailroad  Co.,  7  Phila.  (Pa.) 
206. 

[a]  In  an  action  for  ejection  from 
a  station,  a  replication  alleging  that 
the  plaintiff  entered  the  premises  and 
purchased  a  ticket  is  sufBcient  with- 
out an  allegation  that  he  entered  with 
such  intent.  But  he  must  show  that 
he  was  waiting  for  a  train  that  was 
expected  to  leave  within  such  a  short  i 
period  of  time  thereafter  that  he  would  ' 
have  a  right  to  remain  until  its  de- 
parture. Harris  v.  Stevens,  31  Vt. 
79,  93,  73  Am.  Dec.  337. 

88.  See  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Gatewood,  155  Ky.  102,  159  8.  W.  660; 
Harding  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  By.  Co./ 
56  Mich.  628,  23  N.  W.  445;  also  the 


cases  cited  infra,  this  note;  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Variance  and  Fail- 
ure of  Proof." 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  where  plaintiff  al- 
leges one  reason  for  failure  to  procure 
a  ticket,  he  cannot  prove  another. 
Everett  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co., 
69  Iowa  15,  28  N.  W.  410,  58  Am.  Eep. 
207.  And  (2)  under  a  plea  of  gen- 
eral issue,  the  carrier  may  prove  facts 
in  the  nature  of  a  traverse  (Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Mason,  10  Ala. 
App.  263,  64  So.  154,  where  disorder- 
liness  of  passenger  was  shown),  but 
(3)  he  cannot  prove  facts  in  justifica- 
tion or  discharge  of  the  ejection  (Chi- 
cago &  E.  I.  E.  Co.  V.  Casazza,  83  111. 
App.  421),  (4)  except  for  the  pur- 
pose of  mitigation  of  damages.  Chi- 
cago &  E.  I.  E.  Co.  V.  Casazza,  83  111. 
App.  421. 

[b]  A  plaintiff  who  bases  his  ac- 
tion on  tort  (1)  cannot  recover  on 
proof  of  a  breach  of  a  contract  relat- 
ing to  a  matter  not  included  within 
the  carrier's  duties  to  the  public.  No- 
ble V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  4 
Okla.  534,  46  Pac.  483,  where  plain- 
tiff attempted  to  prove  a  contract  to 
stop  a  through  train  at  his  destina- 
tion. See  Denver  Tramway  Co.  v. 
Cloud,  6  Colo.  App.  445,  40  Pae.  779. 
And,  (2)  under  a  complaint  in  tort 
for  malicious  ejection,  a  recovery  can- 
not be  had  as  for  misdirection  by  the 
railroad  company's  servants  (Turner 
V.  MoCook,  77  Mo.  App.  196.  But  see 
Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Hawkins,  121  Ky. 
415,  89  S.  W.  258),  or  (3)  on  proof  of 
ejection  at  an  improper  place  (Nor- 
folk &  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Warden,  117  Va. 
801,  86  S.  E.  103),  or  (4)  on  proof  of 
a  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  brake- 
men  in  assisting  the  passenger  to 
alight  at  an  intermediate  station.  Al- 
lin  V.  Guff,  G.  &  S.  F.  'P.  Co.,  26  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  43,  62  S.  W.  1079.  (5)  But 
if  the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  assault 
and  the  use  of  unnecessary  force,  the 
variance  is  not  material  or  fatal  where 
the  plaintiff  alleged   to   be   a  passen- 
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(Vni.)  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.89  —  The  construction  of  tickets  is 
a  question  of  law  for  the  court  in  such  actions.*"  But  it  is  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  to  determine 
whether  a  passenger  boards  a  car  or  train  in  good  faith,*^  whether  he 
is  afforded  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  purchase  a  ticket  before  board- 
ing,'^ whether  he  exercises  due  care  to  see  that  he  is  on  the  proper, 
train  or  ear,*^  whether  or  not  he  is  guilty  of  a  want  of  proper  care 
in  failing  to  examine  his  ticket  and  discover  mistakes  therein/*  and 
whether  the  conductor  waived  the  expiration  of  the  ticket  or  trans- 
fer."^ So  also  it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  con- 
ductor gives  a  passenger  reasonable  opportunity  to  pay  the  fare,  or 
produce  a  ticket,'"  whether  the  explanation  given  by  a  passenger  to 
show  the  validity  of  his  ticket  is  a  reasonable  one,'^  and  whether  a 
carrier  uses  due  care  in  ejecting  a  passenger  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  in  view  of  the  condition  of  the  passenger,  the  time,  and 
place  of  ejectment.'^  And  the  questions,  whether  in  the  ejecting  the 
servant  of  the  railroad  company  used  only  such  force  as  was  reason- 


ger  is  proved  a  trespasser.  Mykleby  v. 
Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  39 
Minn.  54,  38  N.  "W.  763;  Eandell  v. 
Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  102  Mo. 
App.  342,  352,  76  S.  W.  493.  See  also 
Adams  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co., 
149  Mo.  App.  278,  130  S.  W.  48.  Nor 
(6)  is  it  material  whether  the  car  or 
train  is  proved  to  be  in  motion  or 
standing  still.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Penick,  8  Ala.  App.  558,  62  So.  965. 

89.  Generally,  see  supra,  II,  A,  6; 
and  the  title  "Province  of  Judge  and 
Jury." 

90.  Ligon  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  184  Mo.  App.  187,  168  S.  W.  647. 

91.  Short  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  150  Mo.  App.  359,  130  8.  W.  488. 

92.  Eeed  v.  Great  Northern  Ey.  Co., 
76  Minn.  163,  78  N.  W.  974;  Eivers  v. 
Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  E.  Co.,  86  Miss. 
571,   38   So.   508. 

[a]  Where  the  evidence  is  not  clear 
as  to  the  time  the  plaintiff  presented 
himself  at  the  defendant's  station  to 
buy  a  ticket  .and  as  there  is  room  for 
doubt  as  to  what  ia  a  reasonable  time 
under  the  circumstances,  the  question 
of  what  is  a  reasonable  time  is  a  mixed 
question  of  law  and  fact.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Kay,  8  Ala.  App.  562, 
62  So.  1014. 

93.  Spirk  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co., 
57  Neb.  565,  78  N.  W.  272. 

94.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Eather, 
3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  72,  21  S.  W.  951. 

95.  Samanowitz  v.  New  York  Eys. 
Co.,  163  N.  Y.  Supp.  550. 

96.  Fla. — Seaboard  Air  Line  E.  Co. 
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V.  Scarborough,  52  Fla.  425,  42  So. 
706.  lU.— Chicago  &  E.  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
Casazza,  83  111.  App.  421.  N.  Y.— Huba 
V.  Schenectady  E.  Co.,  85  App.  Div. 
199,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  157.  Tex.— In- 
ternational &  G.  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Wilkes,  68 
Tex.  617,  5  S.  W.  491,  2  Am.  St.  Eep. 
515. 

97.  McKeown  v.  Southern  E.  Co., 
98  S.  C.  338,  82  S.  E.  437. 

98.  Donovan  v.  Greenfield  &  T.  F. 
St.  E.  Co.,  183  Fed.  526,  106  C.  C.  A. 
72,  where  passenger  was  intoxicated. 
Ala.— King  V.  Brown,  108  Ala.  68,  18 
So.  935.  111.— Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v. 
Latimer,  128  111.  163,  21  N.  E.  7; 
Chicago  C.  E.  Co.  v.  O'Donnell,  109  HI. 
App.  616.  Ia. — Brown  v.  Chicago,  E. 
I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  51  Iowa  235,  1  N.  W. 
487.  Kan. — Union  Pac.  E.  Go.  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 56  Kan.  324,  43  Pac.  244,  where 
train  was  moving.  Mass. — Murphy  v. 
Union  E.  Co.,  118  Mass.  228,  8  Am.  Neg. 
Cas.  405,  where  train  was  in  motion. 
Miss. — Jackson  v.  Alabama  &  V.  Ry.  Co., 
76  Miss.  703,  25  So.  353.  N.  Y.  —Buckley 
V.  Hudson  Val.  E.  Co.,  212  N.  Y.  440, 
106  N.  E.  121,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  143, 
L.  E.  A.  1915C,  134,  reversing  151 
App.  Div.  909,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  1102. 
Pa. — Tilburg  V.  Northern  Cent.  R.  Co., 
217  Pa.  618,  66  Atl.  846,  12  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  359.  Tex.— Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.  V.  Green  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141 
S.  W.  341. 

[a]  Ejection  From  Moving  Train. 
Union  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  56  Kan. 
324,  43  Pac.  24^;  Healey  v.  City  Pas- 
senger R.  Co.,  28  Ohio  St.  23. 
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ably  necessary,®'  whether  he  used  abusive  language,^  or  was  guilty  of 
malice,^  whether  he  was  justified  in  striking  the  passenger  after  he 
had  been  ejected,^  and  whether  under  the .  circumstances  an  ejected 
passenger  was  justified  in  pursuing  the  course  he  adopted  after  being 
ejected,*  as  well  as  the  questions  whether  the  eviction  of  a  parent 
amounted  to  the  eviction  of  a  child  or  vice  versa,^  and  whether  or 
not  a  dwelling  house  was  near  the  place  of  ejection  under  a  statute 
requiring  it,®  are  usually  all  questions  for  the  jury. 

3.  Actions  Relating  to  Transportation  in  Sleeping  Oars.'  —  For 
breach  of  a  contract  for  sleeping  car  accommodations,  a  passenger  may 
bring  assumpsit  or  case  at  his  election.*  The  same  remedies  are  avail- 
able where,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  has  accommodations,  the 
sleeping  car  company  refuses  to  furnish  them  on  a  proper  application.® 
Passengers  in  sleeping  cars  injured,^"  or  ejected  therefrom,^^  may  sue 


99.  lU.— Chicago  &  E.  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
Casazza,  83  ni.  App.  421.  Minn. — ^Wil- 
lard  V.  St.  Paul  C.  E.  Co.,  116  Minn. 
183,  133  N.  W.  465.  Mo. — Eandell  v. 
Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  102  Mo. 
App.  342,  352,  76  S.  W.  493.  N.  J. 
Bottstein  v.  Erie  E.  Co.,  84  N.  J.  L; 
404,  87  Atl.  94.  N.  Y.— Dowd  v.  Al- 
bany Ey.,  47  App.  Div.  202,  62  N.  Y. 
Supp.  179;  Samanowitz  v.  New  York 
Eys.  Co.,  163  N.  Y.  Supp.  550.  N.  C. 
McNairy  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.,  172 
N.  C.  505,  90  S.  B.  497.  S.  C— Mc- 
Keown  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  98  S.  C. 
338,  82  S.  E.  437;  Norman  v.  Southern 
K.  Co.,  65  S.  C.  517,  44  S.  E.  83,  95 
Am.  St.  Eep.  809;  Griffin  v.  Southern 
It.  Co.,  65  S.  C.  122,  43  S.  E.  445. 

1.  Adams  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  103 
S.  C.  327,  87  S.  E.  1007. 

2.  Hartridge  v.  United  Eys.  Co. 
(Mo.  App.),  196  S.  W.  59. 

3.  Lindsay  v.  Wabash  E.  Co.,  141 
Mich.  204,  104  N.  W.  656. 

4.  OaL — Sloane  v.  Southern  Cal. 
By.  Co.,  Ill  Cal.  668,  44  Pae.  320,  32 
L.  E.  A.  193.  Mo. — t)rew  v.  Wabash 
E.  Co.,  129  Mo.  App.  459,  107  S.  W. 
478.  Pa. — ^Tilburg  v.  Northern  Cent. 
E.  Co.,  221  Pa.  245,  70  Atl.  723;  Ma- 
lone  V.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  B.  Co.,  152 
Pa.  390,  25  Atl.  638,  where  plaintiff 
attempted  to  walk  back  to  station. 

5.  Forrest  v.  G-reenville,  8.  &  A.  E. 
Co.,  102  S.  C.  54,  86  S.  B.  193. 

6.  Loomis  v.  Jewett,  35  Hun  (N. 
Y.)    313. 

7.  For  loss  of  baggage  in  a  sleep- 
ing car  see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  e,  (I). 

8.  Ga. — See  Bryant  v.  Atlantic  C. 
K  E.  Co.,  19  Ga.  App.  536,  91  S.  E. 
1047,  holding  petition  states  cause  of 
action.    HI.— NeTin  v.  Pullman  Palace 

n 


Car  Co.,  106  111.  222,  46  Am.  Eep.  688. 
N.  Y. — Aplington  v.  Pullman  Co.,  110 
App.  IHv.  250,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  329',  17 
N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  455.  Tex. — ^Pullman 
Palace-Car  Co.  v.  Booth  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  28  S.  W.  719,  where  plaintiff  re- 
served accommodations  without  pay- 
ing therefor  at  the  time. 

[a]  Venue. — Bryant  v.  Atlantic  C. 
L.  E.  Co.,  19  Ga.  App.  536,  91  S.  E. 
1047. 

[b]  Whether  plaintiff's  conduct  Is 
reasonable  in  refusing  to  accept  an 
upper  berth  or  another  lower  berth 
which  he  would  have  to  give  up  early 
in  the  morning  is  a  question  for  the 
jury,  Aplington  v.  Pullman  Co.,  110 
App.  Biv.  250,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  329,  17 
N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  455. 

9.  Nevin  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co., 
106  III.  222,  46  Am.  Eep.  688. 

10.  Pullman  Coi.  v.  Norton  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  91  S.  W.  841,  holding  an- 
swer of  the  railroad  company  suffi- 
ciently sets  up  the  contract  with  the 
Pullman  company  showing  its  liabil- 
ity to  the  railroad  company. 

As  to  injuries  to  passengers  gener- 
ally, see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  b. 

11.  XT.  8. — Calhoun  v.  Pullman  Pal- 
ace Car  Co.,  149  Fed.  546,  where  an 
agent  informed  passenger  it  was  not 
necessary  to  validate  ticket.  Ala. 
Pullman  Co.  v.  Eiley,  5  Ala.  App.  561, 
59  So.  761.  Tex. — Pullman  Co.  v. 
Hoyle,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App.  534,  115  S. 
W.  315,  where  both  sleeping  car  com- 
pany and  railroad  company  were 
joined. 

As  to  actions  for  ejection  of  passen- 
gers generally,  see  supra,  II,  B,  2,  c. 

[a]  Pleadings  and  Proof. — Under 
allegations  of  wrongful,  malicious  and 
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for  damages  in  accordance  with  general  rules  relatingi  to  such  actions. 

4.  Actions  for  Damage,  Loss  or  Delay  of  Baggage  and  Personal 
EfFects.i2  —  a.  Form  amd  Bight  of  Action.  —(I.)  In  General.  —  A  pas- 
senger who  is  not  carried  gratuitously^*  may  sue  for  the  injury  to, 
and  delay  or  loss  of  his  personal  baggage,  either  on  the  contract  or 
in  tort,^*  unless  he  accepts  the  injured  baggage,  in  which  case  he 
must  sue  in  tort  for  damages.^^  If  an  intending  passenger's  luggage 
is  lost  after  delivery  to  the  carrier,  but  before  he  has  purchased  a 
ticket  and  becomes  a  passenger,  the  remedy  of  the  party  is  in  case 
to  recover  damages  for  negligence.^* 

(II.)  As  Affected  Tjy  Character  and  Ownership  of  Baggage.  —  If  property 
not  properly  baggage  is  carried  as  such  without  notice  of  its  char- 
acter, the  carrier  can  be  held  liable  only  in  an  action  for  gross  neg- 
ligence or  wilfulness,^^  brought  by  the  owner,  if  the  passenger  does 
not  own  it.^^  If,  however,  the  carrier  is  given  notice  that  the  trunks 
contain  property  not  personal  baggage  of  the  passenger,  and  receives 


wilful  breach  of  contract  to  reserve 
accommodation,  the  plaintiff  may  prove 
rudeness  of  the  conductor  in  ejecting 
the  plaintiff  from  the  c^r.  Pullman 
Palace-Car  Co.  v.  Booth  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  28  S.  W.  719. 

[b]  Whether  plaintiff  is  negligent 
in  failing  to  discover  conditions  in 
Pullman  ticket  is  for  the  jury.  Ap- 
Ungton  V.  Pullman  Co.,  110  App.  Div. 
850,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  329,  17  N.  Y.  Ann. 
Cas.  455. 

12.  See  also  the  title  "Freight 
Carriers." 

Judicial  notice  as  to  carriage  of 
samples  of  drununers  as  baggage,  see 
7  Bncy.  of  Ev.  941,  note  62. 

13.  See  infra,   this  note. 

[aj  Assumpsit  cannot  be  main- 
tained (1)  for  loss  of  baggage  where 
the  passenger  and  his  baggage  are  car- 
ried gratuitously.  Flint  &  P.  M.  E.  Co. 
17.  Wier,  37  Mich.  Ill,  26  Am.  Eep. 
499.  (2)  But  a  child's  baggage  which 
is  checked  on  the  ticket  of  an  adult 
accompanying  him  is  not  carried  free 
within  the  rule  although  the  child  is 
not  required  to  have  a  ticket.  Withey 
V.  Pere  Marquette  E.  Co.,  141  Mich. 
412,  104  N.  W.  773,  113  Am.  St.  Eep. 
533,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  352. 

14.  Wolf  V.  Grand  Eapids,  H.  &  C. 
Ey.,  149  Mich.  75,  112  N.  W.  732; 
Weed  V.  Saratoga  &  S.  E.  Co.,  19  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  534. 

[a]  Whether  Trover  Will  Lie. 
Hawkins  v.  Hoffman,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
586,  41  Am.  Dec'  767;  Tolano  v.  Na- 
tional Steam  Nav.  Co.,  4  Abb  Pr 
(N.  S.)   316,  35  How.  Pr.  496,  5  Eobt. 
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318;  Cass  v.  New  York  &  N.  H.  E.  Co., 
1  B.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  522.  See  gener- 
ally the  title  "Trover  and  Conver- 
sion." 

[b]  If  a  carrier  refuses  to  carry 
the  passenger  in  violation  of  his  con- 
tract and  proceeds  without  giving  him 
a  reasonable  opportunity  to  remove 
his  luggage  or  proceeds  with  a  view 
to  carry  it  out  of  the  passenger 's  reach, 
trespass  will  lie.  Holmes  v.  Doane, 
3  Gray  (Mass.)  328. 

[c]  Where  a  carrier  forwards  bag- 
gage by  freight  without  the  consent 
of  the  passenger,  and  it  is  lost,  the 
latter  may  sue  for  breach  of  duty  aris- 
ing by  operation  of  law  out  of  deal- 
ing with  trunks  as  freight,  or  he  may 
sue  in  trover.  Southern  E.  Co.  v. 
Brown,  192  Ala.  S89,  68  So.  321. 

IR  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Wilkinson,  55  Kan.  83,  39  Pac.  1043, 
cannot  sue  on  account  for  the  value 
of  the  articles. 

16.  Corry  v.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co., 
194  Pa.  516,  45  Atl.  341,  and  not  by 
an  action  founded  on  breach  of  con- 
tract to  carry  him  and  his  baggage. 

17.  Brick  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co., 
145  N.  C.  203,  58  S.  E.  1073,  122  Am. 
St.  Eep.  440. 

18.  Brick  v,  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co. 
145  N.  C.  203,  58  S.  E.  1073;  Toledo 
&  0.  C.  E.  Co.  V.  Ambach,  10  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  490. 

[a]  The  passenger  cannot  recover 
(1)  in  an  action  for  the  injury  or  loss 
of  such  baggage,  in  his  own  name 
(HI. — Doherty  v.  Grand  Trunk  W.  E. 
Co.,   194  111.   App.   354.     Kyv— Illinois 
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them  as  baggage,  the  owner  may  sue  in  tort,^®  or,  it  has  been  held, 
on  the  contract.^"  The  law  recognizes  exceptions  to  these  rules  where 
the  passenger  and  the  owner  of  the  baggage  stand  in  a  relation  of 
husband  and  wife,^^  or  parent  and  child.^^  A  passenger  entrusted 
with  money  to  defray  the  expenses  of  a  person  traveling  with  him 
may  bring  an  action  against  a  carrier  whose  servant  stole  it.^^ 
b.    Venue.^*  —  An  action  for  loss  of  baggage  may  be  brought  in 


Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Matthews,  114  Ky. 
973,  72  S.  W.  302,  102  Am.  St.  Eep. 
316,  60  L.  E.  A.  846.  N.  C— Brick 
V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co.,  145  N.  C. 
203,  58  S.  E.  1073,  122  An;.,  St.  Eep. 
440),  unless  (2)  he  has  an  interest 
by  being  responsible  therefor  and  is 
on  that  account  regarded  as  the  own- 
er. Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Matthews, 
114  Ky.  973,  72  S.  W.  302,  102  Am. 
St.  Eep.  316,  60  L.  E.  A.  846.  See 
Ft.  Worth  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Eosenthal 
Millinery  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29  S. 
W.  196,  query. 

19.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Hochstim,  67  111.  App.  514;  Fort  Worth 
&  E  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Eosenthal  Millinery 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29  S.  W.  196. 

[a]  A  principal  who  provides  ar- 
tides  for  his  agent  (1)  which  are 
properly  baggage,  may  sue  to  recover 
for  the  loss  in  an  action  on  the  case 
(Grant  v.  Newton,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N. 
Y.)  95,  where  a  father  employed  his 
son  and  sends  him  on  a  journey  and 
places  certain  articles  of  wearing  ap- 
parel in  the  son's  trunk  for  the  use 
of  the  son),  (2)  but  not,  it  has  been 
held,  on  the  contract.  Weed  v.  Sara- 
toga &  S.  E.  Co.,  19  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
534,  544. 

20.  Fort  Worth  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.  v. 
Eosenthal  Millinery  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  29  S.  W.  196,  though  the  eon- 
tract  is  not  made  with  the  owner,  it 
is  made  for  his  benefit.  See  also  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hochstim, 
67  111.  App.  514,  although  an  action  on 
the  ease,  the  court  said  the  shipment 
was  really  made  by  the  owner,  qui 
facit  'per  alium  facit  per  se,  and  the 
undiscovered  principal  might  sue  on 
the  contract. 

21.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  husband  (1)  may  sue  for 
the  loss  of  baggage  of  his  wife.  Sog- 
ers V.  Long  Island  E.  Co.,  1  Thomp. 
&  C.  (N.  Y.)  396;  Battle  v.  Columbia, 
N.  &  L.  E.  E.,  70  S.  0.  329,  49  S.  B. 
849.  (2)  Whether  he  furnished  the  ar- 
ticles is  immaterial.  Withey  v.  Pere 
Marquette  R.   Co.,  141  Mich.  412,  104 


N.  W.  778,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  533,  1 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.)  352;  Burnes  V.  Chi- 
cago, E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  167  Mo.  App. 
62,  150  S.  W.  1100.  But  see  Richard- 
son V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.,  ■  85  Ala. 
559,  5  So.  308,  2  L.  R.  A.  716.  (3)" 
Even  though  the  husband  travels  on 
another  train,  he  may  sue.  Curtis  v, 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  74  N.  Y. 
116,  30  Am.  Eep.  271.  (4)  And  he 
may  sue  even  though  he  had  no  ticket 
and  paid  no  fare  (Eailroad  Co.  v. 
Baldwin,  113  Tenn.  205,  81  S.  W.  599), 
or  (5)  if  he  rides  on  a  pass.  Malone 
V.  Boston  &  W.  E.  Corp.,  12  Gray 
(Mass.)   38^,  74  Am.  Dec.  598. 

[b]  A  husband  who  has  possession 
of  baggage  of  the  wife  may,  sue  for 
its  loss.  Godfrey  v.  Pullman  Co.,  87 
S.  C.  361,  69  S.  E.  666,  Ann.  Cas.  1912 
B,  971. 

[c]  The  wife  (1)  may  sue  for  loss 
of  her  baggage  (State  of  New  York, 
7  Ben.  450,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,328), 
(2)  even  if  the  articles  were  given  to 
her  by  her  husband.  Eawson  v.  Penn- 
sylvania E.  Co.,  48  N.  Y.  212,  8  Am. 
Eep.   543. 

As  to  joinder  of  hnsband  and  wife, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  4,  d. 

22.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  _  A  father  may  maintain  as- 
sumpsit for  the  loss  or  injury  to  bag- 
gage of  the  child  carried  with  his 
baggage.  Withey  c.  Pere  Marquette 
E.  Co.,  141  Mich.  412,  104  N.  W.  773, 
113  Am.  St.  Eep.  533,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
352.  See  also  Ala. — Eichardson  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  85  Ala.  559, 
5  So.  308,  2  L.  R.  A.  716.  Md.— Bal- 
timore Steam-Packet  Co.  v.  Smith,  23 
Md.  402,  87  Am.  Dec.  575.  N.  Y. 
Prentice  v.  Decker,  49  Barb.  21;  Grant 
V.  Newton,  1  E.  D.  Smith  95,  a  father 
may  maintain  ease  for  the  baggage  of 
a  son. 

23.  Pullman  Palace-Car  Co.  v.  Gav- 
in, 93  Tenn.  53,  23  S.  W.  70,  42  Am. 
St.  Rep.  902,  21  L.  R.  A;  298. 

24.  See  generally  the  title  "Ven- 
ue." 
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the  county  in  which  the  plaintiff  purchased  his  ticket  and  in  which 
the  railroad  company  has  an  agent."' 

c.  Parties.'^  —  The  proper  party  plaintiff  is  generally  the  passen- 
ger;^' but  an  assignee  may  maintain  trover.'"  In  an  action  ex  con- 
tractu, passengers  may  be  joined  as  plaintiffs  who  have  personal 
baggage  in  a  trunk  that  is  lost,''*  and  for  breach  of  a  contract  to 
carry  baggage  of  a  number  of  persons,  each  party  may  bring  a  sep- 
arate action.'"  But  in  a  tort  action,  persons  having  separate  interests 
in  and  sustaining  separate  damage  to  the  contents  of  a  trunk  or  other 
receptacle  cannot  join,  although  the  same  act  caused  the  damage.^^ 
If  the  baggage  lost  belongs  to  a  married  woman,  she  and  her  husband 
may  join  as  parties  plaintiff.^"  The  fact  that  plaintiff  alleges  that 
the  defendant  and  the  connecting  carriers  are  partners  does  not  neces- 
sitate joining  them.'" 

d.  Pleadings. — (I.)  Declaration  and  Complaint.  — In  an  action  for 
injury  to  or  loss  of  baggage,  the  declaration  or  complaint  must  state 
a  cause  of  action  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  relating  to 
such  pleadings.'*    He  must  allege  a  contract  for  carriage'®  of  himself 


25.  Pullman  Palace-Car  Co.  v.  At- 
ents,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  71,  66  S.  W. 
.329,  although  the  fare  was  not  colleet- 
ed  until  the  train  had  entered  Mexico, 
the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  from  Tex- 
as and  the  contract  "was  praotiaally 
entered  into  there." 

[a]  Even  though  baggage  is 
checked  to  a  county,  the  carrier's  plea 
of  privilege  that  it  has  no  agent  there 
will  be  sustained.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.  V.  Jackson,  4  Wills.  Civ.  Gas. 
§47,  15  S.  W.  128. 

26.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties." 

27.  As  to  right  of  action,  see  supra, 
U,  B,  4,  a. 

28.  Cass  V.  New  York  &  N.  H.  E. 
Co.,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  522,  where 
the  baggage  is  wrongfully  detained. 

29.  Park  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  78 
S.  C.  302,  58  S.  E.  931. 

30.  Spencer  v.  Wabash  E.  Co.,  36 
App.  Div.  446,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  948,  the 
promise  .  made  to  the  agent  of  the 
company  is  for  the  benefit  of  eaeh 
member. 

31.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Dick- 
ergon,  29   Okla.   386,  118  Pao.  140. 

32.  Keith  v.  New  York  C.  E.  E., 
2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  125,  1  W.  L.  M. 
451;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  113  Tenn. 
205,  81  S.  W.  599.  See  generally  the 
title   "Husband  and  Wife." 

As  to  right  of  action  for  wife's 
baggage,  see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  a,   (1). 

33.  International  &  6.  N.  E..  Co.  v. 
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Foltz,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  644,  22  S.   W. 
541. 

Necessity  for  joining  partners,  see 
the  title   "Partnership." 

34.  See  the  following:  Ala. — ^Birm- 
ingham Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Grant,  2 
Ala.  App.  552,  56  So.  769.  N.  T. 
Spencer  v.  Wabash  E.  Co.,  36  App. 
Div.  446,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  948.  Tex. 
Bonner  v.  De  Mendoza,  4  Wills.  Civ. 
Cas.  §234,  16  S.  W.  976,  petition  for 
rifling  of  valise  left  in  coach  held 
sufficient. 

And  see  generally  the  title  "Declar- 
ation and  Complaint." 

Form  of  complaint  for  loss  of  bag- 
gage,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  941. 

[a]  Sufficient  Petition  for  Dam- 
ages for  Delay. — Ford  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  L.  E.  Co.,  8  6a.  App.  295,  68 
S.  E.  1072. 

35.  Bonner  v.  De  Mendoza,  4  Wills. 
Civ.  Cas.   (Tex.)   §234,  16  S.  W.  976. 

[a]  Sufficient  Allegation.— Bonner 
V.  De  Mendoza,  4  Wills.  Civ.  Caa. 
(Tex.)  §334,  16  a  W.  976. 

[b]  That  the  hire  for  carrying  the 
baggage  was  part  of  the  purchase 
money  of  plaintiff's  ticket  need  not 
be  alleged.  Eanehau  v.  Eutland  E. 
Co.,  71  Vt.  142,  43  Atl.  11,  76  Am.  St. 
Eep.  761. 

[c]  An  allegation  that  the  owner 
of  the  baggage  was  a  passenger  on  the 
road  with  the  baggage  is  not  indis- 
pensable.   Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Cope- 
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and  his  baggage,  a  delivery  of  the  baggage  to  the  carrier,^^  for  the 
purpose  of  being  carried  by  the  defendant,^^  a  demand  for  redelivery 
at  the  ])lafie  of  destination,'^  and  a  failure  to  redeliver,^'  or  re- 
delivery in  a  damaged  condition.*"  An  itemized  list  of  the  articles 
of  baggage  lost,  destroyed,  or  damaged  and  a  statement  of  the  nature 
and  character  of  each  article,  its  value  and  the  damage,  must  be 
made,*^  unless  the  action  is  brought  for  damages  for  delay  in  trans- 
portation.*- If  special  damages  are  claimed,  facts  putting  the  de- 
fendant on  notice  of  special  circumstances  incident  to  the  carriage  of 
the  baggage  must  be  alleged.*^  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  negli- 
gence,** except  in  those  cases  in  which  the  carrier  is  liable  only  on 
proof  of  negligence.*®  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  describe  the  articles 
delivered  as  the  baggage  of  the  plaintiff,**  or  to  allege  facts  showing 
that  the  enumerated  articles  constitute  baggage  as  this  would  be 
pleading  evidence.*'  If  the  action  is  brought  against  a  connecting 
carrier,  it  must  be  alleged  that  it  and  the  first  carriers  are  joint  con- 
tractors,** or  that  it  received  the  baggage.** 

(II.)   Answer  or  Plea.    —The  general  rules  relating  to  pleas  and  an- 
swers apply  to  this  action.^" 


land,  24  111.  332,  76  Am.  Dee.  749; 
Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Conklin, 
32  Kan.  55,  3  Pac.  762. 

36.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co. 
V.  Tyler,  9  Ind.  App.  689,  35  N.  E. 
523. 

37.  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Eosenheim  & 
Sons,  1  Ga.  App.  766,  58  S.  E.  81,  omis- 
sion of  this  averment  makes  the  dec- 
laration one  merely  for  breach  of  con- 
tract of  bailment. 

38.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co. 
j;.  Tyler,  9  Ind.  App.  689,  35  N.  E.  523. 

[a]  Presentation  of  -Uie  check  need 
not  be  alleged.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St. 
L.  E.  Co.  V.  Tyler,  9  Ind.  App.  689, 
35  N.  E.  523. 

39.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co. 
V.  Tyler,  9  Ind.  App.  689,  35  N.  E. 
523. 

40.  See  cases  cited  supra,  this  sec- 
tion. 

41.  Houston,  E.  &  W.  T.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Scale,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  364,  67  S.  W. 
437. 

[a]  Sufficient  Desciiption.  —  Mont- 
gomery &  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Culver,  75  Ala. 
587,  51   Am.   Eep.   483. 

42.  Texas  &  N.  O  .E.  Co.  v.  Eus- 
sell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  97  S.  W.  1090. 

43.  Wehman  v.  Southern  Ey.,  74  S. 
C.  286,  54  S.  E.  360. 

44.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Conklin,  32  Kan.  55,  3  Pac.  762;  Wal- 
lace V.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  B.  Co., 
176  Mich.  128,  142  N.  W.  558,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915B,  631. 


45.  See  the  cases  cited  infra,  this 
note. 

[a]  Thus,  negligence  must  be  al- 
leged (1)  where  the  carrier  by  special 
contract  limits  its  liability  and  the 
plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  in  excess  of 
the  limitation  (Wells  v.  Great  North- 
ern E.  Co.,  59  Ore.  165,  114  Pac.  92, 
116  Pac.  1070,  34  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
818);  (2)  where  the  baggage  is  not 
claimed  in  a,  reasonable  time  after  ar- 
rival and  the  carrier  is  liable  as  a 
warehouseman  only  (see  Wallace  v. 
Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  E.  Co.,  176  Mich. 
128,  142  N.  W.  558,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B, 
631);  (3)  where  the  baggage  lost  was 
retained  in  the  control  of  the  passen- 
ger. Carpenter  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  & 
H.  E.  .Co.,  10  N.  Y.  St.  712;  Bonner 
V.  Grumbach,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  482, 
21  S.  W.  1010. 

Where  merchandise  is  carried,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  4,  a,   (II). 

[b]  Sufficient  Allegation  of  Negli- 
gence.—Pullman  Palace-Car  Co.  v. 
Adams,  120  Ala.  581,  24  So.  921,  74 
Am.  St.  Eep.  53,  45  L.  E.  A.  767. 

46.  Eanchau  v.  Eutland  E.  Co.,  71 
Vt.  142,  43  Atl.  11,  76  Am,  St.  Eep. 
761.  ^ 

47.  Carter-MuUaly  T.  Co.  v.  An- 
gell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  181  8.  W.  237. 

48.  Telder  v.  Columbia  &  G.  E.  Co., 
21  S.  C.  35,  53  Am.  Eep.  656. 

49.  Pelder  v.  Columbia  &  G.  E.  Co., 
21  S.  C.  35,  53  Am.  Eep.  656. 

50.  See  the  titles  "Answers;" 
"Denials;"    "Pleas;"   and  Louisville 
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(in.)  Eeplication.  — The  plaintiff  is  sometimes  required  to  reply  to 
the  answer."^ 

e.  Variance.  —  The  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  loss  or  damage  to 
baggage,  must  recover  secundum  allegata  et  probata  in  accordance 
with  the  general  rules.^'' 

f.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  what  are 
questions  of  law  and  fact  apply'  to  actions  relating  to  baggage.^^ 


&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Hestle  (Ala.),  75  So. 
885,  holding  plea  showing  exemption 
from  liability  as  an  insurer  sufficient. 

[a]  Any  vadid  excuses  for  failure 
to  redeliver  the  baggage  at  the  place 
of  destination  must  be  set  up  in  the 
answer.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E. 
Co.  V.  Tyler,  9  Ind.  App.  689,  35  N. 
E.  523. 

[b]  An  allegation  (1)  of  a  notice 
on  tiie  check  limiting  liability  is  no 
allegation  of  a  contract  to  that  ef- 
fect, there  being  no  showing  as  to 
plaintiff's  knowledge  thereof.  Martin 
V.  Central  E.  Co.,  121  App.  Div.  552, 
106  N.  Y.  Supp.  226.  (2)  So  also  a 
plea  of  limitation  of  liability  by  vir- 
tue of  a  notice  on  the  baggage  check 
is  insufficient  which  shows  no  special 
contract  entered  into  in  consideration 
of  reduced  charges  or  special  conces- 
sions, and  does  not  negative  the  un- 
reasonableness thereof.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Hestle  (Ala),  75  So.  885. 

[e]  Inconsistent  Defenses. — A  plea 
that  defendant  tendered  the  trunk  to 
the  plaintiff  does  not  modify  a  general 
denial  so  as  to  amount  to  an  admis- 
sion of  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Warren,  3 
Wyo.   134,   6  Pae.   724. 

51.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Replication  and  Be- 

piy." 

[a]  Particular  facts  excusing  a 
failure  to  claim  baggage  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  arrival  must  be  aet 
up  by  way  of  replication  where  the 
answer  shows  it  was  not  so  claimed. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Hestle  (Ala.), 
75  So.  885. 

52.  Montgomery  &  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Cul- 
ver, 75  Ala.  587,  51  Am.  Eep.  483; 
Eanchau  v.  Eutland  E.  Co.,  71  Vt. 
142,  43  Atl.  11,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  761. 
See  generally  the  title  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

[a]  Under  a  general  denial  (1)  the 
carrier  cannot  prove  a  limitation  of 
liability  (Crowley  Bros.  v.  Grand  Trunk 
E.  Co.,  185  Mich.  482,  152  N.  W.  215), 
or  (2)  a  liability  as  to  the  baggage  in 
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question  as  a  warehouseman  merely 
and  loss  without  fault  on  its  part. 
Heiden  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  E.,  84  S.  C. 
117,   65   S.   E.   987. 

53.  See  infra,  this  note  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
aaid  Jury." 

[a]  So  that  (1)  where  the  evidence 
is  disputed,  it  is  a  question  for  the 
jury  whether  there  was  delivery  of 
baggage  to  tie  carrier  (Ga. — Dibble 
V.  Brown,  12  Ga.  217,  56  Am.  Dei.  460. 
la. — Green  v.  Milwaukee  &  St.  P.  E. 
Co.,   41   Iowa   410.     Minn. — McKibbin 

,  V.  Great  Northern  Ey.  Co.,  75  Minn. 
232,  80  N.  W.  1052);  (2)  whether  it 
was  delivered  an  unreasonable  time 
.before  the  departure  of  a  train  (Cone 
V.  Southern  Ey.,  85  S.  C.  524,  671  S.  E. 
779) ;  (3)  whether  the  baggage  reached 
the  station  to  which  it  was  checked 
(Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Hestle 
(Ala.),  75  So.  885),  or  (4)  whether  it 
was  delivered  to  the  passenger  (Mat- 
teson  V.  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E. 
Co.,  76  N.  Y.  381),  or  (5)  claimed  by 
him  within  a  reasonable  time  after  ar- 
rival. Ala. — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Hestle,  75  So.  885.  la. — Ditman  B. 
&  S.  Co.  V.  Keokuk  &  W.  E.  Co.,  91 
Iowa  416,  59  N.  W.  257,  5\  Am.  St. 
Eep.  352.  Ky. — Louisville,  C.  &  L. 
E.  Co.  V.  Mahan,  8  Bush  184.  Mich. 
Crowley  Bros.  v.  Grand  Trunk  E.  Co., 
185  Mich.  482,  152  N.  W.  215;  Wal- 
lace V.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  E.  Co., 
176  Mich.  128,  142  N.  "W.  558,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915  B,  631.  Miss.— Zeigler  Bros. 
V.   Mobile   &   O.   E.   Co.,  87  Miss.   367, 

:  39  So.  811.  N.  Y.— Both  v.  Buffalo 
&  S.  L.  E.  Co.,  34  N.  Y.  548,  90  Am. 
Dec.  736;  Moffat  v.  Long  Island  E. 
Co.,  123  App.  Div.  719,  107  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1113;  Gilhooly  v.  New  York  & 
S.  S.  N.  Co.,  1  Daly  197.  (6)  And 
similarly  it  is  a  question  of  fact  wheth- 
er the  Carrier  had  notice  that  the 
package  tendered  as  baggage  con- 
tained articles  not  properly  baggage 
(N.  Y.— Trimble  v.  New  York  Cent. 
&  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  162  N.  Y.  84,  56  N. 
E.   532,  48   L.   E.  A.   115;   Sloman  v. 
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What  Is  Baggage.  -  The  question  as  to  what  is  embraced  in  the  term 
baggage  is  one  of  mixed  law  and  faet.°*  If  the  evidence  is  undisputed 
and  is  susceptible  of  one  inference  only  the  question  is  for  the  court  f^ 
but  it  is  otherwise  if  the  evidence  is  susceptible  of  more  than  one  in- 
ferenee.^°  Subject  to  this  rule,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether 
certain  classes  of  articles  usually  transported  by  the  different  modes 
of  public  conveyance  are  included  in  the  term  "  baggage, "°'  but  it 
is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  determine  whether  a  particular  article, 
claimed  as  baggage,  comes  within  the  definition  in  view  of  the  nature 
of  the  journey  and  the  condition  of  the  passenger. ^^  Likewise,  when 
the  question  is  as  to  the  quantity  of  the  articles  generally  coming  under 


Great  Western  E.  Co.,  67  N".  T.  208. 
Ohio. — Bowler  &  B.  Co.  v.  Toledo  & 
O.  Cl  R.  Co.,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  272. 
Tex.— St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Green,  44  Tex.  Cir.  App.  13,  97  S.  W. 
531);  (7)  whether  a  passenger  had 
knowledge  of  a  notice  limiting  the 
carrier's  liability  (Brown  v.  Eastern 
E.  Co.,  11  Cush.  [Mass.]  97;  Madan  v. 
Sherard,  73  N.  Y.  329,  29  Am.  Eep. 
153),  and  (8)  whether  baggage  room 
is  kept  in  a  reasonably  safe  condi- 
tion. Nealand  v.  Boston  &  Me.  E.  E., 
161  Mass.  67,  36  N.  E.  592. 

[b]  If  the  evidence  is  undisputed, 
what  is  a  reasonable  time  in  which 
to  call  for  baggage  is  a  question  for 
the  court.  Colo. — Denver  &  E.  G.  E. 
Co.  V.  Doyle,  58  Colo.  327,  145  Pac. 
688,  L.  E.  A.  1915D,  113.  Mich. 
Crowley  Bros.  ;;.  Grand  Trunk  E.  Co., 
185  Mich.  482,  152  N.  W.  215.  N.  Y. 
Both  V.  Buffalo  &  S.  L.  E.  Co.,  34 
N.  Y.  548,  90  Am.  Dec.  736;  Mortland 
V.  Philadelphia  &  E.  Ey.  Co.,  81  Hun 
473,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  1021,  63  N.  Y. 
St.   215. 

54.  Neb.— Gibbons  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  E.  Co.,  98  Neb.  696,  154  N.  W.  226. 
S.  C. — Vlasservitch  v.  Augusta  &  A. 
E.  Co.,  85  S.  C.  291,  67  S.  E.  306.  Tex. 
Jones  V.  Priester,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.    §613. 

55.  Ark.— St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  Miller,  103  Ark.  37,  145  S.  W. 
889,  39  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  634.  Mass. 
Connolly  v.  Warren,  106  Mass.  146, 
8  Am.  Eep.  300.  Neb. — Gibbons  v. 
Chicag-o,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  98  Neb.  696, 
154  N.  W.  226.  N.  Y.— Wheeler  v. 
Oceanic  Steam  Nav.  Co.,  52  Hun  75, 
5  N.  Y.  Supp.  101,  22  N.  Y.  St.  590. 
S.  C. — Vlasservitch  v.  Augusta  &  A.  E. 
Co.,  85  S.  C.  291,  67  S.  E.  306.  S.  D. 
House  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  30 
S.  D.  321,  336,  138  N.  W.  809. 

[aj    A  feather  bed  not  intended  for 


use  on  a  voyage  will  be  held  not  to 
be  an  article  of  baggage  as  a  matter 
of  law.  Connolly  v.  Warren,  106  Mass. 
146,  8  Ara.  Eep.  300. 

56.  Neb — Gibbons  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  R.  Co.,  98  Neb.  696,  154  N.  W.  226. 
N.  Y. — Wheeler  v.  Oceanic  Steam  Nav. 
Co.,  52  Hun  75,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  101, 
22  N.  Y.  St.  590.  S.  C— Vlasservitch 
V.  Augusta  &  A.  E.  Co.,  85  S.  C.  291, 
67  S.  E.  306. 

57.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v. 
Meek,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  47,  75  S.  W. 
317;  Jones  v.  Priester,  1  White  &  W. 
Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.)   §613. 

58.  Ark.— Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Whitten,  90  Ark.  462,  119  S.  W. 
835;  Little  Rock  &  H.  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Record,  74  Ark.  125,  85  S.  W.  421, 
109  Am.  St.  Eep.  67.  Fla.— Brock  v. 
Gale,  14  Pla.  523,  14  Am.  Eep.  356. 
Ga. — Dibble  v.  Brown,  12  Ga.  217,  53 
Am.  Dec.  460.  111. — Wingate  v.  Pere 
Marquette  E.  Co.,  172  111.  App.  314. 
Mass. — Doerner  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,,  149  Mo.  App.  170,  130  S.  W.  62. 
N.  Y. — Knieriem  v.  New  York  Cent. 
&  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  109  App.  Div.  709, 
96  N.  Y.  Supp.  602,  17  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas. 
415;  Rawson  v.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co., 
2  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  220;  Grant  v.  New- 
ton,, 1  E.  D.  Smith  95.  Ore. — Oakes 
V.  Northern  Pac.  E.  E.  Co.,  20  Ore. 
392,  26  Pac.  230,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  126, 
12  L.  R.  A.  318.  S.  C— Vlasservitch 
V.  Augusta  &  A.  R.  Co.,  85  S.  C.  291, 
67  S.  E.  306.  S.  D.— House  v.  Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  30  S.  D.  321, 
138  N.  W.  809.  Tenn.— Bomar  v. 
Maxwell,  9  Humph.  621,  51  Am.  Dec. 
682.  Tex. — Texas  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Russell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  97  S.  W. 
1090;  Missouri  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Meek, 
33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  47,  75  S.  W.  317; 
Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  York,  2  Wills. 
Civ.  Cas.  §§638,  641.  Vt.— Ouimit  v. 
Henshaw,  35  Vt.  605,  84  Am.  J>ee.  646. 

Vol.  XXI 


168 


PASSENGERS 


that  denomination,  the  question  is  one  of  fact."* 

5.  Suits  or  Actions  Relating  to  Excessive  Fares  and  Refusal  To 
Issue  Transfers.  —  a.  Actions  for  Penaliies.  —  The  right  to  recover 
penalties  imposed  for  the  charging  of  excessive  fares  and  for  refusing 
to  issue  transfers,  being  purely  statutory,  it  follows  that  no  other 
process  or  procedure  can  be  made  use  of  to  enforce  the  penalty  than 
that  prescribed  in  the  statute.""  Generally  the  party  aggrieved  may 
recover  the  penalty  in  a  civil  action  in  his  own  name,°^  which  should 
be  brought,  if  it  is  to  recover  a  penalty  for  excessive  charges,  in  the 
county  where  the  contract  arose."^  The  pleading  of  the  plaintiff  should 
comply  with  the  general  rules  regulating  pleadings  and  must  state  a 
cause  of  action  within  the  statute  ;"*  and  the  answer  of  the  defendant 
should  state  what  defenses  he  may  have.'* 

The  general  rules  relating  to  actions  to  recover  penalties  and  for- 
feitures apply  to  the  trial  and  judgment  in  this  action.®' 


59.  U.  S. — Railroad  Co.  v.  FralofE, 
100  U.  S.  24,  25  L.  ed.  531.  lU.— Win- 
gate  V.  Pere  Marquette  E.  Co.,  172  111. 
App.  314.  Kan. — Kansas  City,  Ft.  S. 
&  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Morrison,  34  Kan  502, 
9  Pac.  225,  55  Am.  Eep.  252.  N.  Y. 
Merrill  v.  Grinnell,  30  N.  Y.  594.  Pa. 
Porter  v.  Hildebrand,  14  Pa.  129.  Tex. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Meek,  33 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  47,  75  S.  W.  317;  Jones 
V.  Priester,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas., 
§613. 

60.  Reed  v.  Omnibus  E.  Co.,  33  Cal. 
212.  See  generally  the  title  "Penal- 
ties, Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

^  [a]  Indorsement  of  Process. — Hun- 
ter V.  Erie  E.  Co.,  70  N.  J.  L.  101,  56 
Atl.  139. 

61.  Cincinnati,  S.  &  C.  B.  Co.  v. 
Cook,   37   Clio   St.   265. 

62.  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  O'Connell, 
84  Ohio  St.  218,  95  N.  E.  773,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912C,  540,  contract  arises  in 
county  where  the  ticket  is  sold  and 
delivered. 

63.  Nellis  v.  New  York  Cent.  E.  Co., 
30  N.  Y.  505;  Mendoza  v.  Metropoli- 
tan St.  Ey.  Co.,  51  App.  Div.  430,  64 
N.  Y.  Supp.  745  (sufficiency  of  com- 
plaint for  penalty  for  refusal  to  issue 
transfer  considered) ;  Cincinnati,  8.  & 
C.  E.  Co.  V.  Cook,  37  Ohio  St.  265. 

[a]  That  the  plaintiff  was  a  pas- 
senger on  the  defendant's  cars  or  that 
the  ticket  purchased  was  used  need 
not  be  stated  in  a  complaint  for  a 
penalty  for  excessive  charge  when  the 
statute  does  not  impose  this  as  a 
condition.  Cincinnati,  S.  &  C.  E.  Co. 
V.  Cook,  37  Ohio  St.  265. 

rb]  Where  the  bad  faith  of  plain- 
tiff  in   paying   excessive   fare   merely 
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to  obtain  the  penalty  is  a  matter  of 
defense,  the  complaint  need  not  nega- 
tive bad  faith.  Cincinnati,  S.  &  C.  E. 
Co.  V.  Cook,  37  Ohio  St.  265.  Com'pare 
present  statute  in  Ohio. 

Joinder  of  Causes  of  Action. — See 
14  Standard  Proc.  699,  note  46;  also 
14  Standard  Peoc.   709. 

64.  See  generally  the  title  "An- 
swers." 

[a]  In  an  action  for  penalty  for 
refusal  to  issue  a  transfer,  an  answer 
which  sets  up  an  alternative  route 
must  state  that  transfers  are  issued 
on  such  route.  Holmes  v.  Interurban 
St.  Ry.  Co.,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  57. 

65.  See  generally  the  title  "Pen- 
alties, Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

[a]  Variance. — In  actions  of  this 
character,  a  strict  conformity  of  the 
proof  to  the  pleadings  is  required. 
Stevenson  v.  New  York  City  R.  Co., 
104  N.  Y.  Supp.  866,  where  the  com- 
plaint alleged  a  refusal  to  give  a 
transfer  on  December  seventh  and  the 
proof  showed  the  date  to  be  July  sev- 
enth, the  variance  was  fatal.  See  also 
Catalano  v.  International  E.  Co.,  145 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1005  (holding  variance 
to  be  immaterial  where  plaintiff  al- 
leged that  the  defendant  subjected  it- 
self to  a  penalty  under  a  certain  stat- 
ute which  had  been  incorporated  into 
another  statute) ;  and  generally  the 
title  "Variance  and  Failure  of  Proof." 

[b]  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact. 
Whether  the  carrier  is  guilty  of  gross 
negligence  in  its  manner  of  informing 
its  conductors  of  a  change  in  tariff  ig 
a  question  of  fact.  King  «.  Syracuse 
L.  S.  &  N.  E.  Co.,  131   N.  T.  Supp! 
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b.    Injunction.^^  —  In  a  proper  ease  a  carrier  of  passengers  may  be 
enjoined  from  charging  excessive  rates."' 


878.    See  generally  the  title  "Province 
of  Judge  and  Jury." 

66.  As  to  injunctions  generally,  see 
the   title    "Injunctions." 

67.  Westwood  v.  Dedham  &  F.  St. 
R.  Co.,  209  Mass.  213,  95  N.  E.  81; 
Attorney  General  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
Ey.  Co.,  35  Wis.  425. 

[a]    Joinder    of    Parties    Plaintiff. 


In  an  action  to  enjoin  a  street  rail- 
road from  charging  a,  fare  in  excess 
of  the  amount  agreed  on  in  the  grant 
by  the  supervisors  of  the  right  to  lay 
tracks,  the  abutting  property  owners 
cannot  join  with  the  township  author- 
ities as  parties  plaintiff.  Millcreek  v. 
Erie  E.  T.  St.  R.  Co.,  209  Pa.  300,  58 
Atl.   613. 


PASTURE.  —  See  Animals. 
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Copyright  Proceedings; 
Mines  and  Minerals; 


Public  Lands; 

Trade-Marks  and  Trade  Names. 


For  forms,  see  9  Standabd  Peoc.  943,  et  seq. 

As  to  presumptions,  mode  of  proof  and  production  of  evidence,  sec 
Encyclopedia  op  Evidence,  title  "Patents." 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 


I.    REVIEW  OP  DECISIONS  OF  PATENT  OFFICE.  — A.    In 

General.  —  Decisions  of  the  patent  office  are  within  certain  prescribed 
limitations,  reviewable  by  the  courts.^  The  proper  tribunals  to  make 
such  review  are  the  federal  courts  designated  by  act  of  congress,"  no 
jurisdiction  in  the  matter  resting  in  the  state  courts,^  or  in  the  patent 
official  himself.* 

B.  Conclusiveness  of  Decision.^  —  1.  Res  Judicata.  —  A  valid  de- 
cision of  the  patent  commissioner  ought,  on  principle,  to  enjoy  the 
same  degree  of  conclusiveness  as  a  res  judicata,  as  the  determinations 
of  other  officials  when  acting,  in  a  judicial  or  quasi  judicial  capacity.* 


1.  Eeekendorfer  v.  Faber,  92  U.  S. 
347,  23  L.  ed.  719;  National  Mach. 
Corp.  V.  Benthall  Mach.  Co.,  241  Fed. 
72,  154  C.  C.  A.  72;  American  Grapho- 
phone  Co.  v.  Gimbel  Bros.,  234  Fed. 
344. 

[a]  Constitutionality  of  Statute. 
While  the  commissioner  of  patents  is, 
generally  apeaking,  an  executive  offi- 
cer, yet,  in  deciding  whether  or  not  a 
patent  shall  issue,  or  on  questions  of 
interference  between  contesting  claim- 
ants, he  exereiBes  judicial  functions, 
and  it  is  within  the  constitutional  pow- 
er of  congress  to  provide  for  the  re- 
vision of  Mb  decisions  in  such  matters 
by  a  judicial  tribunal.  United  States 
V.  Duell,  172  U.  S.  576,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
286,  43  L.  ed.  559. 

2.  Eeekendorfer  v.  Faber,  92  TJ.  8. 
347,  23  L.  ed.  719;  National  Mach. 
Corp.  V.  Benthall  Mach.  Co.,  241  Fed. 
72,  154  0.  C.  A.  72;  Hayes-Toung  Tie 
Plato  Co.  V.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  137 


Fed.  80,  70  C.  C.  A.  1;  American 
Graphophone  Co.  v.  Gimbel  Bros.,  234 
Fed.  344;  Wilkins  Shoe-Button  Fastener 
Co.  V.  Webb,  89  Fed.  982;  Minneapolis 
Harvester  Wks.  v.  McCormick  Harvest- 
ing-Mach.  Co.,  28  Fed.  565. 

3.  Cowan  v.  Mitchell,  11  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  87. 

4.  Ex  parte  Simpson,  22  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,878;  Ex  parte  Larowe,  14  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  8,093;  In  re  Hoeveler,  21  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)   107. 

[a]  OorrectioD  of  Patent. — The  com- 
missioner of  patents  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  alter  a  patent,  and  a  cer- 
tificate of  correction  issued  by  him  is 
wholly  void.  Edison  Electric  Light 
Co.  V.  United  States  Electric  Lighting 
Co.,  52  Fed.  300,  3  C.  C.  A.  83. 

5.  On  appeal,  see  infra,  I,  C,  1,  c. 
On  reriew  by  bill  in  equity  see  infra, 

I,  C,  2,  f. 

'  6.  Mahn  ».  Harwood,  112  U.  S.  354, 
5  Sup.  Ct.  174,  6  Sup.  Ct.  451,  28  L. 
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And  such  undoubtedly  would  be  its  effect  in  the  absence  of  controlling 
statutory  provisions,^  which  render  the  patent  merely  prima  facie 
evidence  of  its  validity,*  and  permit  defendant  in  infringement  suits  to 
raise,  by  way  of  defense,^  questions  such  as  that  of  patentability,^" 
invention,^^  priority,^^  and  abandonment.^' 

2.  Collateral  Attack."  —  The  commissioner's  decision  is  not  sub- 
ject to  collateral  attack,^"  except  upon  the  usual  grounds  of  fraud, 
or  want  of  jurisdiction,^^  subject  to  the  limitation  already  noticed, 
that  in  an  infringement  suit  it  is  only  prima  facie  evidence  as  to  cer- 
tain matters.^^ 


ed.   665;   Allen  v.  Blunt,  3  Story  742, 
1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  216. 

Res  judicata  see  generally  the  titles 
"Judgments;"   "Ees  Judicata." 

7.  Morgan  v.  Daniels,  153  U.  S.  ISO, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  772,  38  L.  ed.  657;  U.  S. 
Bev.  St.,  §4920,  5  Fed.  Ann.  St.,  §567. 

8.  National  Mach.  Corp.  v.  Benthall 
Maoh.  Co.,  241  Fed.  72,  154  C.  C.  A. 
72;  Gold  V.  Gold,  237  Fed.  84,  150  C. 
C.  A.  286;  Packard  v.  Lacing-Stud  Co., 
70  Fed.  66,  16  C.  C.  A.  639;  William- 
son V.  Electric  Service  Supplies  Co., 
236  Fed.  353;  Meccano  v.  Wagner,  234 
Fed.  912;  Maxwell  Steel  Vault  Co.  v. 
National  Casket  Co.,  205  Fed.  515; 
Sands  v.  Wardwell,  3  Cliff.  277,  21  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  12,306;  Potter  v.  Holland,  4 
Blatchf.  238,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,330; 
Allen  V.  Blunt,  3  Story  742,  1  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  216. 

[a]  To  overcome  the  decision  of  the 
patent  office  as  to  priority  in  an  inter- 
ference proceeding,  which  is  afterwards 
called  in  question  in  an  infringement 
suit,  the  evidence  must  be  of  a  most 
convincing  and  satisfactory  nature. 
Eeed  v.  Cropp  Concrete  Mach.  Co.,  239 
Fed.  869,  152  C.  C.  A.  653  (reversing 
218  Fed.  643);  Smart  v.  Wright,  227 
Fed.  84,  141  C.  C.  A.  632;  Computing 
Scale  Coi  v.  Standard  Computing  Scale 
Co.,  195  Fed.  508,  115  C.  C.  A.. 418. 

[b]  In  case  of  admitted  error,  where 
the  patent  office  officials  acknowledge 
that  the  patent  was  granted  inadvert- 
ently to  the  wrong  party,  the  usual 
principle  that  it  is  prima  facie  valid 
is  inapplicable.  Safe-Cabinet  Co.  v. 
Globe-Wernieke  Co.,  242  Fed.  497,  155 
C.  C.  A.  273. 

[c]  An  extension  may  strengthen 
the  presumption  of  patentability.  Ev- 
arts  f.  Ford,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,574; 
Cook  V.  Ernest,  1  Woods  165,  6  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  3,155. 

9.  See  infra,  III. 

10.  Miller  v.  Eagle  Mfg.  Co.,  151 
U.  8.  186,  14  Sup.  Ct.  310,  38  L.  ed. 
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121;  Duff  V.  Sterling  Pump  Co.,  107' 
U.  S.  636,  2  Sup.  Ct.  487,  27  L.  ed. 
517;  Cohn  v.  United  States  Corset  Co., 
93  U.  S.  366,  23  L.  ed.  907;  Coffin  v. 
Ogden,  18  Wall.  <U.  S.)  120,  21  L.  ed. 
821;  Seymour  v.  Osborne,  11  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  516,  20  L.  ed.  33. 

11.  Ashcroft  V.  Boston  &  L.  E.  Co., 
97  tr.  S.  189,  24  L.  ed.  982;  American 
Graphophone  Co.  v.  Gimbel  Bros.,  234 
Fed.  344;  Hubel  v.  Tucker,  24  Fed.  701, 
23  Blatchf.  297. 

12.  Smith  V.  Goodyear  Dental  Vul- 
canite Co.,  93  U.  S.  486,  23  L.  ed. 
952;  Gloucester  Isinglass  &  G.  Co.  v. 
Brooks,  19  Fed.  426;  Whipple  v.  Miner, 
15  Fed.  117. 

13.  Woodbury  Patent  Planing  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Keith,  101  IT.  S.  479,  25  L.  ed. 
939;  United  States  Eifle,  etc.  Co.  «. 
Whitney  Arms  Co.,  14  Blatch.  94,  28 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,793,  afflrmed,  118 
U.  S.  22,  6  Sup.  Ct.  950,  30  L.  ed. 
53. 

14.  See  generally  15  Standard  Pewo. 
377. 

15.  Wilkins  Shoe-Button  Fastener 
Co.  V.  Webb,  89  Fed.  982;  Dorsey  Har- 
\  ester  Revolving  Eake  Co.  v.  Marsh, 
9  Phila.  395,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,014; 
Blackford  v.  Wilder,  28  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)   585.  ^ 

[a]  The  patent  office  Is  a  special 
tribunal  intrusted  with  full  powers  in 
the_  matter  of  granting  patents,  and  its 
action  based  on  mere  errors  of  judg- 
ment is  not  subject  to  collateral  re- 
view by  the  courts.  United  States  v. 
American  Bell  Tel.  Co.,  167  U.  S.  224, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  809,  42  L.  ed.  144. 

16.  Garrard  v.  Silver  Peak  Mines, 
82  Fed.  578,  affirmed,  94  Fed.  983,  36 
C.  C.  A.  603;  In  re  Mattulath,  37  App. 
Gas.  (D.  C.)  410;  Moore  v.  United 
States,  33  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  597;  United 
States  V.  Seymour,  ID  Aptk  Cas.  (D.  0.) 
294.  .  ' 

17.  See  mpra,  I,  B,  2. 
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C.  Remedies  to  Review,  etc.  —  1.  Appeal.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Any- 
party  aggrieved  by  an  adverse  decision^^  of  the  commissioner  of  pat- 
ents^® in  a  proceeding  to  obtain  a  patent  or  the  reissuance  of  a  pat- 
ent,^" or  in  an  interference  proceeding,''^  may  appeal  therefrom  to  the 
court  of  appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia.^^  But  from  such  latter 
tribunal  no  further  appeal  lies  to  the  United  States  supreme  eourt.^^ 

Tie  decision  must  be  final,  and  on  the  merits,  for  no  appeal  lies  from 
mere  interlocutory  orders  or  rulings  of  the  commissioner,^*  particularly 


18.  Elsom  V.  Bonner,  46  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)   230. 

[a]  A  ruling  affirming  the  patent- 
ability of  an  invention,  not  appealable. 
Elsom  V.  Bonner,  46  App.  Cas.  (D.  -C.) 
230;  Sobey  v.  Holsclaw,  28  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)   65. 

[b]  One  in  -wlipae  favor  an  inter- 
ference proceeding  has  been  decided 
cannot  appeal  because  the  decision 
rested  on  one  issue,  a  second  issue  be- 
ing held  a  structural  not  a  patentable 
difference  from  the  first  issue.  Shella- 
berger  v.  Schnabel,  10  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
145. 

19.  Westinghouse  v.  Duncan,  2  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  131. 

[a]  From  a  decision  of  the  primary 
examiner  in  the  patent  office,  no  appeal 
lies.  Westinghouse  v.  Duncan,  2  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  131. 

20.  Elsom  V.  Bonner,  46  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  230;  Carlin  v.  Goldberg,  45 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  540;  Cosper  v.  Gold, 
34  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  184;  In  re  Full- 
agar,  32  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.)  222. 

21.  Elsom  V.  Bonner,  46  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  230;  Carlin  v.  Goldberg,  45 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  540;  Cosper  v.  Gold, 
34  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  194;  In  re 
Fullagar,  32  App.   Cas.   (D.  C.)   222. 

[a]  Prior  to  the  act  of  1893,  there 
was  no  appeal  from  the  commissitjner 's 
decision  in  an  interference,  the  only 
remedy  being  a  bill  in  equity  in  the 
United  States  circuit  court.  Butler  v. 
Shaw,  21  Fed.  321. 

22.  Carlin  v.  Goldberg,  45  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  540. 

[a]  The  appeal  is  a  legal,  not  an 
equitable  proceeding.  Sobey  v.  Hols- 
claw, 28  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  65;  Doyle 
V.  McBoberts,  10  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
445. 

[b]  The  United  States  is  not  author- 
ized by  this  statute  to  appeal.  United' 
States  V.  American  Bell  Tel.  Co.,  167 
U.  S.  224,  17  Sup.  Ct.  809,  42  L.  ed. 
144. 

When  mandamus  and  not  appeal 
proper  remedy,  see  mfra,  I,  C,  3. 


23.  Durham  v.  Seymour,  161  U.  S. 
235,  16  Sup.  Ct.  452,  40  L.  ed.  682; 
Bousseau  v.  Brown,  21  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
73. 

24.  Carlin  v.  Goldberg,  45  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  540;  In  re  Bastian,  44  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  425;  Mann  v.  Brown,  43 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  457;  Universal  Motor 
Truck  Co.  V.  Universal  Motor  Co.,  41 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  261;  In  re  Mygatt, 
40  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  32;  Cosper  v. 
Gold,  34  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  194;  In  re 
Fullagar,  32  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  222; 
United  States  v.  Allen,  22  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  56;  Westinghouse  v.  Duncan,  2 
App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)  131. 

l^a]  In  an  interference  proceeding 
only  the  decision  on  the  question  of 
priority  is  appealable.  Wilson  v.  El- 
lis, 42  App.  Casi  (D.  C.)  555;  Eice  v. 
Schutte,  38  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  175; 
Arbetter  v.  Lewis,  34  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)  491;  Lecroix  v.  Tyberg,  33  App. 
Cas.  <D.  C.)   586. 

[b]  A  motion  to  dissolve  an  inter- 
ference <1)  before  the  final  hearing  of 
the  question  of  priority,  and  before  the 
case  is  ready  for  such  hearing,  is  an 
interlocutory  proceeding  and  a  de- 
cision thereon  is  not  appealable.  Car- 
lin V.  Goldberg,  45  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
540;  Griffin  v.  Young,  44  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  210;  Cosper  v.  Gold,  34  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  194;  Allen  v.  United 
States  ex  rel.  Lowry,  26  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  8.  (2)  But  when  such  motion 
is  made  at  a  proper  time  and  is  sus- 
tained, this  decision  may  be  regarded, 
in  a  proper  case,  as  a  formal  award 
of  priority  and  appealable.  United 
States  ex  rel.  Scott  v.  Moore,  39  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  36;  Cosper  v.  Gold,  36 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  302. 

[c]  An  award  of  priority  in  an  in- 
terference between  several  parties  is 
a  final  judgment  from  which  any  or 
all  of  the  unsuccessful  parties  may 
appeal.  Browne  v.  Dyson,  38  App. 
Cas.  <D.  C.)  5. 

[d]  A  denial  of  motion  for  refer- 
ence to   the  examiner   with  directions 
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those  involving  mere  matters  of  practice  and  procedure  in  the  patent 
office.^" 

b.  Taking  and  Perfecting.  —  Strict  compliance  with  the  statute  is 
necessary  in  taking  and  perfecting  the  appeal.^*  It  must  be  done 
within  the  prescribed  time,^^  and  upon  proper  notice  to  the  commis- 
sioner of  patents.^*  A  specific  statement^'  of  the  party's  reasons  for 
appealing  must  be  filed  in  the  patent  office,'"  and  he  must,  moreover, 
provide  the  court  with  certified  copies  of  all  the  original  papers  and 
evidence  in  the  case.'^  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  commissioner  to  file 
a  statement  of  the  grounds  for  his  decision.'^ 


to  declare  an  interference  is  not  ap- 
pealable. In  re  Bastian,  44  App.  Gas. 
(D.  C.)  425;  Westinghouae  v.  Ihincan, 
2  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)   131. 

[ej  From  denial  of  motion  for  re- 
hearing, no  appeal.  Boss  v.  Loewer,  9 
App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)   563. 

25.  United  States  v.  Allen,  22  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  56;  In  re  Fraseh,  20  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  298. 

26.  Carlin  v.  Goldberg,  45  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  540. 

27.  In  re  Hien,  166  U.  S.  432,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  624,  41  L.  ed.  1066. 

[a]  Forty  days  is  fixed  by  rule  20 
of  the  appellate  court  (1),  withiu 
which  to  appeal  {In  re  Hien,  166  U.  S. 
432,  17  Sup.  Ct.  624,  41  L.  ed.  1066), 
(2)  and  the  time  begins  to  run  from 
the  date  of  the  ruling  or  order.  Bur- 
ton V.  Bentley,  14  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
471. 

[b]  By  filing  a  second  application 
for  the  'same  invention,  the  appellant 
cannot  work  an  extension  of  the  time 
to  appeal.  Appeal  of  Barratt,  14  App. 
Cas.    (D.  C.)    255. 

28.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  205;  U.  S. 
Rev.  St.,  §4912;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,   §9457. 

29.  Blackinton  v.  Douglass,  1  MeA. 
Pat.  Cas.  622,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,470. 

[a]  Such  reasonable  certainty  as 
will  satisfy  an  intelligent  mind  is  re- 
quired. Blackinton  v.  Douglass,  1 
McA.  Pat.  Cas.  622,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,470. 

[bj  An  assignment  is  too  vague  (1) 
which  avers  merely  that  the  commis- 
sioner "erred  in  many  material  re- 
spects" {In  re  Fraseh,  27  App.  Cas. 
[D.  C]  25),  or  (2)  states  that  the  de- 
cision is  against  the  evidence  and  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  (Blackinton  «. 
Douglass,  1  McA.  Pat.  Cas.  622,  3  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  1,470),  or  (3)  "that  the  de- 
cision is  in  opposition  to  a  clear  ap- 
prehension of  the  merits  of  the  case." 
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In  re  Winslow,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,879. 
[c]    Amendment    to    make    specific, 
proper.      Horine    v.    Wende,    29    App. 
Cas.   (D.  C.)  415. 

30.  Greenough  v.  Clark,  10  Fed.  Cam. 
No.    5,784. 

[a]  The  Filing  of  the  Beasons  of 
Appeal  Is  Essentially  the  Appeal  It- 
self.-—The  judge  can  judicially  know 
nothing  of  the  case  until  the  ag- 
grieved party  presents  to  him  his  peti- 
tion for  revision  on  appeal,  and  this 
the  latter  is  not  authorized  to  do  until 
after  an  adverse  decision,  after  he 
has  notified  the  commissioner  of  his 
appeal,  and  after  his  reasons  of  ap- 
peal are  filed.  Greenough  v.  Clark,  10 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,784. 

31.  16  IT.  S.  St.  at  L.  205;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4913;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916.,  §9458;  In  re  Jackson,  13  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  7,126;  Howell  v.  Hess,  28 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  167;  In  r-e  Draw- 
baugh's  Appeal,  9  App.   Cas.   (D.  C.) 

[a]  Immaterial  affidavits,  such  as 
those  refused  or  not  considered  by  the 
commissioner  in  arriving  at  his  de- 
cision, are  not  properly  included  in 
appellant's  record  on  appeal.  In  re 
Jackson,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,126;  In  re 
Merrill,   41   App.   Cas.    (D.    C.)    294. 

fb]  Additional  affidavits  will  not 
be  received  to  correct  or  contradict  the 
records  of  the  patent  office,  but  may 
be  received  in  explanation  of  a  mate- 
rial change  in  an  exhibit  occurring 
subsequent  to  the  appeal,  when  neces- 
sary to  a  correct  determination  of  an 
issue  in  the  case.  Blackford  v.  Wilder. 
21  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  1. 

32.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  205;  U.  8. 
Bev.  St.,  §4913;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§9458;  In  m  Henry,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6,371;  Chandler  «.  Ladd,  5  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,593. 

[a]  No  reply  will  be  permitted  to 
be  filed  to   the   grounds  of  the  com- 
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e.  Proceedings  in  Appellate  Court.  —  Notice  of  the  time  and  place 
of  hearing  must  be  given  by  the  court  to  the  commissioner,  and  by 
him  to  all  interested  parties,^'  and  if  the  appellant  fails  to  appear 
and  argue  the  ease,  or  file  briefs  in  support  thereof,  the  court  will, 
on  motion,  affirm  the  commissioner's  decision.^*  Likewise  in  a  very 
clear  case  the  court  may  on  appellee's  motion  affirm  the  decision  with- 
out a  hearing,  on  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record.^^ 

Hearing  andi  Decision.  —  The  hearing  is  confined  to  the  points  set  forth 
in  the  reasons  for  appeal,'*  and  no  questions  will  be  considered  which 
were  not  raised  below.*'  E|Ulings  on  matters  of  practice  will  not  be 
disturbed,*^  nor  will  discretionary  decisions  on  matters  of  fact  be  in- 
quired into  unless  such  discretion  is  clearly  abused.^'  The  decision 
of  the  commissioner  may  be  revised  in  a  summary  way  by  the  appel- 
late court  on  the  evidence  produced  before  the  commissioner.*"  At  the 
hearing  the  commissioner,  or  any  of  the  examiners,  under  oath,  may 
be  interrogated  by  the  appellant  or  the  court  on  the  principles  of  the 


missioner's  refusal  to  grant  a  patent 
for  an  alleged  invention.  In  re  Aiken, 
1  Fed.   Gas.  No.  108. 

[b]  Whether  the  appeal  is  from  a 
single  application  or  an  interference, 
the  commissioner  must  file  a  statement 
of  his  reasons  for  the  decision.  In  re 
Henry,  11  Fed.  Gas.  No.  6,371. 

33.  16  IT.  S.  St.  at  L.  205;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4913;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,   §9458. 

34.  Peckham  v.  Price,  26  App.  Gas. 
(D.  C.)  556. 

35.  Jones  v.  Starr,  26  App.  Gas. 
(D.   C.)    64. 

36.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  205;  Tj.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4914;  8  U.  S.  Gomp.  St., 
1916,  §9459;  Sturtevant  v.  Greenough, 
23  Fed.  Gas.  No.  13,579;  Burlew  v. 
O'Neil,  4  Fed.  Gas.  No.  2,167;  Arnold 
V.  Bishop,  1  Fed.  Gas.  No.  553;  In  re 
Aiken,  1  Fed.  Gas.  No.  107;  In  re 
Gonklin,  1   MacArthur    (D.   C.)    375. 

37.  Smith  v.  Flickenger,  22  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  13,047;  In  re  Bishop,  1  McA.  Pat. 
Gas.  519,  3  Fed.  Gas.  No.  1,439;  Allen 
V.  Alter,  1  Fed.  Gas.  No.  212;  Field 
«.  Colman,  40  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.)  598; 
Bower  v.  Gray,  40  App.  Gas.  (D.  G.) 
483;  Leonard  v.  Horton,  40  App.  C.as. 
(D.  GO  22;  Manlv  v.  Williams,  37 
App.  Gas.  (D.  G.)  194;  In  re  Heinz, 
34  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.)  187;  Lecroix  v. 
Tyberg,  33  App.  Gas.  (D.  G.)  586; 
McFarland  v.  Watson,  33  App.  Gas. 
(D.  C.)   445. 

38.  Spear  v.  Aljbott,  22  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  13,222;  In  re  Ghambers,  5  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  2,581;  Dalton  v.  Wilson,  44 
App.  Gas.  (D.  G.)  249;  Field  v.  Gol- 
man,  40  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.)  598;  Phillips 


V.    Sensenich,    31    App.    Gas.    (D.    0.) 
159.    ' 

[a]  Ruling  on  amendment  of  pre- 
liminary statement,  not  reviewable  un- 
less abuse  of  discretion  appears.  War- 
rington V.  Gombs,  41  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.) 
568;  Thomas  v.  Weintraub,  38  App. 
Gas.  (D.  C.)  281;  Cross  v.  Phillips,  14 
App.  Gas.   (D.  C.)    228. 

39.  Hathaway  v.  .Golman,  46  App. 
Gas.  (D.  C.)  40;  Elsom  v.  Bonner,  46 
App.  Gas.  (D.  G.)  230;  Cheatham  v. 
Collins,  43  App.  Cas.  (D.  G.)  16;  Gam- 
meter  V.  Thropp,  42  App.  Gas.  (D.  G.) 
564;  Lorimer  v.  Keith,  41  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  562;  Sobey  v.  Holsclaw,  28 
App.  Gas.  (D.  C.)  65;  Davis  v.  Gar- 
rett, 28  App.  Cas.  (D.  G.)  9;  Jones 
V.  Starr,  26  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  64; 
In  re  Neill,  H  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.) 
584. 

[a]  Ruling  on  sufficiency  of  a  dis- 
closure by  an  applicant  to  support  the 
claims  made  the  issue  of  an  inter- 
ference. Hubbard  v.  Berg,  40  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  577;  Hewitt  v.  Weintraub, 
38  App.  Cas.  (D.  G.)  548;  Gold  v. 
Gold,  34  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  229;  Bos- 
sart  V.  Pohl,  31  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.)  218. 

[b]  An  Award  of  Priority.— Wick- 
ers V.  McKee,  29  App.  Cas.  (D.  G.) 
21;  Bourn  v.  Hill,  27  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
291;  Ball  V.  Flora,  26  App.  Cas.  (D.  G.) 
394;  Hien  v.  Buhoup,  11  App.  Gas. 
(I>.  C.)  293;  Hill  v.  Parmelee,  9  App. 
Gas.    (D.   G.)    503. 

40.  16  TJ.  S.  St.  at  L.  205;  TJ.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4914;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9459;  Ex  parte  Sanders,  21  Fed. 
Cas.   No.   12,292;   In  re  Fultz,   9   Fed. 
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thing  for  wtich  a  patent  is  demanded.*;'  A  party  to  an  interference 
will  not  be  permitted  to  narrow  a  claim  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  a 
particular  situation.*^  Except  in  extreme  cases  where  palpable  error 
has  been  committed,*^  a  case  will  not  be  remanded  for  further  pro- 
ceedings by  the  patent  oiHce,**  especially  after  an  affirmanee,*^  even 
though  the  court  may  entertain  a  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  the 
ultimate  fact  which  its  decision  affirms.*' 

2.  Bill  in  Equity.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Even  before  the  remedy  by 
appeal  has  been  exhausted/'  a  bill  in  equity*^  to  review  the  commis- 
sioner's decision  will  lie  at  the  instance  of  one  who  is  aggrieved  by 
the  denial  of,*'  or  the  refusal  to  reissue""  a  patent.  In  such  a  proceed- 
ing an  injunction  will  not  be  granted  restraining  the  issuance  of  a 


Cas.  No.  0,156;  Eobinson  v.  Seelinger, 
25  App.   Cas.   (D.  C.)   237. 

41.  16  U.  a  St.  at  L.  205;  V.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4913;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9458;  In  re  Seely,  21  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,632;  Eichardson  v.  Hicks,  20 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,783;  Perry  v.  Coruell, 
19  Fed.   Cas.  No.   11,001. 

42.  Milmoe  v.  Holly,  46  App.  Cas. 
(I>.  0.)  455;  Monte  v.  Dunkley,  46 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  70;  Murphy  v. 
Cooper,  45  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  307; 
Kirby  v.  Clements,  44  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
12;  Eotter  v.  Hodgkinson,  43  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  254;  Leonard  v.  Hojrton, 
40  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  22;  Geltz  v. 
Crozier,  32  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  324. 

[a]  But  where  the  difference  in  the 
inventions  clearly  appears,  the  claims 
will  be  given  a  reasonable  interpre- 
tation consistent  with  the  specifieation 
in  which  they  originated,  to  the  end 
that  the  real  inventor  may  be  given 
the  award  of  priority.-  Murphy  v. 
Cooper,  45  App.  Cas.    (D.   C.)    307. 

43.  Phillips  V.  Sensenich,  31  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  159;  Podlesak  t;.  Meln- 
nerney,  26  App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)   399. 

44.  Ex  parte  Sanders,  21  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,292;  De  Ferranti  v.  Lindmark, 
32  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  6.  See  Eichards 
V.  Meissner,  24  App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)   305. 

45.  Nielson  v.  Bradshaw,  16  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  92. 

46.  Arnold  V.  Bishop,  1  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  553;  In  re  Willard,  45  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  549;  In  re  Harbeck,  39  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  555;  In  re  Moore,  38  App. 
Cas.   (D.   C.)    276. 

[a]  In  affirming  an  award  of 
priority  in  an  interference,  the  court, 
though  it  is  in  doubt  as  to  the  patent- 
ability of  the  invention,  will  not  re- 
mand with  directions  to  try  that  ques- 
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tion.  Elsom  v.  Bonner,  46  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  230;  Hathaway  v.  Colman,  4'6 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  40;  SlinglufE  v. 
Sweet,  45  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  302; 
Norling  «.  Hayes,  37  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
169. 

47.  Prindle  v.  Brown,  155  Fed.  531, 
reversing  136  Fed.  616.  But  see  Mc- 
Knight  V.  Metal  Volatilization  Co.,  128 
Fed.  51;  Smith  v.  MuUer,  75  Fed.  612; 
Kirk  V.  Commissiou'er  of  Patents,  5 
Mackey  (D.  C.)  229,  to  the  effect  that 
the  appeal  must  first  be  exhausted. 

48.  Distinguished  from  appeal,  see 
In  re  Hien,  166  XJ.  S.  432,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
624,  41  L.  ed.  1066;  Butterworth  v. 
Hoe,  112  U.  S.  50,  5  Sup.  Ct.  25,  28 
L.  ed.  656;  Dover  v.  Greenwood,  154 
Fed.  854. 

49.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  205;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4915;  8  U.  8.  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §9460;  American  Bell  Tel.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  68  Fed.  542,  15  C  C. 
A.  569  (affirmed  in  167  TJ.  S.  224,'  ,17 
Sup.  Ct.  807,  42  L.  ed.  144) ;  Bernardin 
V.  Northall,  77  Fed.  ,849;  New  York 
Belting  &  Packing  Co.  v.  Sibley,  15 
Fed.  886;  Jones  v.  Starr,  26  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)   64. 

[a]  Administrative  Proceeding. — An 
ex  parte  suit  under  this  section,  is 
often  merely  an  administrative  pro- 
ceeding, a  continuation  of  the  applica- 
tion for  a  patent.  Lewis  Blind  Stitch 
Co.  V.  Arbetter  Felling  Mach.  Co.,  181 
Fed.  974. 

[b]  But  one  who  has  been  granted 
a  patent  cannot  resort  to  a  bill  in 
equity  to  compel  issuance  thereof.  But- 
terworth V.  United  States,  112  U.  S. 
50,  5  Sup.  Ct.  25,  28  L.  ed.  656;  Moore 
V.  Heany,  34  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)   31. 

50.  Ingersoll    v.    Holts,    104    Fed. 

682. 
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patent  to  an  adverse  party  making  claim  therefor.** 

b.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  Jurisdiction  over  such  suits  resides 
in  the  federal  district  court^^  of  any  district  whereof  the  defendant 
is  an  inhabitant.^^ 

e.  Time  To  Bring  Suit.  —  A  bill  in  equity  to  obtain  a  patent  must 
be  brought  within  the  time  limited  for  completing  an  application 
after  the  dismissal  of  the  appeal  from  the  commissioner's  decision,  un- 
less delay  is  unavoidable.** 

d.  Pariies.  —  The  bill  may  be  filed  in  the  name  of  the  applicant,"* 
or  of  an  assignee,*^  and  against  the  commissioner,*''  or  an  adverse  claim- 
ant,** or -an  assignee  of  the -latter.** 

e.  Pleading.  —  The  bill,  whether  far  a  patent  or  a  reissue,  must 
fully  disclose  the  facts  upon  which  the  invention  is  claimed.'" 

It  is  improper  to  join  in  one  bill  an  application  for  a  patent  as  against 
an  adverse  party,  with  an  application  for  a  reissue  of  a  patent  against 
the  commissioner."* 

f .  Hearing  and  Determination.  —  The  hearing  on  a  bill  in  equity 
to  obtain  a  patent  is  governed  by  the  general  equity  rules.'^    The  com- 


51.  Ulingworth  v.  Atha,  42  Fed. 
141. 

[a]  The  remedy  of  the  applicant  if 
successful,  is  a  proceeding  in  equity 
against  the  patentee  for  infringement. 
Jones  V.  Starr,  26  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.) 
64. 

52.  See  Bernardin  v.  Northall,  77 
Fed.  849,  and  Vermont  Farm  Maoh.  Co. 
17.  Marble,  20  Fed.  117. 

53.  Butterworth  v.  Hill,  114  U.  S. 
128,  5  Sup.  Ct.  796,  29  L.  ed.  119; 
Thoma  v.  Perri,  205  Fed.  632;  Lewis 
Blind  Stitch  Co.  v.  Arbetter  Felling 
Mach.  Co.,  181  Fed.  974. 

[a]  When  the  suit  is  against  the 
commissioner  of  patents  it  must  be 
brought  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
unless  he  appears  in  the  suit.  Schmertz 
Wire  Glass  Co.  v.  Western  Glass  Co., 
178   Fed.    973. 

54.  U.  8.  Eev.  St.,  §4894,  amended 
Mar.  3,  1897,  ch.  391,  §4,  and  July  6, 
1916,  ch.  225,  §1;  16  V.  S.  St.  at  L. 
202,  29  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  692,  39  U.  S. 
St.  at  L.  348;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§9438;  In  re  Hien,  166  U.  S.  432,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  624,  41  L.  ed.  l/)66;  Gandy 
V.  Marble,  122  U.  S.  432,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
1290,  30  L.  ed.  1223;  American  Bell 
Tel.  Co.  V.  trnited  States,  68  Fed.  542, 
15  C.  C.  A.  569  (affirmed  in  167  U.  S. 
224,  17  Sup.  Ct.  807,  42  L.  ed.  144); 
Wende  v.  Horine,  191  Fed.  620;  West- 
inghouBe  Electric  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ohio 
Brass   Co.,  186  Fed.   518, 

[a]  A  period  of  one  year  allowed. 
IT.  S.  Eev.  St.,   §4894,  amended  Mar.  I 


3,  1897,  ch.  391,  §4,  and  July  6,  1916, 
ch.  225,  §1;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§9438. 

[b]  Extension  by  reason  of  war,  see 
8  IT.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §9438b;  Act 
of  Aug.   17,   1916,  eh.  350,   §2. 

55.  Wende  v.  Horine,  191  Fed.  620. 

56.  Smith  v.  Thompson,  177  Fed. 
721. 

[a]  But  where  the  assignment  does 
not  authorize  or  request  that  a  patent 
be  issued  in  the  name  of  the  assignee, 
the  assignor  should  sue,  unless,  per- 
haps, where  the  assignor  fails  or  re- 
fuses to  bring  suit.  Wende  v.  Horine, 
191  Fed.  620. 

57.  Kirk  v.  Patent  Comr.,  5  Mackey 
(D.  C.)    229. 

[a]  Joinder  of  the  secretary  of  the 
interior  is  not  necessary  in  such  suit. 
Kirk  V.  Patent  Comr.,  5  Mackey  CD. 
C.)   229. 

[b]  Where  there  are  adverse  parties 
the  commissioner  of  customs  is  not  a 
necessary  party.  Graham  v.  Teter,  25 
Fed.  555. 

58.  Graham  v.  Teter,  25  Fed.  555. 

59.  Thoma  v.  Perri,  205  Fed.  632. 
[a]    The   Assignee   Is    a   Necessary 

Party.— Graham  v.  Teter,  25  Fed,  555. 

60.  Ingersoll  v.  Holt,  104  Fed!  682. 

61.  Gold  V.  Gold,  181  Fed.  544. 

62.  See  the  title  "Equity  Jurisdic- 
tion and  Procedure." 

[a]  Testimony  May  Be  Taken  Be- 
fore an  Sxaminer. — In  re  Squire,  22 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,269. 

Vol.  XXI 


180 


PATENTS 


plainant  must  establish  his  right  to  a  patent,*^  even  though  the  ad- 
verse party  defaults,**  but  he  is  not  confined  to  the  evidence  or  record 
of  the  patent  office,*"  and  the  court  may  consider  and  determine  the 
questions  of  priority**  and  patentability.*^  The  court  may  adjudge 
that  the  applicant  is  entitled  to  receive  a  patent  for  his  invention,** 
providing  it  is  patentable,*^  and  such  adjudication,  when  filed  in  the 
patent  office,  will  authorize  the  commissioner  to  issue  a  patent  to  the 
applicant.'" 

g.  Costs.  —  In  ex  parte  cases,  though  the  commissioner' must  be 
served,  the  costs  must  be  paid  by  the  applicant,  whether  or  not  the 
final  decision  is  in  his  favor/^  But  when  there  is  an  adverse  party 
other  than  the  commissioner  the  general  rules  as  to  costs  should  be 
followed.'^ 

3.  Mandamus.  —  Mandamus  is  an  appropriate  remedy  to  compel 
the  commissioner  to  take  a  necessary  or  proper  step  in  a  patent  pro- 
ceeding,'^ but  not  to  control  him  in  the  exercise  of  his  judgment  or 
discretion.'* 

II.  SALE,  ASSIGNMENT  OR  LICENSE.  — A.  Remedies  Ee- 
SPECTiNG.  —  1.    Action  for  Damages.  —  An  action  for  damages  lies 


As  to  hearing  in  equity,  see  gen- 
erally the  title  "Heanng." 

63.  Gold  V.  Gold,  237  Ted.  84,  150 
C.  C.  A.  286;  Davis  v.  Garrett,  152 
Fed.  723. 

64.  Davis  v.  Garrett,  152  Fed.  723. 

65.  Christie  v.  Seybold,  55  Fed.  69, 
5  C.  C.  A.  33;  In  re  Squire,  22  Fed. 
Cas.   No.   13,269. 

66.  Sehmertz  Wire-Glass  Co.  v.  Pitts- 
burg Plate-Glass  Co.,  168  Fed.  73; 
Wheaton  v.  Kendall,  85  Fed.  666. 

67.  Gold  V.  Gold,  237  Fed.  84,  150 
C.  C.  A.  286;  Hansen  v.  Slick,  216 
Fed.  164. 

68.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  205;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4915;  8  U.  8.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9460. 

69.  Hill  V.  Wooster,  132  U.  S.  693, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  228,  33  L.  ed.  502  {re- 
versing 22  Fed.  830);  Leslie  v.  Tracy, 
100  Fed.  475. 

70.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  205;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4915;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9460;  Gandy  v.  Marble,  122  U. 
S.  432,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1290,  30  L.  ed. 
1223. 

71.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  205;  U.  S. 
Rev.  St.,  §4915;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9460. 

72.  Butler  v.  Shaw,  21  Fed.  321. 
See  generally  the  title  "Costs." 

73.  Mx  parte  Frasch,  192  U.  S.  566, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  424,  48  L.  ed.  564. 

[a]  Appeal  not  a  proper  remedy 
in   such   case.     Ex  parte  Frasch,   192 
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U.  S.  566,  24  Sup.  Ct.  424,  48  L.  ed. 
564. 

[b]  To  require  the  forwarding  of 
an  appeal  from  the  primary  examiner 
to  the  examiner  in  chief.  United 
States  V.  Allen,  192  U.  S.  543,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  416,  48  L.   ed.  555. 

[c]  To  Prepare  a  Patent  for  the 
Signature  of  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior.—Butterworth  V.  United  States, 
112  U.  8.  50,  5  Sup.  Ct.  25,  28  L.  ed. 
656,   affirming   3  Mackey    (D.   C.)    229. 

[d]  To  prepare  certified  copies  of 
patent  papers  upon  demand  and  pay- 
ment of  the  required  fee.  United 
States  V.  Hall,  7  Mackey  (D.  C.)  14, 
1  L.  B.  A.  738. 

[e]  He  may  be  compelled  to  de- 
clare an  interference  (1)  which  he 
has  found  to  exist  (Ewing  v.  United 
States  ex  rel.  Fowler  Car  Co.,  45  App 
Cas.  [D.  C]  185),  but  (2)  he  cannot 
be  compelled  to  find  an  interference. 
Ewing  V.  United  States  ex  rel.  Fowler 
Car  Co.,  45  App.   Cas.   (D.   C.)    185. 

74.  United  States  ex  rel.  Ness  v. 
Fisher,  223  U.  S.  683,  32  Sup.  Ct.  356, 
56  L.  ed.  610;  Butterworth  v.  United 
States,  112  U.  S.  50,  5  Sup.  Ct.  25, 
28  L.  ed.  656  affirming  3  Mackey  (D. 
C.)  229);  HoUoway  v.  Whitelev,  4 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  522,  18  L.  ed.  335;  Ewing 
V.  United  States  ex  rel.  Fowler  Car 
Co.,  45  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  185;  Aufiero 
V.  Ewing,  44  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  328; 
United  States  ex  rel.  Trussed  Concrete 
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to  remedy  a  breach  of  a  contract  of  sale"  or  assignments^  or  license^' 
of  a  patent,  or  for  fraud  in  inducing, the  patentee  to  refrain  from  sell- 
ing his  inveiftion." 

For  an  infringement  by  the  licensee,  the  licensor  may  sue  for  breach 
of  the  agreement,^®  or  for  infringement.*" 

2.  Specific  Performance.  —  "Where  an  action  for  damages*^  would 
not  furnish  adequate  relief,  the  court  will  decree  specific  performance 


Steel  Co.  V.  Ewing,  42  App.  Cas.   (D. 
0.)   179. 

75.  Ga. — Barrett  v.  Verdery,  93  Ga. 
526,  21  S.  E.  64.  See  also  Kidder  Press 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Fulton  Bag  &  Cotton  Mills, 
104  Ga.  785,  30  S.  E.  965.  lU.— Lord 
V.  Owen,  35  111.  App.  382.  Ind.— Ft. 
Wayne,  C.  &  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Haberkorn, 
15  Ind.  App.  479,  44  N.  E.  322.  N.  Y. 
Dalzell  V.  Fahv's  Wateh  Case  Co.,  138 
N.  Y.  285,  33  N.  E.  1071;  Kirschmann 
V.  Lediard,  61  Barb.  573;  MeDougal  v. 
Fogg,   2   Bosw.   387. 

76.  Ga. — Barrett  v.  Verdery,  93  Ga. 
526,  21  S.  E.  64;  Hornsby  v.  Butts,  85 
Ga.  694,  11  S.  B.  846.  HI.— Lord  v. 
Owen,  35  111.  App.  382.  Ind.— Ft. 
Wayne,  C.  &  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Haberkorn, 
15  Ind.  App.  479,  44  N.  E.  322.  Mass. 
Weed  V.  Draper,  104  Mass.  28.  Mo. 
Standard  Fireproofing  Co.  v.  St.  Louis 
Expanded  Metal  F.  Co.,  177  Mo.  559, 
70  S.  W.  1008.  N.  J.— Johnson  v. 
Johnson  E.  Signal  Co.,  57  N.  J.  Eq. 
79,  40  Atl.  193.  N.  Y.— Warth 
V.  Liebovitz,  179  N.  Y.  200,  71  N.  E. 
734;  Kirschmann  v.  Lediard,  61  Barb. 
573.  Tex. — Clark  v.  Cyclone  Woven 
Wire  Fence  Co.,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  41, 
54  S.  W.  392.  Vt.— Vaughan  v.  Porter, 
18  Vt.  266. 

77.  Me. — Elmer  v.  Pennel,  40  Me. 
430.  Minn.- Wilson  v.  Hentges,  26 
Minn.  288,  3  N.  W.  338.  N.  Y.— Mont- 
gomery V.  Waterbury,  2  Misc.  145,  21 
N.  Y.  Supp.  631,  50  N.  Y.  St.  521,  af- 
firmed, 142  N.  Y.  652,  37  N.  E.  569. 
Vt. — Sherman  v.  Champlain  Transp. 
Co.,  31  Vt.  162. 

[a}  For  Unpaid  Boyalties. — ^U.  S. 
Sea  Gull  Specialty  Co.  v.  Humphrey, 
242  Fed.  271,  155  C.  C.  A.  Ill;  Sproull 
V.  Pratt  &  Whitney  Co.,  97  Fed.  807; 
Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Owsley,  27  Fed.  100. 
la. — Boss  V.  Dowden  Mfg.  Ca,  147 
Iowa  180,  123  N.  W.  182.  Mass. 
Strong  V.  Carver  Cotton  Gin  Co.,  197 
Mass.  53,  83  N.  E.  328;  Porter  v.  Stan- 
dard Measuring  Maeh.  Co.,  142  Mass. 
191,  7  N.  E.  925.     Mich.— Eodgers  v. 


Torrant,  43  Mich.  113,  4  N.  W.  507. 
Mo. — Meissner  v.  Standard  Ey.  Equip- 
ment Co.,  211  Mo.  112,  109  S.  W.  730. 
N.  Y.— Buffalo  Rubber  Mfg'.  Co.  v. 
Batavia  Eubber  Co.,  90  Misc.  418,  153 
N.  Y.  Supp.  779.  Pa.— Consolidated 
Oil  Well  Packer  Co.  v.  Jarecki  Mfg. 
Co.,  157  Pa.  342,  27  Atl.  543,  545; 
Hubbard  v.  Allen,  23  Pa.  198. 

[b]  One  joint  owner  of  a  patent 
(1)  cannot  maintain  an  action  for 
royalties  under  a  license  issued  solely 
by  another  joint  owner  (Paulus  v.  M. 
M.  Buck  Mfg.  Co.,  129  Fed.  594,  64 
C.  C.  A.  162;  Lalance  &  Grosjean  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  National  Enameling  &  S.  Co., 
108  Fed.  77;  Levy  v.  Dattlebaum,  63 
Fed.  992;  Pusey  &  Jones  Co.  v.  Miller, 
61  Fed.  401),  nor  (2)  will  an  account- 
ing for  a  share  of  such  royalties  lie 
against  the  licensor  (U.  S. — Black- 
ledge  V.  Weir  &  Craig  Mfg.  Co.,  108 
Fed.  71,  47  C.  C.  A.  212.  Mass. — Vose 
V.  Singer,  4  Allen  226,  81  Am.  Dec. 
696.  N.  Y. — Dewitt  v.  Elmira  Nobles 
Mfg.  Co.,  5  Hun  301,  affirmed,  66  N. 
Y.  459,  23  Am.   Eep.   73. 

78.  Butler  v.  Watkins,  13  Wall.  (TJ. 
S.)   456,  20  L.  ed.   629. 

79.  U.  S.— Henry  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Co., 
224  TJ.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct.  364,  56  L. 
ed.  645,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  880;  Magic 
Euffle  Co.  V.  Elm  City  Co.,  13  Blatchf. 
151,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,949;  England 
V.  Thompson,  3  Cliff.  271,  8  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  4,487;  Cohn  v.  National  Eubber 
Co.,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,968;  Berdan 
Fire  Arms  Mfg.  Co.  v.  United  States, 
26  Ct.  CI.  48;  McKeever  v.  United 
States,  14  Ct.  CI.  396.  Minn.— Deane 
V.  Hodge,  35  Minn.  146,  27  N.  W.  917, 
59  Am.  Eep.  321.  N.  Y.— Grifan  v. 
White,  142  N.  Y.  539,  37  N.  E.  468; 
Skinner  v.  Wood  Mowing  Mach.  Co., 
14  N.  Y.  St.  317. 

80.  Henry  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Co.,  224 
V.  8.  1,  32  Sup.'  Ct.  364,  56  L.  ed. 
645.  Ann.  Cas.  191 3D,  880. 

Suits  for  infringement,  see  infra, 
in,  D,  1. 

81.  See  supra,  II,  A,  1. 

Vol.  XKI 


182 


PATENTS 


of  a  eomtraet  to  assign  or  sell  a  patent  or  invention.'^ 

3.  InjniiicliaB.  — ^  In  a  proper  ease  a  licensor  may  have  the  violation 
of  the  license  enjoined.*' 

4.  Rescission  and  Cancellation.  —  Fraud  of  either  party  in  respect 
to  a  contract  of  sale,  license  or  assignment  of  a  patent  will  justify  a 
rescission  or  cancellation  of  the  contract  at  the  instance  of  the  other 
party." 

B.  JuEisDiCTioN  OP  Proceedings  Based  on.  —  1.  In  General.** 
The  rule  is  well  established  that  in  the  absence  of  diversity  of  eitizen- 
ship,*°  eases  arising  under  contract  relating  to  a  patent  must  be  brought 
in  a  state  court,*^  even  though  a  question  of  infringement  is  incidental- 
ly involved.**    But  if  the  matter  directly  in  issue  is  one  of  infringe- 


82.  U.  S.— Dalzell  «.  Dueber  'Watch- 
Case  Mfg.  Co.,  149  TJ.  S.  315,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  886,  37  L.  ed.  749;  Kennedy  v. 
Hazleton,  128  U.  S.  667,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
202,  32  L.  ed.  576;  Ambler  v.  WUipple, 
20  Wall.  546i  22  L.  ed.  403;  Thompson 
V.  Automatic  Fire  Protection  Co.,  197 
Fed.  750;  Ball  &  Socket  Fastener  Co. 
V.  Patent  Button  Co.,  136  Fed.  272. 
Conn. — Birkery  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Jones,  71 
Conn.  113,  4ft  Atl.  917.  HI.— Batea 
Maeh.  Co.  v.  Bates,  192  111.  138,  61 
N.  B.  518;  Whaeler  v.  Fishell,  32  111. 
App.  343.  N.  J. — Macon  Knitting'  Co. 
V.  Leicester  Mills  Co.,  65  N.  J.  Eq. 
138,  55  Atl.  401.  N.  Y.— Thourot  v. 
Holub,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  1083. 

[a]  But  lETot  If  Patent  Is  Void. 
Kennedy  v.  Hazleton,  128  IT.  S.  667, 
9  Sup.  Ct.  202,  32  L,  ed.  576;  Ham- 
mond V.  Mason  &  Hamlin  Organ  Co., 
92  U.  S.  724,,  23  L.  ed.  767.  ] 

83.  Pusey  &  Jones  Co.  v.  Miller,  61  \ 
Fed.  401;  Woodworth  v.  Weed,  1 
Blatchf.  165,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,022;  ■ 
Day  V.  Hartshorn,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  I 
3,683.  And  see  Wilson  v.  Sherman,  1  , 
Blatchf.  536,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,833.  ' 

84.  U.  S.— Duff  V.  Gilliland,  139 
Fed.  16,  71  C.  C.  A.  428,  r^ev-ersing  135. 
Fed.  581.  D.  C. — Backus  Portable 
Steam  Heater  Co.  v.  Simonds,  2  App. 
Cas.  290.  111.— Bell  v.  Felt,  205  111. 
213,  68  N.  K  794,  moiifyma  102  111. 
App.  218.  N.  J. — Lederer  v.  Yule,  67 
N.  J.  Bq.  65,  57  Atl.  309.  | 

[a]  By  acquiescence  in  the  acts  of 
the  assignee,  the  assignor  waives  his 
right.  Duff  V.  Gilliland,  139  Fed.  16, 
71  C.  C.  A.  428,  reversing  135  Fed. 
581. 

85.  Juilsdiction  In  Infringement 
cases,  see  infra,  III,  B. 

86.  Prest-O-Lite  Co.  v.  Avery  Port- 
able  Lighting   Co.,   364   Fed.   60;    Me- I 
Kay  V.  Mace,  23  Fed.  76.  | 
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87.  U.  S.— Henry  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Co., 
224  U.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct.  364,  56  L.  ed. 
645;  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  880;  New  Mar- 
shall Engine  Co.  v.  Marshall  Engine 
Co.,  223  U.  S.  473,  32  Sup.  Ct.  238,  56 
L.  ed.  5lS;  White  v.  Eankin,  144  IT.  S. 
628,  12  Sup.  Ct.  768,  36  L.  ed.  569; 
Kurtz  V.  Straus,  106  Fed.  414,  45  C. 
C.  A.  366;  Williams  v.  Star  Sand  Co., 
35  Fed.  369;  McCarty  &  Hall  Trad- 
ing Co.  V.  Glaenzer,  30  Fed.  387;  Perry 
V.  Littlefield,  17  Blatchf.  272,  19  Fed. 
Cas.   No.    11,008;    Nesmith   v.   Calvert, 

1  Woodb.  &  M.  34,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
10,123;  Brooks  v.  StoUey,  3  McLean 
523,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,962;  Burr  v. 
Gregory,  2  Paine  426,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
2,191.  N.  Y.— Wise  v.  Tube  Bending 
Mach.  Co.,  194  N.  Y.  272,  87  N.  E. 
430,  affir-nving  119  App.  Div.  920,  105 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1150.  Ph.— In  re  Dick's 
Appeal,  106  Pa.  589.  Wis.— Manning 
V.  Galland-Henniug  Pneumatic  Malt- 
ing Drum  Mfg.  Co.,  141  Wis.  199,  124 
N.   W.   291. 

[a]  A  suit  involving  the  constru'C- 
tion  of  a  patent  contract,  the  validity 
of  the  patent  not  being  in  issue,  in 
the  absence  of  diversity  of  citizenship, 
is  not  within  the  juriBdiotion  of  the 
federal  courts.  McMuUen  v.  Bowers 
102  Fed.  494,  42  C.  C.  A.  470;  Ran- 
dolph, V.  Eobinson,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,561;  Consolidated  Fruit  Jar  Co.  v. 
Whitney,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,133. 

fb]  Wrongful  Use  of  Patented 
Article.— When  a  patented  article  has 
been  sold,  redress  for  an  injury  re- 
sulting from  the  use  thereof  must  be 
obtained  in  the  state  courts  under 
state  laws.  Chaffee  v.  Boston  Belting 
Co.,,  22  How.  (U.  S.)  217,  16  L.  ed. 
240;  Aiken  v.  Manchester  Print  Works, 

2  Cliff.  435,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  113. 

88.  U.  S.— Pratt  v.  Paris  Gas  Light 
&   Coke   Co.,   168   y.   S.   255,   18   Sup. 
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ment,  the  state  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  simply  because  a  question 
concerning  a  contract  respecting  the  patent  arises  collaterally  in  the 
ease.'* 

2.  Particular  Cases.  —  The  state  courts  have  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
an  agreement  to  assign  a  patent,'"  or  to  restrain  such  an  assignment,"^ 
or  to  determine  the  question  of  ownership  under  an  assignment,"^  or 
to  set  aside  as  fraudulent  an  assignment,"^  or  a  contract  to  assign."* 
A  suit  relating  to  a  license  is  not  one  arising  under  the  patent  laws 
and  should  ordinarily  be  brought  in  a  state  court  ;"^  such,  for  exam- 
ple, as  to  enforce  the  payment  of  royalties,""  to  recover  for  breach  of 


Ct.  62,  42  L.  ed.  458;  American  Grapho- 
phone  Co.  v.  Victor  Talking  Mach.  Co., 
188  Fed.  428,  431,  110  C.  C.  A.  308; 
Harrington  ».  Atlantic  &  Pacifle  Tele- 
graph Co.,  185  ^EVd.  493,  107  0.  C.  A, 
595  {reversing  143  Fed.  329);  Reliable 
Incubator  &  Brooder  Co.  v.  Stahl,  105 
Fed.  663,  44  C.  C.  A.  657;  Cleveland 
Engineering  Co.  v.  Gallon  Dynamic 
Motor  Truck  Co.,  243  Fed.  405;  Flint 
V.  Hutchinson  Smoke-Burner  Co.,  38 
Fed.  546.  HI. — Myers  v.  Turner,  17 
ni.  179.  Me. — Carleton  v.  Bird,  94  Me. 
182,  47  Atl.  154.  Mass. — Aronson  v. 
Orlov,  116  N.  E.  951 ;  Binn«y  v.  An- 
nan, 107  Mass.  94,  9  Am.  Eep.  10; 
David  V.  Park,  103  Mass.  501.  N.  H. 
Dunbar  v.  Harden,  13  N.  H.  311.  N".  J. 
Green  v.  Wilson,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  211. 
Wis. — ^Eice  v.  Garnhart,  34  Wis.  453, 
462,  17  Am.  Eep.  448. 

89.  Ingalls  v.  Tice,  14  Fed.  352; 
Teas  V.  Albright,  13  Fed.  406.  And 
see  infra,  III,  B. 

90.  New  Marshall  Engine  Co.  v. 
Marshall  Engine  Co.,  223  IT.  S.  473, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  238,  56  L.  ed.  513;  Gott- 
lieb V.  Thatcher,  151  U.  S.  271,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  319,  38  L.  ed.  157;  St.  Louis  Street 
Flushing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Sanitary  Street 
Flushing  Mach.  Co.,  161  Fed.  725,  88 
C.  C.  A.  585;  Wren  v.  Aunin,  34  Fed. 
435;  McCarty  &  Hall  Trading  Co.  •». 
Glaenzer,  30  Fed.  387. 

91.  Brooklyn  Watch-Case  Co.  v. 
Leach,  35  Fed.  2. 

92.  Atherton  Mach.,  Co.  v.  Atwood- 
Morriaon  Co.,  99  Fed.  113;  Mont- 
gomerj-  Palace  Stock  Car  Co.  v.  Street 
Stable   Car  Lin«,  43  Fed.   329. 

[a]  But  this  should  not  be  con- 
fused with  property  rights  in  a,  patent 
obtained  by  an  assignment  as  distin- 
guished' from  contract  rights.  See 
New  York  Phonograph  Co.  v.  Davega, 
127  App.  Div.  222,  111  N.  Y.  Supp. 
363,  and  U.  S.  Eev.  St.,  §4898;  8  IT.  S; 
Comp.  St.,  1916,  §9444. 


93.  Harrington  v.  Atlantic  &  Pacific 
Telegraph  Co.,  185  Fed.  493,  107  C. 
C.  A.  595  (reversing  143  Fed.  329); 
Kurtz  V.  Straus,  106  Fed.  414,  45  C. 
C.   A.   366. 

94.  Cely  v.  Griffin,  113  Fed.  981. 

95.  U.  S.— Wade  v.  Lawder,  165  U. 
S.  624,  17  Sup.  Ct.  425,  41  L.  ed. 
851;  Marsh  v.  Nichols,  Shepard  &  Co., 
140  U.  S.  344,  11  Sup.  Ct.  798,  35  L. 
ed.  413;  Felix  v.  Scharnweber,  125  U. 
S.  54,  8  Sup.  Ct.  759,  31  L.  ed.  687; 
Goodyear  v.  Day,  1  Blatchf.  565,  10 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,568;  Blanchard  v. 
Sprague,  1  Cliff.  288,  3  Fed.  Caa.  No. 
1,516.  Conn. — Peck  v.  Bacon,  18  Conn. 
377;  Bull  v.  Pratt,  1  Conn.  342.  lU. 
Rhodes  v.  Ashurst,  176  111.  351,  52 
N.  E.  118;  Havana  Press  Drill  Co.  v. 
Ashurst,  148  111.  115,  35  N.  E.  873; 
Illinois  Watch-Case  Co.  v.  Ecaubert, 
75  111.  App.  418.  la. — Hunt  v.  Hoover, 
24  Iowa  231.  Mass. — ^Binney  v.  Annan, 
107  Mass.  94,  9  Am.  Eep.  10.  N.  Y. 
Continental  Store  Service  Co.  v.  Clark, 
100  N.  Y.  365,  3  N.  E.  335;  Snow  v. 
Judson,  38  Barb.  210.  Ohio. — Darst  v. 
Brockway,  11  Ohio  462;  Standard  Com- 
bustion Co.  V.  Farr,  9  Ohio  Dec.  (Ee- 
print)  509y  14  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  201.  Pa. 
Hubbard  v.  Allen,  123  Pa.  198,  16  Atl. 
772. 

[a]  In  case  of  infringement  by  a 
licensee,  if  the  licensor  waives  the 
tort  involved  in  the  infringement  and 
sues  on  the  contractj  the  federal  courts, 
in  the  absence  of  diversity  of  citizen- 
ship, have  no  jurisdiction.  Henry  v. 
A.  B.  Dick  Co.,  224  U.  8.  1,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  364,  56  L.  ed.  645,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D, 
880. 

96.  Briggs  V.  United  Shoe  Mach. 
Co.,  239  TJ.  S.  48,  36  Sup.  Ct.  6,  60 
L.  ed.  138;  Albright  v.  Teas,  106  U.  S. 
613,  1  Sup.  Ct.  550,  27  L.  ed.  295; 
Washburn  &  Moen  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Free- 
man Wire  Co.,  41  Fed.  410  (appeal  dis- 
missed, 159  U.  8.  269,  15  Sup.  Ct.  1043, 
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a  license  contract,*'  to  enforce  the  covenants  of  a  license,*'  to  restrain 
the  violation  of  a  license  contract  under  a  patent,**  or  to  set  it  aside 
on  the  ground  that  the  patent  is  void.^ 

III.  INFRINGEMENT.  —  A.  Kemedies.  —  1.  At  Law.  —  A  pat- 
entee or  owner  of  a  patent  has  a  remedy  at  law  for  damages  for  in- 
fringement of  his  patent.^  If  formal,  the  action  may  be  on  the  case,^ 
or,  where  there  is  a  wrongful  sale*  or  wrongful  use,^  the  patentee  may 
waive  the  tort  and  sue  in  assumpsit.® 

2.  In  Equity. — ^Equity  will,  where  the  circumstances  warrant  it, 
enjoin  the  infringement  of  a  patent,'  but  it  will  not  undertake  to  de- 
clare an  accounting  in  an  infringement  case,*  unless  other  grounds  for 
equitable  relief  exist,  such  as  circumstances  which  caU  for  an  ipjunc- 
tion.* 


40  L.  ed.  141);  Kelly  v.  Porter,  17 
Fed.  519,  8  Sawy.  482.  See  supra, 
III,   C,  4. 

97.  Eeliable  Incubator  &  Broodei 
Co.  V.  Stahl,  105  Fed.  663,  44  C.  C.  A. 
657. 

98.  Henry  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Co.,  224 
U.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct.  364,  56  L.  ed. 
645,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  880;  Indiana 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Nichols  &  Shepard  Co.,  190 
Fed.  579;  Merserole  v.  Union  Paper 
Collar  Co.,  6  Blatchf.  356,  17  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  9,488;  Goodyear  v.  Union  India 
Eubber  Co.,  4  Blatchf.  63,  10  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  5,586. 

99.  St.  Louis  Street  Flushing  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Sanitary  Street  Flushing  Mach. 
Co.,  161  Fed.   725,  88  C.  C.  A.  585. 

1.  Merserole  v.  Union  Paper  Collar 
Co.,  6  Blatchf.  356,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,488. 

2.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  207;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4919;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9464;  Globe  Knitting  Works  v. 
Segal,  239  Fed.  322;  Panoulias  v.  Na- 
tional Equipment  Co.,  198  Fed.  493; 
Bragg  V.  Stockton,  27  Fed.  509;  Knight 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  Taney  106, 
14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,882. 

3.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  207;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4919;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9464;  Agawam  Woolen  Co.  v. 
Jordan,  7  Wall.  (U.  8.)  583,  19  L.  ed. 
177;  Moore  v.  Marsh,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
515,  19  L.  ed.  37;  Stein  v.  Goddard,  22 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,353. 

[a]  Actual  damage  or  injury  must 
result  from  the  infringement,  other- 
wise case  will  not  lie.  Brown  v.  Lan- 
yon,  148  Fed.  838,  77  C.  C.  A.  528 
(certiorari  denied,  204  U.  S.  672,  27 
Sup.  Ct.  787,  51  L.  ed.  673);  Byam  v. 
Bullard,  1  Curt.  100,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
2,262. 
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4.  Steam  Stone-Cutter  Co.  v.  Shel- 
dons,  15  Fed.  608,  21  Blatchf.   260. 

5.  Henry  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Co.,  224 
U.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct.  364,  56  L.  ed.  645, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  880;  Wilson  v.  Sand- 
ford,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  99,  13  L.  ed. 
344;  Heatou-Peninsular  Button-Fasten- 
er Co.  V.  Eureka  Specialty  Co.,  77  Fed. 
288,  25  C.  C.  A.  267,  35  L.  E.  A.  728; 
Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Owsley,  27  Fed.  100. 

6.  Steam  Stone-Cutter  Co.  v.  Shel- 
dons,  15  Fed.   608,  21   Blatchf.   260. 

7.  29  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  694;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4921;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9467;  Atlas  Floor  Co.  v.  Bob- 
bins Mfg.  Co.,  239  Fed.  135,  152  C.  C. 
A.  177;  Globe  Knitting  Works  v. 
Segal,  239  Fed.  322;  Panoulias  v.  Na- 
tional Equipment  Co.,  198  Fed.  493; 
Bragg  V.  Stockton,  27  Fed.  509. 

8.  Boot  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E. 
Co.,  105  U.  S.  189,  26  L.  ed.  975; 
Brown  v.  Xanyon,  148  Fed.  838,  77  C. 
C.  A.  528;  Eussell  v.  Kern,  69  Fed. 
94,  16  C.  C.  A.  154  (^affirming  64  Fed. 
581);  Germain  v.  Wilgus,  67  Fed.  597, 
14  C.  C.  A.  561;  Globe  Knitting  Works 
V.  Segal,  239  Fed.   322. 

9.  Boot  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E. 
Co.,  105  U.  S.  189,  26  L.  ei.  975; 
Hewitt  V.  Pennsylvania  Steel  Co.,  24 
Fed.  367;  McMillin  v.  St.  Louis  &  M. 
Val.  Transp.  Co.,  18  Fed.  260,  5  Me- 
Crary  561;  Perry  v.  Corning,  6  Blatchf. 
134,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,003;  Eclipse 
Bicycle  Co.  v.  Farrow,  16  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  468. 

[a]  Grounds  for  Equity  Jurisdic- 
tion.— "A  bill  in  equity  for  a  naked 
account  of  profits  and  damages  against 
an  infringer  of  a  patent  cannot  be  sus- 
tained; that  such  relief  ordinarily  is 
incidental  to.  some  other  equity,  the 
right  to  enforce  which  secures  to  the 
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A  court  of  equity  ordinarily  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  brought 
upon  a  patent  which  has  expired,^"  unless  the  bill  contains  a  statement 
of  facts  showing  the  remedy  at  law  to  be  inadequate.^^  However,  this 
rule  does  not  effect  a  case  based  upon  an  expired  patent  and  a  live 
patent.'^  Jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  not  affected  by  the  expiration  of 
the  patent  pendente  lite,"  but  the  suit  will  be  dismissed  if  the  circum- 
stances indicate  that  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  is  invoked  because  the 
patent  is  about  to  expire  and  no  special  ground  for  invoking  such  juris- 
diction is  shown.^* 

B.  Jurisdiction  as  Between  State  and  Federal  Couets.  —  Pur- 
suant to  the  general  rule  under  the  constitution  and  statutes  of  the 
United  States  vesting  jurisdiction  of  all  cases  in  law  or  equity  aris- 
ing under  the  patent  laws,  in  the  federal  courts,^"  the  United  States 


patentee  his  standing  in  court ;_  that 
the  most  general  ground  for  equitable 
interposition  is,  to  insure  to  the  pat- 
entee th©  enjoyment  of  his  specific 
right  by  injunction  against  a  con- 
tinuance of  the  infringement;  but  that 
grounds  of  equitable  relief  may  arise, 
other  than  by  way  of  injunction,  aa 
■where  the  title  of  the  complainant  is 
equitable  merely,  or  equitable  inter- 
position is  necessary  on  account  of  the 
impediments  which  prevent  a  resort  to 
remedies  purely  legal;  and  such  an 
equity  may  arise  out  of,  and  inhere 
in,  the  nature  of  the  account  itself, 
springing  from  special  and  peculiar 
circumstances  which  disable  the  pat- 
entee from  a  recovery  at  law  alto- 
gether, or  render  his  remedy  in  a 
legal  tribunal  difBcult,  inadequate,  and 
incomplete;  and  as  such  cases  cannot 
ibe  defined  more  exactly,  each  must 
rest  upon  its  own  particular  circum- 
stances, as  furnishing  a  clear  and  sat- 
isfactory ground  of  exception  from  the 
general  rule."  Eoot  v.  Lake  Shore  & 
M.  S.  Ey.  Co.,  105  V.  S.  189,  215,  26 
L.  ed.  975. 

[b]  Equity  will  retain  jurisdiction 
once  obtained,  and  declare  an  account- 
ing though  the  injunction  is  no  longer 
desirable  or  obtainable.  International 
Curtis  Marine  Turbine  Co.  v.  Wm. 
Cramp  &  Sons  Ship  &  Engine  Bldg. 
Co.,  202  Fed.  932,  121  C.  C.  A.  290; 
Carnegie  Steel  Co.  v.  Colorado  Fuel, 
etc.  Co.,  165  Fed.  195,  91  C.  C.  A. 
229;  Wagner  v.  Mt.  Carmel  Iron  Wks., 
244  Fed.  818. 

10.  Eoot  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E. 
Co.,  105  V.  S.  189,  26  L.  ed.  975; 
Tompkins  v.  St.  Eegis  Paper  Co.,  236 
Fed.  221,  149  C.  C.  A.  411;  Adams  v. 
Bridgewater  Iron   Co.,   26    Fed.    324; 


Consolidated  Safety-Valve  Co,  v.  Ash- 
ton  Valve  Co.,  26  Fed.  319. 

Injunction  and  accounting  in  equity, 
see  supra,  V,  A,  2. 

11.  Tompkins  v.  St.  Eegis  Paper  Co., 
236  Fed.  221,  149  C.  C.  A.  411. 

12.  Huntington  Dry-Pulverizer  Co. 
V.  Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Co.,  130 
Fed.   558. 

13.  Beedle  v.  Bennett,  122  U.  S.  71, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  1090,  30  L.  ed.  1074;  Clark 
17.  Wooster,  119  TJ.  S.  322,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
217,  30  L.  ed.  392;  Carnegie  Steel  Co. 
V.  Colorado  Fuel,  etc.  Co.',  165  Fed. 
195,  91  C.  C.  A.  229;  United  States 
Mitis  Co.  •».  Detroit  Steel  &  Spring  Co., 
122  Fed.  863,  59  C.  C.  A.  589;  Chin- 
nock  V.  Paterson,  P.  &  S.  Tel.  Co., 
112  Fed.  531,  50  C.  C.  A.  199  (reversing 
110  Fed.  199);  Huntington  Dry-Pul- 
verizer Co.  V.  Virginia-Carolina  Chem- 
ical Co.,  130  Fed.  558;  Bradner  Ad- 
justable Hanger  Co.  v.  Waterbury  But- 
ton Co.,  106  Fed.  735;  Kittle  v.  Schnei- 
der, 30  Fed.  690;  Dick  v.  Struthers,  25 
Fed.  103;  Adams  v.  Howard,  19  Fed. 
317;  Jones  V.  Barker,  11  Fed.  597;  Jor- 
dan V.  Dobson,  2  Abb.  398,  7  Phila. 
533,  13  Fed.  Gas.  No.  7,519;  Busch  v. 
Jones,  16  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  23. 

[a]  Equitable  Belief  Not  Depend- 
ent  Upon  Existence  of  Patent. — Toledo 
M.  &  E.  Co.  V.  Johnston  Harvester 
Co.,  24  Fed.  739,  23  Blatchf.  332. 

14.  Miller  v.  Schwarner,  130  Fed. 
561;  Heap  v.  Borchers,  108  Fed.  237; 
McDonald  v.  Miller,  84  Fed.  344; 
American  Cable  E.  Co.  v.  Chicago  City 
E.  Co.,  41  Fed.  522;  Eacine  Seeder 
Co.  V.  Joliet  Wire  Check  Eower  Co., 
27  Fed.  367;  Davis  v.  Smith,  19  Fed. 
823. 

15.  See  the  title  "United  States 
Courts;"  17  Standard  Pboc.  825;  and 
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district  court  has  exclusive  origiaal  jurisdiction  over  infringement 
suits,^^  without  regard  to  diversity  of  citizenship  or  amount  of  money 
involved.^'  If  the  suit  arises  under  the  patent  laws,  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  federal  court  is  not  affected  by  the  presence  of  other  and  collateral 
issues,^^  such  as  those  invoking  contracts  of  sale,  assignment  or  license 
of  the  patent, ^^  or  an  issue  of  unfair  competition.^"  But  where  the  facts 
making  up  the  unfair  competition  arise  from  acts  independent  of  the 
infringement,  the  federal  court  is  without  jurisdiction  in  the  absence 


Act  of  March  3,  1911,  ch.  231,  §24, 
par.  7;  36  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  1092;  1 
tJ.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §991  (7). 

Injunction  and  accounting,  see  supra, 
III,  A,  2. 

Actions  arising  out  of  sale  assign- 
ment or  license,  see  supra,  II,  B. 

16.  Boston  Store  of  Chicago  v.  Amer- 
ican Graphophone  Co.,  38  Sup.  Ct.  257; 
Healy  v.  Sea  Gull  Specialty  Co.,  237 
U.  S.  479,  35  Sup.  Ct.  658,  59  L.  ed. 
1056;  Henry  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Co.,  224 
U.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct.  364,  56  L.  ed. 
645,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  880;  Agawam 
Woolen  Co.  v.  Jordan,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
583,  19  L.  ed.  177;  Moore  v.  Marsh,  7 
Wall.  {V.  S.)  515,  19  L.  ed.  37;  Amer- 
ican Graphophone  Co.  v.  Piekard,  201 
Fed.  546;  Bauhe  v.  Justi,  196  Fed.  54; 
Cheatham  Electric  Switching  D.  Co. 
V.  Transit  Dev.  Co.,  191  Fed.  727;  In- 
diana Mfg.  Co.  V.  Nichols  &  Sh^ard 
Co.,  190  Fed.  579;  National  Casket  Co. 
V.  New  York  &  Brooklyn  Casket  Co., 
185  Fed.  533;  Vermont  Farm  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Gibson,  50  Fed.  423  {aprmed', 
56  Fed.  143,  5  C.  C.  A.  451) ;  Campbell 
V.  James,  2  Fed.  338,  18  Blatehf.  92; 
Stanley  Eule  &  Level  Co.  v.  Baaley,  14 
Blatchf.  510,  82  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,287;  ' 
Excelsior  Steel  Furnace  Co.  v.  F.  Meyet 
&  Bro.  Co.,  182  111.  App.  537.  i 

■fa]  rf  it  be  found  that  no  right 
of  action  for  infringement  will  Ue,  the 
federal  court  can  no  longer  entertain 
Jurisdiction  of  the  case,  unless  some 
other  ground,  such  as  diversity  of  cit- 
izenship, gives  the  court  jurisdietiom 
of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action', 
and  it  is  the  court's  duty,  when  its 
jurisdiction  is  exhausted,  to  dismiss 
the  action.  Eoenig  v.  Morris,  243  Fed.  ' 
619.  I 

17.  Doolan  v.   Carr,  125  U.   S.  618,  ] 
8  Sup.  Ct.  1228,  31  L.  ed.  844;  Evans  ' 
V.  Eaton,  3   Wheat.   (U.   S.)   454,  4  L. 
ed.   433;    United   Shoe    MacK    Co.    v. 
Duplessis  Independent  Shoe  Mach.  Co., 
133  Fed.  930. 

18.  Kealy  v.  Sea  Gull  Specialty  Co., 
237  TJ.  S.  479,  35  Sup.  Ct.  658,  59  I^ 
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ed.  1056;  The  Pair  v.  Kohler  Die  & 
Specialty  Co.,  228  U.  S.  22,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
410,  57  L.  ed.  716;  Fallbrook  Irrigation 
District  v.  Bradley,  164  U.  S.  112,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  56,  41  L.  ed.  369;  Swindell 
V.  Youngstown  Sheet  &  Tube  Co.,  230 
Fed.  438,  144  C.  G.  A.  580;  Cleveland 
EngineelriHg  Co.  v.  Gallon  Dynamic 
Motor  Truck  Co.,  243  Fed.  405;  Avery 
V.  Wilson,  20  Fed.  856. 

19.  Geneva  Furniture  Mfg.  Co.  v.  S. 
Karpen,  238  U.  S.  254,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
788,  59  L.  ed.  1295;  Healy  v.  Sea  Gull 
Specialty  Co.,  237  U.  S.  479,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  658,  59  L.  ed.  1056;  Henry  v.  A.  B. 
Dick  Co.,  224  U.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
364,  56  L.  ed.  645,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D, 
880';  Victor  Talking  Mach.  Co.  v.  The 
Fair,  123  Fed.  424,  61  C.  C.  A.  58; 
Atherton  Mach.  Co.  v.  Atwood-Mor- 
rison  Co.,  102  Fed.  949,  43  C.  C.  A. 
72;  Bternardin  v.  Northall,  77  Fed. 
849. 

[a]  That  royalties  are  sought  in  an 
injunction  suit,  instead  of  damages> 
does  not  defeat  the  jurisdiction.  Swin- 
dell V.  Youngstown  Sheet  &  Tube  Co., 
230  Fed.  438,  144  C.  C.  A.  580. 

[_b]_  A  plea  of  license  does  not  oust 
jurisdiction  in  an  infringement  suit. 
White  13.  Bankin,  144  IT.  S.  628,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  768,  36  li.  ed.  569;  Elgin  Wind 
Power  &  Pump.  Co.  v.  Nichols,  65  Fed. 
215,  12  C.  0.  A.  578;,  Everett  v.  Haul- 
enbeek,  68  Fed.  911. 

[c]  A  plea  of  abandonment,  for- 
feiture and  revocation  of  the  license 
in  a^n  infringement  suit  by  the  licensee 
against  the  licensor,  does. not  deprive 
the  court  of  jurisdiction.  Excelsior 
Wooden-Pipe  Co.  v.  Pacific  Bridge  Co., 
185  U.  S.  282,  22  Sup.  Ct.  681,  46  L 
ed.  910.  '  ^  .         ^• 

20.  K-W  Ignition  Co.  v.  Temco  Elec- 
tric Motor  Co.,  243  Fed.  588,  156  C.  C. 
A.  286;  Lndwigs  v.  Payson  Mfg.  Co., 
206  Fed.  60,  124  C.  G.  A.  194;  Shiauger 
V.  Phillip  Bernard  Co.,  240  Fed.  131; 
Onondaga  Indian  Wigwam  Go.  v.  Ka- 
Noo-No  Indian  Mfg.  Co.,  182  Fed.  832; 
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of  diversity  of  citizenship."^  And  it  has  been  held  that  even  when 
the  infringement  and  the  unfair  competition  arise  out  of  the  same  acts 
of  the  defendant,  if  the  latter  presents  an  independent  cause  of  action 
it  cannot  be  considered.''" 

C.  Venue."^  —  Infringement  cases  must  be  brought  in  the  district 
of  which  the  defendant  is  an  inhabitant,"*  or  in  which  the  defendant, 
whether  a  person,  partnership,  or  corporation,  has  committed  the  acts 
of  infringement  and  has.  a  regular  andestabli'shed  place  of  business."^ 

D.  Parties."^  —  1.  Plaintiff.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Parties  inter- 
ested,"' ei'ther  as  patentee"*  or  aissignee"'*  may,  by  provision  of  the 
statute,*"  bring  an  action  in  his  own  name*^  for  infringement  of  a 
patent.  , 

b.  By  Patentee.  —  A  patentee,  who  continues  the  owner  of  the 
patent  and  the  real  party  in  interest,  is  the  party  to  bring  the  action 
for  inf ri-ngement,*"  or,  i£  he  be  deceased,  it  may  be  brought  by  his  per- 


T.  B.  Woods  Son&  Co.  v.  Valley  Iron 
Works,  166  Fed.  770. 

21.  W.  F.  Bums  Co.  v.  Automatic 
Eecording  Safe  Co.,,  241  Fed.  472,  154 
C.  C.  A.  304;  United  States  Expansion 
Bolt  Co.  V.  H.  G.  Kroneke  Hdw.  Co., 
234  Fed.  868,  148  C.  C.  A.  466;  Mal- 
linson  v.  Eyan,  242  Fed.  951;  Unit 
Const.  Co.  V.  Huskey  Mfg.  Co.,  241  Fed. 
129;  Shrauger  v.  Fhillip  Bernard  Co., 
240  Fed.  131;  Johnston  «.  Brass  Goods 
Mfg.  Co.,  201  Fed.  368;  Ross  v.  H.  S. 
Geer  Co.,  188  Fed.  731. 

22.  Mecky  v.  Grabowski,  177  Fed. 
591;  Cushman  v.  Atlantic  Fountain  Pen 
Co.,  164  Fed.  94;  C.  L.  King  &  Co. 
V.  Inlander,  133  Fed.  416. 

23.  See  the  title  "Venue." 

24.  Fed.  Judicial  Code,  §48;  36  U.  S. 
St.  at  L.  1100;  2  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  ^1030;  Arbetter  Felling  Maeh. 
Co.  V.  Lewis  Blind  Stitch  Mach.  Co., 
230  Fed.  992,  145  C.  C.  A.  186. 

25.  Fed.  Judicial  Code,  §48;  36  U.  S. 
St.  at  L.  1100;  2  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§1030;  Westinghouse  Air-Brake  Co.  v. 
Great  Northern  E.  Co.,  88  Fed.  258, 
31  C.  C.  A.  525;  Dicks  Press  Guard 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Bowen,  229  Fed.  193. 

[a]  In  sultSt  for  laf  ringement  against 
a.  nonresident  corpeHrasftilon,  the  court  is 
without  jurisdiction  if  the  defendant 
has  no  established  place  of  business 
in  the  district;  it  is  imsuffieient  that 
the  acts  of  infringement  were  com- 
mitted there.  United  States  Envelope 
Co,  a  Transeo  Paper  Giy.,  229  Fed.  576 
(ob.iection  not  waived-  by  aippearanoe); 
Pfeder  I),  A.  R  Fiedler,  116  Fed.  378. 

fb]  In  Case  of  Counterdaim. — It  iff 
not  a  valid  ob.fection  that  the'  defend- 
ant's counterclaim  could  not  have  been 


maintained  as  an  original  suit  in  the 
district  where  the  suit  for  infringe- 
ment is  brought.  United  States  Expan- 
sion Bolt  Co.  V.  H.  G.  Kroneke  Hdw. 
Co.,   234   Fed.   868,   148   C.   C.  A.   466. 

26.  See  the  title  "Parties." 

27.  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie,  29  Fed. 
316. 

[a]  Interest  when  infringement  was 
committed  (1)  is  sufficient  in  an  action 
at  law  (Spring  v.  Domestic  Sewiug- 
Mach.  Co.,  13  Fed.  446),  but  (2)  a 
suit  in  equity  for  injunction  must  be 
instituted  by  parties  haying  a  present 
interest  in  the  patent.  Waterman  v. 
Mackenzie,  29  Fed.  316. 

[b]  The  Eeal  Owner  or  Party  in 
Interest. — Goldsmith  v.  American  Paper 
Collar  Co.,  2  Fed.  239,  18  Blatchf.  82. 

[c]  One  who  owns  the  legal  title 
to  a  patent  and  the  exclusive  right  to 
use  it.  Potter  v.  Wilson,  19  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,342. 

28.  See  infra,  III,  D,  1,  b. 

29.  See  infra,  HI,  D,  1,  o. 

30.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  207;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4919;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9464. 

[a]  Statute  cannot  be  extended  by 
state  statutes.  Webb  v.  Goldsmith,  127 
Fed.  572. 

31.  Goldsmith  v.  American  Paper 
Collar  Co.,  2  Fed.  239,  18  Blatchf.  82; 
Lorillard  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  2  Fed. 
902,  18  Blatchf.  199. 

32.'  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  E.  Co. 
V.  Trimble,.  10  Wall.  (U.  S.)  367,  19  L. 
ed.  948;  Ormsby  v.  Connors,  133  Fed. 
548;  Freese  v.  S-wawtehiW,  35  Fed.  141; 
Park  V.  Little,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  196,  18 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,715. 
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sonal  representative.'*  Where,  however,  at  the  time  of  the  infringe- 
ment the  title  to  the  patent  has  passed  from  the  patentee  by  assign- 
ment,^* or  otherwise,'"  he  cannot  maintain  the  suit. 

c.  By  Assignee.  —  An  assignee  may  sue  in  his  own  name  for  in- 
fringement,'® but  he  has  no  right  to  sue  for  a  past  infringement," 
unless  the  assignment  expressly  or  by  necessary  inference  confers  that 
right  upon  him."  The  action,  as  a  rule,  will  not  lie  in  favor  of  the 
assignee  of  a  part  of  a  patent  right,"  unless  the  infringement  occurs 


33.  De  la  Vergne  Eefrig.  Maeh.  Co. 
V.  Featherstone,  147  U.  S.  209,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  283,  37  L.  ed.  138;  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.  V.  Turrill,  110  U.  S.  301,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  5,  28  L.  ed.  154;  Providence  Rub- 
ber Co.  V.  Goodyear,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
788,  19  L.  ed  566. 

34.  Moore  v.  Marsh,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
515,  19  L.  ed.  37;  Eoss  v.  Ft.  Wayne, 
58  Fed.  404;  Herbert  v.  Adams,  4 
Mason  15,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,394.  See 
infra,  III,  D,  1,  c. 

[a]  Where  the  assignment  is  not 
effectuated,  it  does  not  prevent  the 
patentee  from  suing.  Philadelphia,  W. 
&  B.  E.  Co.  V.  Trimble,  10  Wall.  (U. 
8.)  367,  19  L.  ed.  948. 

[b]  Assignment  as  Security  for 
Debt. — Where  an  assignment,  though 
absolute  in  form,  is  by  a  collateral 
agreement  made  merely  a  security  for 
payment  of  a  debt,  with  a  reservation 
of  right  to  use  and  license  under  the 
patent,  the  assignor  does  not  lose  his 
right  to  sue  for  infringement.  Ormsby 
V.  Connors,  133  Fed.  548. 

35.  Herbert  v.  Adams,  4  Mason  15, 
12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,394. 

36.  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie,  138  U. 
S.  252,  11  Sup.  Ct.  334,  34  L.  ed. 
923;  Wilson  «.  Eousseau,  4  How.  (IT. 
S.)  646,  11  L.  ed.  1141;  Seibert  Cylin- 
der Oil-Cup  Co.  V.  Phillips  Lubricator 
Co.,  10  Fed.  677;  Herbert  v.  Adams, 
4  Mason  15,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,394. 

[a]  Assignee  of  the  Heirs  of  a 
Patentee. — Winkler  v.  Studebaeker  Bros. 
Mfg.   Co.,  105  Fed.  190. 

[b]  Assignee  of  a  Foreign  Admin- 
istrator.— Smith  V.  Mercer,  3  Clark  444, 
.22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,078. 

[c]  Iilmltations  on  Term  "As- 
signee."—The  word  "assignee,"  as 
used  by  this  section  of  the  statute, 
means  the  assignee  of  a  patent  right, 
and  not  merely  an  assignee  of  a  claim 
for  infringement.  Webb  v.  Goldsmith, 
127  Fed.  572. 

[d]  An  assignment  must  be  recorded 
In  the  patent  ofKce  before  the  assignee 
may  maintain  an  action  for  infringe- 
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ment  of  the  patent.  Wyeth  v.  Stone, 
1  Story  273,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,107. 
Compare  Ormsby  v.  Connors,  133  Fed. 
548. 

[e]  Patent  Issued  after  assignment 
and  in  name  of  assignor.  Gayler  v. 
Wilder,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  477,  13  L.  ed. 
504. 

[f]  A  Trustee. — Waterman  v.  Mac- 
kenzie, 138  U.  S.  252,  11  Sup.  Ct.  334, 
34  L.  ed.  923;  Knight  v.  Gavit,  14  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  7,884;  Dibble  v.  Augur,  7 
Blatchf.  86,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,879; 
Bryan  v.  Stevens,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
2,066a. 

[g]  A  mortgagee  may  sue  for  in- 
fringement upon  filing  or  recording  his 
mortgage  in  the  patent  oface.  Water- 
man V.  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S.  252,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  334,  34  L.  ed.  923. 

[h]  The  mere  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver is  not  enough  to  enable  him  to 
sue  for  infringement  in  his  own  name; 
there  must  be  an  actual  assignment  of 
the  patent  to  him.  Ball  v.  Coker,  168 
Fed.  304. 

37.  Moore  v.  Marsh,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
515,  19  L.  ed.  37;  Johnston  v.  'South- 
ern Well  Works  Co.,  208  Fed.  145,  125 
C.  C.  A.  361;  Auto  Spring  Eepairer  Co 
V.  Grinberg,  196  Fed.  52:  Superior  Drili 
Co.  V.  Ney  Mfg.  Co.,  98  Fed.  734;  New 
York  Grape  Sugar  Co.  v.  Buffalo  Grape 
Sugar  Co.,  24  Fed.  604,  18  Fed.  638. 
21  Blatchf.  519.  ' 

38.  May  v.  Saginaw,  32  Fed.  629- 
May  V.  Logan,  30  Fed.  250;  Adams 
V.  Bellaire  Stamping  Co.,  25  Fed.  270; 
Spring  V.  Domestic  Sew.  Mach.  Co..  13 
Fed.  446.  ' 

[a]  Mere  Intention  to  include  in  an 
assignment  of  letters  patent  claims  for 
past  infringement,  will  not  suffice  to 
invest  the  assignee  with  any  equitable 
title  to  such  claims.  Bmerson  «  Hub- 
bard, 34  Fed.  327. 

39.  Tyler  v.  Tuel,  6  Cranch  (U.  S.) 
324,  3  L.  ed.  237;  Whittemore  v  Cut- 
ter, 1  Gall.  429,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,600; 
Suydam  v.  Day,  2  Blatchf,  20,  23  Fed. 
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within  a  district  in  which  he  owns  the  exclusive  right  to  the  patent.*" 
d.  By  Licensee.  —  A  mere  licensee  of  letters  patent  cannot  recover 
for  infringement,  in  his  own  name,*^  unless,  of  course,  the  patentee 
is  the  infringer.*^  But  an  exclusive  licensee,  whose  interests  are  af- 
fected by  the  infringement,  may  sue,  and  join  the  patentee,  in  the 
event  of  a  refusal  of  the  latter  to  sue.*' 

2.    Defendant.**  —  a.    In  General.  —  An  action  or  suit  for  infringe- 
ment will  lie  against  anyone  who  participates  in  the  infringement;*" 


Cas.  No.  13,654;  Blanehard  v.  Eldridge, 
1  Wall.  Jr.  337,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,510. 
,40.  Wilson  V.  Rousseau,  4  How.  (U. 
S.)  646,  11  L.  ed.  1141;  Washburn  v. 
Gould,  3  Story  122,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
17,214. 

41.  TJ.  S. — Pope  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gormul- 
ly  &  Jeffery  Mfg.  Co.,  144  U.  S.  248, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  641,  36  L.  ed.  4^3;  Water- 
man V.  Mackenzie,  138  TJ.  S.  252,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  334,  34  L.  ed.  923;  Blrdsell 
V.  Shaliol,  112  U.  S.  485,  5  Sup.  Ct. 
244,  28  L.  ed.  768;  Gayler  v.  Wilder, 
10  How.  477,  13  L.  ed.  504;  Southern 
Textile  Mach.  Co.  v.  Fay  Stocking  Co., 
243  Fed.  917;  Consolidated  Eubber  Tire 
Co.  V.  B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.,  237  Fed, 
893;  Bowers  v.  Atlantic,  Gulf  &  Pacific 
Co.,  162  Fed..  895.  Mass. — American 
Toy  Mfg.  Co.  V.  McLoughlin,  221  Mass. 
567,  109  N.  E.  836.  Wis.— Manning  v. 
Galland-Henning  Pneumatic  Malting 
Drum  Mfg.  Co.,  141  'Wis.  199,  124  N.  W. 
291. 

[a]  The  Eule  Stated. — "In  equity, 
as  at  law,  when  the  transfer  amounts 
to  a  license  only,  the  title  remains  in 
the  owner  of  the  patent;  and  suit  must 
be  brought  in  his  name,  and  never  in 
the  name  of  the  licensee  alone,  unless 
that  is  necessary  to  prevent  an  ab- 
solute failure  of  justice,  as  where  the 
patentee  is  the  infringer,  and  cannot 
sue  himself.  Any  rights  of  the  licensee 
must  be  enforced  through  or  in  the 
name  of  the  owner  of  the  patent,  and 
perhaps,  if  necessary  to  protect  the 
rights  of  all  parties,  joining  the  licen- 
see with  him  as  a  plaintiff."  Water- 
man V.  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S.-  252,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  334,  34  L.  ed.  923. 

42.  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie,  138  TJ. 
S.  252,  11  Sup.  Ct.  334,  34  L.  ed.  923; 
Southern  Textile  Mach.  Co.  v.  Fay 
Stocking  Co.,  243  Fed.  917;  Bowers  v. 
Atlantic,  Gulf  &  Pacific  Co.,  162  Fed. 
895;  Rapp  V.  Kolling,  41  Fed.  792;  New 
York  Phonograph  Co.  v.  Pavega,  127 
App.   IMv.    222,   111    N.   Y.   Supp.   363. 

[a]  Exclusive  right  within  a  cer- 
tain territory,  invaded  by  the  paten- 


tee. Wilson  V.  Rousseau,  4  How.  (U. 
S.)  646,  11  L.  ed.  1141;  Whitson  v. 
Columbia  Phonograph  Co.,  18  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)   565. 

43.  Excelsior  Wooden-Pipe  Co.  v. 
Seattle,  117  Fed.  140,  55  C.  C.  A.  156; 
Excelsior  Wooden-Pipe  Co.  v.  Allen,  104 
Fed.  553,  44  C.  C.  A.  30;  Brush  Elec- 
tric Co.  V.  California  Blee.  Light  Co., 
52  Fed.  945,  3  C.  C.  A.  368;  Brush 
Electric  Co.  v.  Electric  Imp.  Co.,  49 
Fed.  73;  Brush-Swan  Elec.  Light  Co. 
V.  Thomson-Houston  Elec.  Co.,  48  Fed. 
224.  See  also  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie, 
138  V.  S.  252,  11  Sup.  Ct.  334,  34  L. 
ed.  923. 

44.  As  to  intervention  by  the  owner 
:  of  property  in   an  Infringement    suit 

against  a  user,  see  14  Standard  Proc. 
306. 

I  45.  Turner  v.  Quincy  Market  Cold 
I  Storage  &  Warehouse  Co.,  225  Fed.  41, 
140  C.  C.  A.  367;  Brothers  v.  Lidger- 
!  wood  Mfg.  Co.,  223  Fed.  359,  138  C. 
C.  A.  460;  Goshen  Rubber  Works  v. 
Single  Tube  Automobile  &  Bicycle  Tire 
Co.,  166  Fed.  431,  92  C.  C.  A.  183; 
Graham  v.  Earl,  82  Fed.  737;  Cramer 
V.  Fry,  68  Fed.  201;  National  Car  Brake 
Shoe  Co.  V.  Terre  Haute  Car  &  Mfg. 
Co.,  19  Fed.  514;  Campbell  v.  James,  2 
Fed.  338,  18  Blatchf.  92. 

[a]  A  joint  owner  who  acts  in  re- 
lation to  the  patent  without  authority 
from  his  co-owner.  Herring  v.  Gas 
Consumers'  Assn.,  9  Fed.  556,  3  Mc- 
Crary  206;  Pitts  v.  Hall,  3  Blatchf. 
201,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,193. 

[b]  A  contributory  infringer,  i.  e., 
one  who  aids  and  encourages  infringe- 
ment by  another.  Thomson-Houston 
Electric  Co.  v.  Ohio  Brass  Co.,  80  Fed. 
712,  26  C.  C.  A.  107;  Simplex  Electric 
Heating  Co.  v.  Leonard,  148  Fed.  1023. 

[e]  An  agent  who  makes,  uses  or 
sells  an  infringing  device  may  be 
made  a  defendant  in  an  action  or  suit 
for  the  infringement.  Featherstone  v. 
Ormonde  Cycle  Co.,  53  Fed.  110;  Steiger 
V.  Heidelberger,  4  Fed.  455,  18  Blatchf. 
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whether  he  be  the  patentee,*'  a  licensee,*^  or  the  manufacturer*'  or 
user*'  of  the  infringing  devise. 

b.  Corporations  and  Their  Agents.  —  When  the  acts  of  infringe- 
ment are  committed  by  their  agent  acting  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  an  action  or  suit  for  infringement  may  be  brought  against 
a  private^"  or  a  municipaP^  corporation.  An  officer  of  a  corporation 
who  is  actively  engaged  in  promoting  the  infringement  may  be  re- 
strained,^^ or  proceeded  against  for  damages."^ 

e.  The  United  States  and  Its  Officers.  —  An  action  for  infringement 
cannot  be  maintained  against  the  United  States  without  its  consent,^* 
nor  against  one  who  makes  under  contract  all  or  any  part  of  a  patented 
device  for  the  use  of  the  federal  government,^^  but  the  owner  of  a 
patented  invention  may  recover  in  the  court  of  claims  compensation 


426;  Morse  v.  Davis,  5  Blatchf.  40,  17 
Ped.  Gas.  No.  9,855. 

[d]  Not  Against  a  Mere  Purchaser. 
Blanchard's  Gun  Stock  Turning  Factory 
V.  Jacobs,  2  Blatchf.  69,  3  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  1,520. 

[e]  Not  a  mere  workingman  or  ser- 
vant for  using  it.  Graham  v.  Earl, 
92  Fed.  155,  34  C.  C.  A.  267;  United 
Nickel  Co.  v.  Worthington,  13  Fed. 
392. 

46.  Excelsior  Wooden-Pipe  Co.  v. 
Pacific  Bridge  Co.,  185  U.  S.  282,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  681,  46  L.  ed.  910  (infringe- 
ment of  assigned  patent  by  patentee) ; 
Littlefield  f.  Perry,  21  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
205,  22  L.  ed.  577;  Wilson  v.  Rousseau, 

4  How.  (U.  S.)   646,  11  L.  ed.  1141. 

47.  St.  Louis'  Street  Flushing  Mach. 
Co  V.  Sanitary  Street  Flushing  Mach. 
Co.,  178  Fed.  923,  103  C.  C.  A.  565; 
Indiana  Mfg.  Co.  v.  J.  I.  Case  Thresh- 
ing Mach.  Co.,  154  Fed.  365,  83  C.  C. 
A.  343;  Indiana  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Nichols 
&  Shepard  Co.,  190  Fed.  579;  National 
Cash  Register  Co.  v.  Grobet,  148  Fed. 
385;  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  v.  OwBley,  27  Fed. 
100. 

48.  Cramer  v.  Fry,  68  Fed.  201; 
Bryce  v.  Dorr,  3  McLean  582,  4  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  2,070. 

[a]  Manufacturer  of  Infringing  De- 
vice.—Birdsell  V.  Shaliol,  112  U.  S.  485, 

5  Sup.  Ct.  244,  28  L.  ed.  768;  Morgan 
Gardner  Electric  Co.  v.  Buettner  & 
Shelburne  Mach.  Co.,  203  Fed.  490,  121 
C.  C.  A.  612. 

49.  Birdsell  v.  Shaliol,  112  TJ.  S.  485, 

5  Sup.  Ct.  244,  28  L.  ed.  768;  Wag- 
ner V.  Meccano,  239  Fed.  901,  153  C. 
C.  A.  29;  Jefi«raou  Electric  Light,  H. 

6  P.  Co.  V.  Westinghouae  Electric,  etc. 
Co.,  134  Fed.  392,  67  C.  C.  A.  189; 
Bresnahan  v.  Tripp  Giant  Leveller  Co., 
72  Fed.  920,  19  C.  C.  A.  237;  De  Laski 
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&  Thropp  Circular  Woven  Wire  Co.  i). 
Empire  Rubber  &  Tire  Co.,  239  Fed. 
139;  Westinghouae  Air  Brake  Co.  ■». 
Burton  Stock-Car  Co.,  70  Fed.  619. 

50.  Elizabeth  v.  American  Nichol- 
son Pavement  Co.,  97  TJ.  S.  126,  24 
L.  ed.  1000;  York  &  M.  L.  R.  Co.  «. 
Winans,  17  How.  (IT.  S.)  31,  15  L.  ed. 
27;  Harrington  v.  Atlantic  &  Pac.  Tel. 
Co.,  143  Fed.  329;  United  Nickel  Co. 
v.  Worthington,  13  Fed.  392. 

51.  May  v.  Saginaw,  32  Fed.  629; 
May  V.  Ralls,  31  Fed.  473;  May  v. 
Logan,  30  Fed.  250;  May  v.  Mercer,  30 
Fed.  246;  Ransom  v.  New  York,  20  Fed. 
Cas.   No.   Ilj573. 

[a]  Act  of  Contractor. — Where  a 
contractor,  in  building  a  jail,  used  .a 
patented  device  without  permission, 
and  without  the  knowledge  or  author- 
ity of  the  county  ofBciala,  Ian  action 
for  infringement  against  the  county 
was  dismissed.    May  v.  Juneau,  30  Fed. 

52.  Cahoone  Barnet  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Rub- 
ber &  Celluloid  Harness  Co.,  45  Fed. 
582;  Iowa  Barb  Steel- Wire  Co.  v. 
Southern  Barbed- Wire  Co.,  30  Fed.  123- 
Poppenhusen  v.  Falke,  4  Blatchf.  493' 
19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,279. 

53.  National  Cash  Register  Co  v 
Leland,  94  Fed.  502,  37  C.  C.  A.  372: 
Graham  v.  Earl,  92  Fed.  155,  34  C  C 
A.  267;  Harrington  v.  Atlantic  &  Pac. 
Tel.  Co^  143  Fed.  329;  National  Car 
Brake  Shoe  Co.  v.  Terre  Haute  Car 
&  Mfg.  Co.,  19  Fed.  514. 

CI.  (U.  S)   110;  21  Op.  Atty.  Gen.  96. 
See  the  title  "United  States." 

55.  Crozier  v.  Fried.  Krupp  Aktien- 
gesellschaft,.  224  U.  S.  290,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
488,  56  L.  ed.  771  (reversing  32  App 
Cas.  [D  C]  1);  Marconi  Wireless  Tel 
Co.  of  America  v.  Simon,  227  Fed   906 


PATENTS 


191 


for  such  use.**  On  the  other  hand,  officers  of  the  United  States,  al- 
though acting  within  the  scope  of  their  authority,  may  be  sued  for 
damages  for  their  acts  of  infringement'^  but  cannot  be  enjoined." 

3.  Joinder  of  Parties.  —  a.  Plaintiff.  —  Only  those  who  have  an  in- 
terest in  the  patent  should  be  joined  as  plaintiffs  in  an  infringe- 
ment case.**  All  legal  owners  must  join  in  an  action  for  infringe- 
ment,'" and  all  legal  and  equitable  owners  should  join  in  a  suit  in 
equity.'^  Thus  all  joint  owners  must  be  brought  in.**  A  simple  licen- 
see is  not  a  necessary  party  plaintiff,*'  but  he  should  be  joined  if  his 
interests  will  be  affected  by  the  decree.**  The  patentee  should  be 
joined  in  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a  part  of  a  patent  right,*'  and 
the  owner  of  the  patent  at  the  time  of  a  prior  infringement  should  be 
joined  as  plaintiff  in  a  suit  by  an  assignee.**  The  heirs  need  not  join 
the  administrator  of  a  deceased  patentee.*' 

b.  Defendant.  —  A  corporation  and  an  individual  officer  under 
whose  authority  the  acts  of  infringement  were  committed  or  who  ac- 
tively participated  tlierein  may  be  joined,**  or  a  stockholder  who  con- 


56.  Act  of  June  25,  1910,  ch.  423; 
36  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  851;  8  V.  S.  Comp. 
St.  1916,  §9465;  Parnham  v.  United 
States,  49  Ct.  CI.  (TJ.  S.)  19;  Knapp 
V.  United  States,  46  Ct.  CI.  (U.  S.)  601. 

[a]  The  use  of  an  invention  prior 
to  this  act,  by  the  United  States,  could 
not  be  made  the  basis  of  a  claim  for 
compensation.  Act  of  June  25,  1910, 
ch.  423;  36  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  85l;  8  U. 
S.    Comp.    St.    1916,    §9465. 

57.  Belknap  v.  Schild,  161  U.  S.  10, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  443,  40  L.  ed.  599;  0am- 
meyer  v.  Newton,  94  U.  S.  225,  24  L. 
ed.   72. 

58.  Belknap  v.  Schild,  161  U.  S.  10, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  443,  40  L.  ed.  599. 

59.  Chisholm  v.  Johnson,  106  Fed. 
191. 

60.  Tilghman  v.  Proctor,  125  U.  S. 
136,  8  Sup.  Ct.  894,  31  L.  ed.  664; 
Tale  Lock  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Sargent,  117 
U.  S.  536,  6  Sup.  Ct.  934,  29  L.  ed. 
954;  Tyler  v.  Tuel,  6  Cranch  (U.  S.) 
324,  3  L.  ed.  237;  Milwaukee  Carving 
Co.  V.  Brunswick-Balke-Collender  Co., 
126  Fed.  171,  SI  C.  C.  A.  175;  Postal 
Tel.  Cable  Co.  v.  Netter,  102  Fed.  691; 
Owatonna  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Fargo  &  Co., 
94  Fed.  519;  Van  Orden  v.  Nashville, 
67  Fed.  331. 

61.  Chisholm  v.  Johnson,  106  Fed. 
191;  Clement  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Upson  &  Hart 
Co.,  48  Fed.  471;  Otis  Bros.  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Crane  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.,  27  Fed.  550, 
afflrmed,  136  U.  S.  646,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
1072,  34  L.  ed.  553. 

[a]  The  licensor  is  a  necessary  par- 
ty plaintiff  in  a  suit  to  forfeit  the  li- 


cense brought  by  assignees  holding  the 
pS'teat  as  collateral  security.  Cook  v. 
Bidwell,   8  Fed.  452. 

62.  Southern  Textile  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Pay  Stocking  Co.,  243  Fed.  917;  Van 
Orden  v.  Nashville,  67  Ped.  331;  Aa- 
pi-nwall  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gill,  32  Ped.  697, 
appeal  dismissed,  340  U.  S.  669,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  1015,  35  L.  ed.  597. 

[a]  Must  all  be  made  plaintiffs  in 
an  action  at  law.  Van  Orden  v.  Nash- 
ville, 67  Fed.  331. 

[b]  Where  a  co-owner  files  a  coun- 
terclaim charging  infringement  of  an- 
other patent  of  which  he  is  a  co-owner 
he  must  join  the  other  owner,  on  the 
principle  that  all  parties  who  are  in- 
terested in  the  controversy  must  be 
.ioined  in  a  suit  in  equity.  Electric 
Boat  Co.  V.  Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Co., 
215  Fed.  377. 

63.  Gayler  v.  Wilder,  10  How.  (U. 
S.)  477,  13  L.  ed.  504;  Shepherd  v. 
Deitsch,  1^8  Ped.  83;  Peters  v.  Union 
Biscuit  Co.,  120  Ped.  679. 

64.  Bowers  v.  Atlantic,  Gulf  &  Pa- 
cific  Co.,  162  Ped.   895. 

65.  Whittemore  v.  Cutter,  1  Gall. 
429,  29  Ped.  Cas.  No.  17,600. 

Joinder  of  patentee  and  exclusive 
licensee  in  an  action  by  the  latter,  see 
supra,  III,  D,  1,  d. 

66.  Adams  v.  Bellaire  Stamping  Co., 
25  Ped.  270. 

67.  Haarmann  v.  Lueders,  109  Fed. 
325;  Hodge  v.  North  Missouri  E.  B., 
1  Dill.  104,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,561. 

68.  Thomson-Houston  Electric  Co. 
V.   Bleotrbse  Mfg.   Co.,  155  Ped.  543; 
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trols  the  corporation  and  plans  the  infringement  may  be  made  a  de- 
fendant."'  So,  too,  an  agent  and  his  principal  may  be  sued  jointly,'" 
as  well  as  a  manufacturer  of  an  infringing  device  and  his  lesee,"  and 
a  private  corporation  and  its  receiver.'^  But  an  agent  or  officer  of  a 
corporation  who  did  not  participate  and  is  not  interested  in  the  in- 
fringement cannot  be  joined.'^ 

E.  Joinder  of  Causes."  —  Causes  of  action  of  the  same  nature  or 
arising  out  of  the  same  acts  may  be  joined  in  one  suit,'^  but  it  is  not 
permissible  to  join  independent  causes  of  action  for  infringement 
against  different  defendants,'^  nor  can  a  suit  for  the  infringement 
of  more  than  one  patent  be  maintained,  as  a  general  rule,  unless  such 
patents  are  used,  or  are  capable  of  being  used,  conjointly  in  a  single 
device  or  process  or  in  furtherance  of  a  common  purpose/' 


Animarium  Co.  v.  Neiman,  98  Fed.  14; 
Cleveland  Forge  &  Bolt  Co.  v.  United 
States  Eolling-Stock  Co.,  41  Fed.  476; 
Iowa  Barb  Steel-Wire  Co.  v.  Southern 
Barbed-Wire  Co.,  30  Fed.  123;  Nichols 
V.  Pearee,  7  Blatohf.  5,  18  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  10,246. 

69.  Whiting  Safety  Catch  Co.  v. 
Western  Wheeled  Scraper  Co.,  148  Fed. 
396. 

70.  Lattimore  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Jones,  133 
Fed.  550. 

71.  Wells  V.  Jacques,  29  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  17,398. 

72.  Union  Switch  &  Signal  Co.  v. 
Philadelphia  &  E.  E.  Co.,  69  Fed.  833. 

73.  Hutter  v.  DeQ.  Bottle  Stopper 
Co.,  128  Fed.  283,  62  C.  C.  A.  652; 
Matthews  &  Willard  Mfg.  Co.  i>.  Tren- 
ton Lamp  Co.,  73  Fed.  212. 

74.  See  generally  the  title  "Join- 
der of  Actions." 

Multifariousness,  see  infra,  III,  F, 
2,  a,   (VI). 

75.  Eose  Mfg.  Co.  v.  E.  A.  White- 
house  Mfg.  Co.,  193  Fed.  69;  Prest-0- 
Lite  Co.  V.  Avery  Portable  Lighting 
Co.,  164  Fed.  60;  Huntington  Dry  Pul- 
verizer Co.  V.  Virginia-Carolina  Chemi- 
cal Co.,  130  Fed.  558;  Athertou  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Atwood-Morrison  Co.,  102  Fed. 
949,  43  C.  C.  A.  72;  Dunham  v.  Bent, 
72  Fed.  60;  Stonemetz  Printers'  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Brown  Folding  Mach.  Co.,  46 
Fed.  72. 

[a]  Infringement  and  unfair  com- 
petition (1),  when  arising  out  of  the 
same  acts,  may  be  joined  in  one  suit 
(Miller  Eubber  Co.  v.  Behrend,  242 
Fed.  515,  155  C.  C.  A.  291;  Sayrf  v. 
McGill  Ticket  Punch  Co.,  200  Fed. 
771;  Climax  Lock  &  Ventilator  Co.  tt 
\.jax  Hdw.  Mfg.  Co.,  192  Fed.  126; 
Onondaga  Indian  Wigwam  Co.  v.  Ka- 
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Noo-No  Indian  Mfg.  Co.,  182  Fed.  832j 
T.  B.  Woods  Sons  Co.  v.  Valley  Iron 
Works,  166  Fed.  770;  Weed  v.  Gay, 
160  Fed.  695;  Jaros  Hygienic  Under- 
wear Co.  V.  Fleece  Hygenic  Underwear 
Co.,  60  Fed.  622),  but  (2)  not  when 
they  do  not  arise  from  the  same  acts. 
Ball  &  Socket  Fastener  "(To.  v.  Cohn, 
90  Fed.  664. 

[b]  A  demand  to  restrain  the  ille- 
gal use  of  a  patented  article  may  bo 
joined  with  one  to  restrain  the  use 
of  the  generic  name  of  that  article. 
Adam  v.  Folger,  120  Fed.  260,  56  C. 
C.  A.  540. 

[c]  An  action  for  slander  growing 
out  of  circulars  concerning  the  pat- 
ent cannot  be  joined  with  an  action 
for  infringement.  Fougeres  v.  Mur- 
barger,  44  Fed.  292. 

76.  Taggart  v.  Bremner,  236  Fed. 
544,  149  C.  C.  A.  596;  Jewell  v.  Phil- 
adelphia, 186  Fed.  639;  Fichtel  v.  Bar- 
thel,  173  Fed.  489. 

77.  Bose  V.  Hipsch,  77  Fed.  469,  23 
C.  C.  A.  246  (affirming  71  Fed.  881); 
Eose  Mfg.  Co.  V.  E.  A.  Whitehouse 
Mfg.  Co.,  193  Fed.  69;  Louden  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Montgomery  Ward  &  Co.,  96 
Fed.  232;  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Ohio 
Match  Co.,  80  Fed.  117;  Union  Switch 
&  Signal  Co.  v.  Philadelphia  &  E.  E. 
Co.,  68  Fed.  913;  Huber  v.  Myers  San- 
itary Depot,  34  Fed.  752;  Grifath  v. 
Segar,  29  Fed.  707;  Deering  v.  Winona 
Harvester  Wks.,  24  Fed.  90;  Shiokle 
V.  South  St.  Louis  Foundry  Co.,  22 
Fed.  105;  Consolidated  Electric  Light 
Co.  V.  Brush-Swan  Electric  Light  Co., 
20  Fed.  502;  Lilliendahl  v.  Detwiller, 
18  Fed.  176;  Nellis  v.  Pennock  Mfg. 
Co.,  13  Fed.  451;  Hayes  «.  Dayton,  8 
Fed.   702,  18  Blatchf.  420. 

[a]    A    conjoint    use    is    apparent 
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P.  Pleading."  ^- 1.  In  Actions  at  Law.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The 
pleadings  in  an  action  for  infringement  as  the  pleadings  in  other 
civil  actions  must  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute.''® 

b.  Declaration  or  Complaints  —  In  accordance  with  the  general 
rules  of  pleading,  a  declaration  for  infringement  of  a  patent  should 
embody  the  essentials  of  a  valid  cause  of  action.^"  Facts  should  be 
stated  showing  the  patent,'^  the  interest  of  the  complainant  therein,'^ 
the  acts  constituting  the  alleged  infringement,*^  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  notified  of  the  infringement,'*  or  that  the  article  produced 
by  the  plaintiff  was  marked  with  notice  of  the  patent.'^ 


where  one  of  two  patents  appears  to 
be  an  improvement  on  the  invention  of 
the  other.  Moss  v.  McConway-Torley 
Co.,  144  Fed.  128. 

[b]  Distinct  mecbainical  devices 
which  are  capable  of  completely  per- 
forming purposed  fuhetions  independ- 
ently of  each  other  may  be  used  con- 
jointly. Eose  Mfg.  Co.  V.  E.  A.  White- 
house   Mfg.   Co.,   193   Fed.   69. 

78.  See  generally  the  titles  "An- 
swers;" "Bills  and  Answers;"  "Dec- 
claration  and  Complaint;"  "Deni- 
als;" "Pleading;"  and,  other  related 
articles. 

79,  Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  v.  American 
Z^yldnite  Co.,  34  Fed.  744.  See  Myers 
V.  Cunningham,  44  Fed.  346;  Cottier 
i).  Sfimson,  20  Fed.  906;  Cottier  v. 
Stimsonj^lS  Fed.  689,  9  Sawy.  435. 

80;  MSy  V.  Mei-cef,,  30  Fed'.  24fl; 
Wilder  v.  McCormick,  2  Blatehf.  31, 
29  Fedi  Cas.  N*o.  17,650. 

[a].  The  nature  of  the  cause  of  aj&- 
tion  whether  for  infringement  of  let- 
ters- patent  or  to  recover  damages  tOt 
breach  of  a  contract  relating  to  such 
pa/tent,  should  appear.  Schrade  v. 
Camiilus-  Cutlery  Co.,  24?  Fed.  52^; 
Cottier  v.  Stimson,  18  Fed.  689,  9 
Sawy.   435. 

81.  Graham  v.  Earl,  92  Fed.  155, 
34  C.  C.  A.  267;  Wilder  v.  McCormick, 
2  BIart;chf.  31,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,650. 

[a]  A  description  of  the  patent-  in 
detail  a»  .appearing  in  the  specification 
is  not  required,  the  general  descrip- 
tion in  the  patent  being  auffioient. 
Graham  v.  Earl,  92  Fed.  155,  34  C.  C. 
A.  267;  Tryon  v.  White,  Pet.  C.  C. 
96,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,208;  Gray  V. 
James,  Pet.  C.  C.  476,  Id  Fed.  Cafe. 
No.    5,71 1. 

[b]  That  the  rectoired  steps  in  the 
Issuance  of  a  patent,  were  takoB  need 
not  be  alleged  am  they  .are  priesumed 
to  have  b^ii  taken.  WiTdef  v.  Mc- 
CbTmieK,  Z  BJatcW.   31,  29  Fed.   Caft: 


No,  17,650;  Vanhook  v.  Wood,  28  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,854;  Cutting  v.  Myers,  4 
Wash.  C.  C.  220,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,520. 

[c]  An  allegation  of  tae  validity 
of  the  patent,  not  necessary.  Vanhook 
V.  Wood,   28  Fed.   Cas.   No.   16,854. 

[d]  Profert  of  letters  patent  makes 
them  a  part  of  the  declaration.  Wil- 
der V.  McCormick,  2  Blatehf.  31,  29 
Fed.  CaS.  No.  17,650;  Pitts  v.  Whitman, 
2  Story  609,  19  Fed.  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,196. 

[e]  Oyer  of  letters  patent  (1)  is 
not  demanddble  as  a  matter  of  right 
(Smith  V.  Ely,  5  McLean  76,  22  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,043;  SingSr  v.  Wilson,  22 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,ff0l),  (2)  though  the 
contrary  has  been  held.  Cutting  v. 
Myers,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  220,  6  Fed.  Cas. 
No.   3,520. 

82;  Vanhook  v.  Wood,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,854;  Gray  v.  James,  Pet.  C.  C. 
47&,  10  Fed.  CaB.  No.  5,719;  Cutting 
V.  Myers,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  220,  6  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  3i5a0. 

[a]  If  brought  tJy  an  assignee,  the 
instrument  of  assignment  need  not  be 
set  out.  Vanhook  v.  Wood,  28  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,854. 

[b]  If  by  a  licensee,  the  license,  its 
extent  and  limitations  should  be 
averred.  Schrade  v.  Camillus  Cutlery 
do.,    242    Fed.    523. 

83.  Schrade  v.  Camillus  Cutlery  Co., 
242  Fed.  523. 

[a]  Contra  Fonnam  Statutl. — It 
need'  not  be  alleged  in  the  complaint 
that  the  acts  complained  of  are  oonira 
formam  statuti.  Parker  v.  Haworth, 
4  lileLrean  370,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,- 
738. 

81*.  Streaf  v.  Finqh,  154  Fed.  378. 
See  Gibson  v.  American  Graphaphone 
Co.,  234  Fed.  633,  148  C.  C.  A.  399. 

85;  Streat  v.  Finch,  Young  &  Mo- 
Conville  154  I'ed.  378;  Sprague  V. 
Biamharl-Dfeafte  Co.,  1313  Fed.  738. 
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c.  Answer  or  Plea.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  "Want  of  patentability  is 
available  as  a  defense  without  bejng  pleaded,'*  but  there  is  no  objection 
to  it  being  pleaded  specially.^'  The  statute  of  limitations**  being  a 
condition  on  the  right  of  recovery  for  an  infringement,  does  not  have 
to  be  specially  pleaded.*'  Nor  do  other  statutes  relating  to  infringe- 
ment,'" or  the  defense  of  a  paramount  license  in  an  action  between 
assignees,'^  or  any  irregularity  in  the  proceedings  in  the  patent  office,'^ 
unless  otherwise  required  by  statute.'^  The  defendant  cannot  specially 
plead  matter  already  pleaded  under  the  general  issue  with  notice,** 
but  any  other  special  defense  not  enumerated  by  the  statute  may  be 
pleaded  specially  in  the  usu-al  way,"^  irrespective  of  the  plea  of  the 
general  issue,  with  or  without  notice.'*  The  defense  of  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chase for  value  must  state  the  amount  of  the  consideration.'' 

(II.)  The  General  Issue  With  or  Without  Notice. —  (A.)  In  General.ss 
In  an  action  at  law  for  infringement  the  defendant  may  plead  the 
general  issue."  But  the  statute  provides  that  the  general  issue  must 
be  accompanied  with  notice  as  to  certain  specified  defenses,^  as  that 
for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  public  the  description  and  specification 
filed  by  the  patentee  in  the  patent  office  was  made  to  contain  less  than 
the  whole  truth  relative  to  his  invention  or  discovery,  or  more  than 


86.  May  v.  Juneau,  137  U.  S.  408, 
11  Sup.  Gt.  102,  34  L.  ed.  729;  Handy 
V.  Golden  State  &  Miners'  Iron  Wks., 
127  U.  S.  370,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1275,  32  L. 
ed.  207;  Slawson  v.  Grand  Street,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  107  V.  S.  649,  2  Sup.  Ct.  663, 
27  L.  ed.  576;  Dunbar  v.  Myers,  94 
U.   S.   187,  24  L.   ed.   34. 

87.  Brickill  v.  Hartford,,  S7  Fed. 
216. 

88.  29  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  694;  IT.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4921  (as  amended  March 
3,  1897,  ch.  391,  §6);  8  U.  S.  Comp. 
St.,  1916,  §9467. 

89.  Peters  v.  Hanger,  134  Fed.  586, 
67  0.  C.  A.  386,  reversing  127  Fed.  820, 
62  C.  C.  A.  498. 

90.  Kneass  v.  Schuylkill  Bank,  4 
Wash.  C.  C.  9,  14  Fed.  Gas.  No.  7,875. 

91.  Day  v.  New  England  Car  Co., 
3  Blatchf.  179,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,687. 

92.  Eagleton  Mfg.  Co.  ».  West, 
Bradley  &  Gary  Mfg.  Co.,  Ill  U.  S. 
490,  4  Sup.  Gt.  593,  28  L.  ed.  493; 
Kneaas  v.  Schuylkill  Bank,  4  Wash. 
C.  G.  9,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,875. 

93.  See  29  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  692;  U. 
S.  Rev.  St.  §4920  (amended  March  3, 
1897,  c.  391,  §2);  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St. 
1916,    §9466. 

94.  Read  v.  Miller,  2  Biss.  12,  20 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,610;  Latta  v.  Shawk, 
1  Bond  259,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,1J6. 

95.  Cottier  v.  Stimson,  18  Fed.  689, 
9  Sawy.  435.     See  also  Grant  v.  Eay- 
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mond,  6  Pet.  (U.  S.)  218,  8  L.  ed.  376. 
[a]  Fraud  in  obtaining  the  patent 
must  be  specially  pleaded.  Blake  v. 
StafiCord,  6  Blatchf.  195,  3  Fed.  Gas. 
No.   1,504. 

96.  Cottier  v.  Stimson,  18  Fed.  689, 
9  Sawy.  435. 

97.  Secombe  v.  Campbell,  2  Fed. 
357,  18  Blatchf.  108. 

98.  See  the  title   "Denials." 

99.  29  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  692;  U.  S. 
Bev.  St.,  §4920  (as  amended  March  3, 
1897,  ch.  391,  §2);  8  U.  S.  Gomp.  St.^ 
1916,  §9466;  Grant  v.  Raymond,  6  Pet. 
(U.  S.)  218,  8  L.  ed.  376;  Root  V  Ball, 
4  McLean   177,   20  Fed.   Cas.   No.  12,- 

UoO> 

1.  29  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  692;  U.  S.  Eev. 
St.  §4920  (as  amended  March  3,  1897. 
fJl^'  ^^^'  ^  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916 
§9466;  Grant  v.  Raymond,  6  Pet.  (U. 
S.)    218,   8   L.   ed.   376. 

[a]  The  inotice  must  go  to  the 
whole  patent;  and  not  merely  to  a 
special  claim  or  feature-  of  it.  West- 
lake  V.  Cartter,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,- 
451;  Kelleher  v.  Darling,  4  Cliff.  424. 
14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,653. 

[Ts]  Suit  in  Equity  for  Infringe 
ment.— The  special  defenses  available 
to  the  defendant  in  actions  at  law  for 
infringement  under  the  general  issue 
with  notice  are  likewise  available  in 
a  suit  in  equity  for  infringement  when 
notice  is  given  in  the  answer.    See  the 
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is  necessary  to  produce  the  desired  effect ;'  that  he  had  surreptitiously 
or  unjustly  obtained  the  patent  for  that  which  was  in  fact  invented  by 
another,  who  was  using  reasonable  diligence  in  adapting  and  perfecting 
the  same ;'  that  it  has  been  patented  or  described  in  some  printed  pub- 
lication prior  to  his  supposed  invention  or  discoverv  thpypof,  or  more 
than  two  years  prior  to  his  application  for  a  patent  therefor;*  that 
he  was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  or  discoverer  of  any  mate- 
rial and  substantial  part  of  the  thing  patented;^  that  it  had  been  in 
public  use  or  on  sale  in  this  country  for  more  than  two  years  before 
his  application  for  a  patent,  or  had  been  abandoned  to  the  public* 
(B.)  Contents  op  Notice.  —  Notices  as  to  proof  of  previous  invention, 
knowledge,  or  use  of  the  thing  patented,  must  state  the  names'  of  the 


statute   swpra,    and    Bates   v.    Coe,    98 
U.   S.  31,  25  L.   ed.  68. 

2.  Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  v.  RusBell,  37 
F«d.  676;  Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Amer- 
ican Zylonlte  Co.,  34  Fed.  744;  Eagle- 
ton  Mfg.  Co.  V.  West,  Bradley  &  Cary 
Mfg.  Co.,  2  Fed.  774,  18  Blatchf.  218. 

3.  Yates  v.  Huson,  8  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)   93. 

4.  Blanchard  v.  Putnam,  8  Wall.  (U. 
S.)   420,  19  L.  ed.  433. 

[a]  It  is  insufacient  to  aver  that 
the  alleged  invention  had  been  pre- 
viously patented,  on  certain  dates,  to 
other  parties,  it  being  necessary  to  fol- 
law  the  statute  and  aver  that  the  pat- 
ent had  been  patented  or  described  in 
some  printed  publication  prior  to  his 
supposed  invention  or  discovery. 
Brickill  v.  Hartford,  57  Fed.  216. 

5.  Teese  v.  Huntingdon,  23  How. 
(U.  S.)  2,  16  L.  ed.  479;  Vacuum  Clean- 
er Co.  V.  Dunn,  189  Fed.  634;  Meyers 
V.  Busby,  32  Fed.  670,  13  Sawy.  33; 
La  Baw  v.  HawEins,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
7,960;  Geier  v.  Goetinger,  10  Fed.  Cas. 
No.   5,299. 

[a]  Statute  Must  Be  Followed. 
If  the  statute  is  not  complied  with 
testimony  cannot  be  introduced  show- 
ing that  the  patentee  is  not  the  in- 
ventor of  his  machine.  Philadelphia 
&  T.  E.  Co.  V.  Stimpson,  14  Pet.  (IT. 
S.)  448,  10  L.  ed.  535;  Vacuum  Cleaner 
Co.  V.  Dunn,  189  Fed.  634;  Foote  v. 
Silsby,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,916,  affirmed, 
14   How.    218,   14   L.    ed.   394. 

6.  Woodbury  Patent  Planing  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Keith,  ioi  V.  8.  479,  25  L.  ed. 
939;  Bates  v.  Coe,  98  U.  8.  31,  25  L.  ed. 
68;  Eoemer  v.  Simon,  95  TJ.  S.  214, 
24  L.  ed.  384;  Agawam  Woolen  Co. 
V.  Jordan,  7  Wall.  (tl.  S.)  583,  19  L. 
ed.  177;  Teese  v.  Huntingdon,  23  How. 
(U.  8.)   2,  16  L.  ed.  479;  Kennedy  v. 


Solar  Eefining  Co.,  69  Fed.  715;  Meyers 
V.  Busby,  32  Fed.  670,  13  Sawy.  33. 

[a]  The  Statute  Must  Be  Strictly 
Complied  With.— Philadelphia  &  T.  E. 
Co.  V.  Stimpson,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.)  448, 
10   L.   ed.  535. 

[b]  It  is  insufficient  to  aver  that 
the  alleged  invention  was  in  use  and 
for  sale  before  the  application  for  a 
patent;  it  must  also  be  averred  that 
there  was  an  abandonment,  or  that 
the  sale  or  use  was  more  than  two 
years  prior  to  the  application.  Boot 
V.  Ball,  4  McLean  177,  20  Fed.  Cas. 
No.   12,035. 

7.  Saunders  v.  Allen,  60  Fed.  610, 
9  C.  C.  A.  157;  Corrugated  Metal  Co. 
V.  Pattison,  197  Fed.  577;  Coleman  v. 
Liesor,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,984. 

[a]  The  aim  or  purpose  of  the  no- 
tice is  to  save  the  patentee  from  the 
necessity  of  making  useless  inquiries 
and  researches,  and  to  enable  him  to 
fix  with  precision  the  matters  of  de- 
fense relied  on  by  the  defendant,  and 
the  notice  should  be  sufficiently  full 
and  particular  as  reasonably  to  answer 
or  fulfill  that  purpose.  Silsby  v.  Foote, 
14  How.  (tr.  S.)  218,  14  L.  ed.  394 
(affirming  Foote  v.  Silsby,  1  Blatchf. 
445,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,9i6);  Smith  v. 
Frazer,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,048;  Brown 
V.  Hall,  6  Blatchf.  401,  4  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,008. 

[b]  A  drawing  of  the  device  al- 
leged to  be  in  anticipation  of  the 
plaintiff's  patent  need  not  be  attached 
to  the  notice,  since  if  it  be  a  concrete 
thing  which  may  be  made  the  subject 
of  an  exhibit  the  plaintiff  may  ask  to 
have  it  submitted  in  advance  for  the 
inspection  of  his  expert  witnesses,  thus 
preventing  surprise.  Todd  v.  Whit- 
aker,  217  Fed.  319. 
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patentees,  the  dates  of  their  patents,'  and  when  granted;*  tite  names 
and  residences  of  the  persons  alleged  to  have  invented,^"  or  to  have 
had  prior  knowledge  of  the  thing  pa!tented,^^  and  where^^  and  by  whom 
it  had  been  used.^^  Notice  of  the  names  of  witnesses  intended  to  be  ' 
called  by  defendant  is  not  required.^*  The  time  of  the  previous  use 
does  not  have  to  be  stated,^°  nor  is  the  use  of  such  defense  limited  to 
any  particular  time.^* 

(C.)    TIME  OP  Seevice.    —Notice  of  a  Special  defense  must  be  served 
on  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  at  least  thirty  days  before  the  trial." 

(B.)    Form  op  Notice.   —The  noticer  of  the  defense  of  special  mat- 


8.  Phillips  V.  Page,  24  How.  (V.  S.) 
164,  16  L.  ed.  639;  Saunders  v.  Allen, 
60  Fed.  610,  9  C.  C.  A.  157. 

[a]  Prior  puUication  alleged'  to 
have  contained  a  description  of  the 
plaintiff's  patented  device  or  process 
must  be  described  Bufieiently  to  be 
identified,  or  a  copy  filed  with  the  no- 
tice, but  a  patent  by  the  United  Statea 
is  sufficiently  indicated  by  giviingi  its 
number,  date,  and  the  name  of  the 
patentee.  Corrugated  Metal  Co.  v.  Pat- 
tison,  197  Fed.  577. 

9.  Phillips  V.  Page,  24  How.  (U.  S.) 
164,   16  L.   ed.   639. 

10.  Woodbury  Patent  Planing 
M-ach.  Co.  V.  Keith,  101  V.  S.  479,,  25 
L.  ed.  939;  Meyers  v.  Busby,  32  Fed. 
670,   13   Sawy.   33;   Allis  v.  Buckstaff; 

13  Fed.  879;  Wilton  v.  Railroads,  1 
Wall.  Jr.  192,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,857. 

11.  Eoemer  v.  Simon,  95  tJ.  S.  214, 
24  L.  ed.  384;  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B. 
E.  Co.  V.  BuboiB,  12  Wall.  (U.  S.)  47, 
20  L.  ed.  265;  Seymour  v.  Osborne,  11 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  516,  20  L.  ed.  33;  Phil- 
lips V.  Page,  24  How.  (TJ.  S.)  164,  16 
L.  ed.  639;  Tatum  v.  Eby,  60  Fed. 
408. 

12.  Agawam  Woolen  Co.  v.  Jordan, 
7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  583,  19  L.  ed.  177j 
Phillips  V.  Page,  24  How.  (U.  S.)  164, 
16  L.  ed.  639;  Teese  v.  Huntingdon, 
23  How.  (TJ.  S.)  2,  16  L.  ed'.  479; 
Silsby  V.  Foote,  14  How.   (TJ.  S.)   218, 

14  L.  ed.  394  (afwming  Foote  v.  Sils- 
■bj,  1  Blatchf.  445,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,916);  Corrugated  Metal  Co.  v.  Pat- 
tison,  197  Fed.  577;  Diamond  Match 
Co.  V.  Schenck,  71  Fed.  521,  affirmed, 
77  Fed.  208,  23  C.  G.  A.  122. 

[a]  Reference  to  a  comty  where 
a  prior  use  occurred  is  not  sufficiently 
definite  as  to  plae*.  Hays  v.  Sulsor, 
1  Bond  279,  11  Fed^  Cas.  Na  6,271. 

13.  American  Hidff  &  Leather  Split- 
ting &  Dressing  Macb.  Coi  v.  Ameainan 
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Tool  &  Maeh.  Co.,  1  Holmes  503,  1  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  302. 

[a]  Prior  Use  With  Inventor's 
Ccbsent. — Where  the.  grior  use  relied 
on  is  a  use  by  the  inventor,  or  by  oth- 
er persons  with  his  consent,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  notify  him  of  the  names 
of  the  persons  using  the  invention,  or 
of  the  places  where  used.  American 
Hide  &  Leather  Splitting  &  Dressing 
Mach.  Coi.  V.  American  Tool  &  JJlach. 
Co.,  1  Holmes  503,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
302-. 

[b]  On  Issue  of  Patentability. 
For  the  purpose  of  showing  the  inva- 
lidity of  a  patent  it  is  not  necessary 
to  file  the  statutory  notice  containing 
the  names  of  places  and  persons  where 
and  by  whom  the  invention  had  been 
used  or  known.  Orr  v.  Merrill  1 
Woodb.  &  M.  376,.  18  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
10,591. 

14.  Woodbury  Patent  Planing  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Keith,  101  U.  S.  479,  25  L.  ed. 
939;  Eoemer  v.  Simon,  95  TJ.  S.  214,  24 
L.  ed.  384;  AUis  ».  Buckstaff,  13  Fed. 
879;  Wilton  v.  Bailroads,  1  WaU  Jr. 
192,,  30  Fed.  Cas.   No.   17,857. 

15.  Phillips  V.  Page,  24  How.  (TJ. 
S.)  164,  16  L.  ed.  639.  Compare  Cor- 
rugated Metal  Co.  v.  Pattison,  197 
Fed.  577,  holding  that  time  and  place 
should  be  stated. 

16.  Evans  v.  Eaton,.  Pet.  C.  C  322 
8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,559.  ' 

17.  Westlake  v.  Cartter,  29  Fed 
Cas.  No.  17,451. 

[a]  In  Term  Time.^The  notice 
may  be  filed  in  term  time  provided  it 
is_  filed  full  thirty  days  before  the 
trial.  Brunswick  v.  Holzalb,  4  Fed. 
Gas.   No.   2,057. 

[b]  WBere  the  day  of  trial  is  held 
to  be  the  first  day  of  the  term,  the 
notice'  must  tee  served  thirty  days  be- 
fore the  fifst  day  of  the  term  in  order 
to  be  available.  Westlake  v.  Cartter, 
29  Hed.  Cas,  No.  17,451. 
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ter  as  required  by  the  statute  must  be  in  writing.^' 

(E.)  Permission  To  Serve.  —  An  order  of  court  for  leave  to  serve  no- 
tice of  speeial  matter  to  be  set  up  as  a  defense  is  unnecessary,^*  and  a 
second  notice  may  also  be  served  without  leave  if  accomplished  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  such  service.'^'' 

(F.)  Verification.  -The  notice  of  defenses  of  special  matter  re- 
quired by  the  statute  does  not  have  to  be  verified.^^ 

(G.)  Waiver  op  Notice.  —  Failure  to  file  the  required  notice  may  be 
waived  by  failing  to  object  to  the  evidence  offered  to  prove  the.  de- 
fense in  question.*^ 

2.  In  Suits  in  Equity, — a.  The  Bill. — (I.)  In  General.  -A  bill 
for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  should  be  drawn  in  accordance  with 
the  rules  governing  bills  in  equity  generally,^°  and  as  in  other  eases 
the  averments  in  the  bill  should  justify  a  resort  to  equity/*  and  ex- 
cuse any  apparent  delay  in  bring^ing  the  suit.^^ 

(II.)  Particular  Averments.  —The  pleader  should  set  forth  facts  suf- 
ficient to  show  the  existence  of  his  patent,^^  the  nature^'  of  his  inven- 


18.  29  tr.  S.  St.  at  L.  692;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4920;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,    §9466. 

19.  Teese  v.  Huntingdon,  23  How. 
(U.  S.)   2,  16  L.  ed.  479. 

20.  Teese  v.  Huntingdon,  _23  How. 
(U.  S.)   2,  16  L.  ed.  479. 

21.  Campbell  v.  New  York,  45  Fed. 
243. 

22.  Zane  v.  SofEe,  110  TJ.  S.  200,  3 
Sup.  Ct.  562,  28  L.  ed.  119;  Loom  Co. 
V.  Higgins,  105  U.  S.  580,  26  L.  ed. 
1177;  Roemer  v.  Simon,  95  TJ.  S.  214, 
24  L.  ed.  384  (affirming  20  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,997);  Monroe  v.  Bresee,  239  Fed. 
727,  152  C.  C.  A.  561;  Campbell  v. 
Skinner,  236  Fed.  359;  Crouch  v.  Speer, 
6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,438. 

23.  See  the  title  "  Bills  and  An- 
swers." 

24.  American  Cable  B.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago City  R.  Co.,  41  Fed.  522;  Ger- 
main V.  Wilgus,  67  Fed.  597,  14  C.  C. 
A.  561;  Campbell  v.  Ward,  12  Fed.  150; 
Vaughan  v.  Central  Pac  R.  Co.,  4  Sawy. 
280,  28  Fed.   Cas.   No.   16,897. 

25.  American  Thermos  Bottle  Co.  v. 
Semple,  222  Fed.  942;  Edison  Electric 
Light  Co.  V.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc, 
55  Fed.  478.  See  Kaolatype  Engrav- 
ing Co.  V.  Hoke,  30  Fed.  444,  and  the 
title  "Laches." 

[a]  But  diligence  need  not  be  al- 
leged when  the  suit  is  commenced 
within  the  period  limited  for  begin- 
ning infringement  suits.  Thomson- 
Houston  Electric  Co.  V.  Electrose  Mfg. 
Co.,  155  Fed.  543. 

26.  Zenith  Carbureter  Co.  v.  Strom- 


berg  Motor  Devices  Co.,  205  Fed.  158; 
Bowers  v.  Bucyrus  Co.,  132  Fed.  39. 

27.  Acme  Steel  Goods  Co.  v.  Ameri- 
can Metal  Fasteners  Co.,  206  Fed.  478; 
Stirrat  v.  Excelsior  Mfg.  Co.  44  Fed. 
142. 

[a]  When  the  state  of  the  prior 
art,  such  as  (1)  the  actual  industrial 
conditions  and  progress,  are  material 
to  plaintiff's  cause,  as  in  the  case  of 
a  patented  improvement,  it  should  be 
pleaded.  American  Fibre-Chamois  Co. 
V.  Buckskin-Fibre  Co.,  72  Fed.  508,  18 
C.  C.  A.  662;  Acme  Steel  Goods  Co.  v. 
American  Metal  Fasteners  Co.,  206 
Fed.  478 ;  Adrian  Wire '  Fence  Co.  v. 
Jackson  Fence  Co.,  190  Fed.  195;  Still- 
well  V.  McPherson,  172  Fed.  151;  Nei- 
dich  V.  Fosbenner,  108  Fed.  266;  Krick. 
V.  Jansen,  52  Fed.  823;  Bottle  Seal 
Co.  V.  DeLa  Vergne  Bottle  &  Seal 
Co.,  47  Fed.  59.  (2)  Reference  to  prior 
patenis  to  the  same  inventor  is  prop 
er  in  showing  the  state  of  the  art  and 
history  of  the  invention.  Steam-Gauge 
&  Lantern  Co.  v.  McRoberts,  26  Fed. 
765. 

[b]  Either  by  way  of  averments 
or  as  an  exhibit,  a  substantial  descrip- 
tion of  the  invention,  should  be  given. 
Welsbach  Light  Co.  v.  Rex  Incandes- 
cent Light  Co.,  87  Fed.  477;  Stirrat 
V.  Excelsior  Mfg.  Co.,  44  Fed.  142; 
Wise  v.  Grand  Ave.  E.  Co.,  33  Fed.  277; 
Post  «.  T.  C.  Richards  Hdw.  Co.,  25  Fed. 
905. 

_fp]  A  mere  reference  to  a  patent, 
giving  only  its  date,  not  mentioning 
its  number  or  record  by  book  and  page 
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tion,  or  improvement,^^  and  that  the  letters  patent  were  validly  is- 
sued^°  to  the  first  inventor,  or  in  other  words  the  pleader  must  aver 
facts  to  show  the  originality  of  the  invention,^"  and  negative  the  exist- 
ence of  those  facts  which  if  existing  would  defeat  its  patentability.^^ 


in  the  patent  office,  is  insufficient. 
Electrolibration  Co.  v.  Jackson,  52 
Fed.   773. 

[d]  The  particular  claims  of  the 
patent  need  not  be  specified.  Morton 
Trust  Co.  V.  American  Car  &  Foundry 
Co.,  129  Fed.  916,  64  C.  C.  A.  367 
{reversed  in  121  Fed.  132);  Johnson  v. 
Columbia  Phonograph  Co.,  106  Fed. 
319. 

[e]  Specifying  the  particular  pat- 
ent relied  on,  see  Coulston  v.  H.  Franke 
Steel  Eange  Co.,  221  Fed.  669;  Gen- 
oral  Elec.  Co.  V.  American  Brass 
&  Copper  Co.,  209  Fed.  237;  Luten 
V.  Sharp,  200  Fed.  151;  Foundation 
Coi  V.  O'Eourke  Engineering  Const. 
Co.,  171  Fed.  425;  Eastwood  v.  Cutler- 
Hammer  Mfg.  Co.,  148  Fed.  718. 

[f]  When  certain  parts  of  the  in- 
vention are  alleged  to  have  been  in- 
fringed, it  must  appear  that  they  are 
material  parts.  Moss  v.  McConway- 
Torley   Co.,   144  Fed.   128. 

[g]  If\a  plan  or  photograph  is 
filed,  a  specific  description  of  a  de- 
sign patent  is  unnecessary.  National 
Casket  Co.  v.  New  York  &  Brooklyn 
Casket  Co.,  185  Fed.  533;  Cheney  Bros. 
V.  Weinreb,  185  Fed.  531. 

Profert,  see  infra,  III,  F,  2,  a,  (V). 

28.  Peterson  v.  Wooden,  3  McLean 
248,   19  Fed.   Cas.   No.  11,038. 

29.  Bonney  Supply  Co.  v.  Heltzel, 
243  Fed.  399;  Brayley  v.  Braunstein 
Bros.  Co.,  237  Fed.  671;  Maxwell  Steel 
Vault  Co.  V.  National  Casket  Co.,  205 
Fed.  515;  Fichtel  iJ.^Barthel,  173  Fed. 
489;  Moss  v.  MeOonway-T'oHey  '  Co., 
144  Fed.  128;  American  Graphophone 
Co.  V.  National  Phonograph  Co.,  127 
Fed.  349;  Elliott  &  Hatch  Book-Type- 
writer Co.  V.  Fisher  Typewriter  Co., 
109  Fed.  330. 

[a]  Rule  twenty-five  does  not 
change  the  previously  settled  require- 
ment of  distinct  allegations  of  compli- 
ance with  the  statute.  Such  allega- 
tions were  previously  held  necessary 
because  they  were  of  facts  essential 
to  tlie  validity  of  the  patent  sued  on, 
and  therefo're  to  the  relief  sought. 
If  essential  to  this  extent  they  must 
be  statements  of  ultimate  facts,  as 
distinguished  from  statements  of  mere 
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evidence.  Schaum  v.  Copley-Plaza 
Operating  Co.,  243  Fed.  924;  MaxweU 

!  Steel  Vault  Co.  v.  National  Casket  Co., 
205  Fed.  515. 

I  [b]  That  the  steps  necessary  to 
the  issuance  of  the  patent  were  taken 
(1)  is  presumed,  and  they  need  not  bo 
alleged  (Bowers  v.  Bucyrus  Co.,  132 
Fed.  39);  thus  (2)  it  is  not  necessary 
to  allege  that  an  application  was  duly 
made  (Bowers  v.  Bucyrus  Co.,  132 
Fed.  39),  or  (3)  that  the  patent  was 
recorded  in  the  patent  office.  Luten  v. 
Dover  Const.   Co.,  189  Fed.  405. 

[c]  Issuance  in  name  of  the  United 
States  and  under  the  seal  of  the  pat- 
ent office  and  the  signature  of  the 
commissioner,  must  be  averred.  East- 
wood V.  Cutler-Hammer  Mfg.  Co.,  148 
Fed.   718. 

[d]  Grounds  for  obtaining  a  reis- 
sue need  not  be  stated.  Spaeth  v.  Bar- 
ney, 22  Fed.   828. 

[e]  Averments  on  information  and 
belief,  insufficient.  Rubber  Tire  Wheel 
Co.  V.  Davie,  100  Fed.  85. 

30.  Schaum  v.  Coplev-Plaza  Oper- 
ating Co.,  243  Fed.  924;  Brayley  v. 
Braunstein  Bros.  Co.,  237  Fed.  671; 
Maxwell  Steel  Vault  Co.  v.  National 
Casket  Co.,  205  Fed.-  515;  Miller  v. 
Smith,  5  Fed.  359;  Young  v.  Lipp- 
man,  9  Blatchf.  277,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
18,160;  Sullivan  v.  Eedfield,  1  Paine 
441,   23  Fed.   Cas.   No.   13,595. 

[a]  The  date  (1)  of  the  invention 
need  not  be  pleaded.  Todd  v.  Whita- 
ker,  217  Fed.  319.  Compars  Rubber- 
Tire  Wheel  Co.  v.  Davie,  100  Fed.  85. 
(2)  But  the  original  date  of  the  ap- 
plication, when  difCerent  from  that  on 
which  a  patent  wag  issued,  should  be 
pleaded  if  material  to  meet  a  defense 
of  prior  use.  Corrington  v.  Westing- 
house  Air  Brake  Co.,  178  Fed.  711 
103   C.  C.  A,  479. 

[b]  A  sufficient  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  was  the  "original  and  first 
inventor  or  discoverer"  is  the  aver- 
ment that  plaintiff  was,  "within  the 
meaning  of  the  statutes  of  the  United 
States  then  in  force,  the  inventor"  of 
the  patented  process.  Schaum  v.  Cop- 
ley-Plaza Operating  Co.,  243  Fed.  924. 

31.    Bayley  v.  Braunstein  Bros.  Co., 
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The  bill  should  also  aver  facts  to  show  complainant's  title  or  owner- 
ship^^ at  the  time  the  bill  is  filed,'^  and  if  there  is  a  prior  adjudica- 
tion establishing  the  patentee's  title,  the  facts  of  such  adjudication 
should  be  set  forth.^* 


237  Fed.  671;  Maxwell  Steel  Vault  Co. 
V.  National  Cagket  Co.,  205  Fed.  515; 
Elliott  &  Hatch  Book-Typewriter  Co. 
V.  Fisher  Typewriter  Co.,  109  Fed.  330; 
Rubber  Tire  Wheel  Co.  v.  Davie,  100 
Fed.  85;  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Ohio 
Match  Co.,  80  Fed.  117;  Hutton  v. 
Star  Slide  Seat  Co.,  60  Fed.  747;  Rosa 
V.  Ft.  Wayne,  58  Fed.  404;  Hanlon  v. 
Primrose,  56  Fed.  600;  Goebel  v.  Amer- 
ican Ey.  Supply  Co.,  55  Fed.  828;  Con- 
solidated Brake-Shoe  Co.  v.  Detroit 
Steel  &  Spring  Co.,  47  Fed.  894;  Coop 
V.  Dr.  Savage  Physical  D.  Inst.,  47 
Fed.  899;  Blessing  v.  John  Trageser 
Steam  Copper  Works,  34  Fed.  753. 
Contra,  Moss  v.  McConway-Torley  Co., 
144  Fed.  128. 

[n]  That  the  patent  sued  on  has 
not  been  patented,  or  described  (1)  in 
any  printed  publication  before  his  in- 
vention or  discovery  thereof  or  more 
than  two  years  prior  to  his  applica- 
tion, should  be  averred  (Electric  Goods 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Benjamin  Electric  Mfg. 
Co.,  169  Fed.  832;  Victor  Talking 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Leeds  &  Catlin  Co.,  165 
Fed.  931;  Moss  ».  McConway-Torley 
Co.,  144  Fed.  128;  Rubber  Tire  Wheel 
Co.  V.  Davie,  100  Fed.  85;  Diamond 
Match  Co.  V.  Ohio  Match  Co.,  80  Fed. 
117;  Hutton  v.  Star  Slide  Seat  Co., 
60  Fed.  747;  Hanlon  v.  Primrose,  56 
Fed.  600;  Goebel  v.  American  Ey.  Sup- 
ply Co.,  55  Fed.  825;  Overman  Wheel 
Co.  V.  Elliott  Hickory  Cycle  Co.,  49 
Fed.  859.  Contra,  American  Cereal  Co. 
V.  Oriental  Food  Co.,  145  Fed.  649), 
or  (2)  that  it  had  not  been  in  pub- 
lic use  or  on  sale  in  this  country  for 
more  -than  two  years  prior  to  his  ap- 
plication for  a  patent.  Hayes-Young 
Tie  Plate  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co., 
130  Fed.  900  (affirmed  in  137  Fed. 
80,  70  C.  C.  A.  1);  American  Grapho- 
phone  Co.  V.  National  Phonograph  Co., 
127  Fed.  349;  Elliott  &  Hatch  Book- 
Typewriter  Co.  V.  Fisher  Typewriter 
Co.,  109  Fed.  330;  Eubber-Tire  Wheel 
Co.  V.  Davie,  100  Fed.  85;  Ross  v.  Ft. 
Wayne,  58  Fed.  404;  Krick  v.  Jansen, 
52  Fed.  823;  Coop  «.  Dr.  Savage  Physi- 
cal D.  Inst.,  47  Fed.  899;  ConBolidated 
Brake-Shoe  Co.  v.  Detroit  Steel  & 
Spring  Co.,  47  Fed.  894;  Nathan  Mfg. 


Co.  V.  Craig,  47^  Fed.  522;  Blessing  v. 
John  Trageser  Steam  Copper  Works, 
34  Fed.  753. 

32.  Schaum  v.  Copley-Plaza  Operat- 
ing Co.,  243  Fed.  924;  Southern  Tex- 
tile Mach.  Co.  V.  Pay  Stocking  Co., 
243  Fed.  917;  Maxwell  Steel  Vault 
Co.  V.  National  Casket  Co.,  205  Fed. 
515;  Zenith  Carbureter  Co.  v.  Strom- 
berg  Motor  Devices  Co.,  205  Fed.  158; 
NouTse  V.  Allen,  4  Blatchf.  376,  18  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  10,367. 

[a]  General  averment  of  title,  suf- 
ficient. Arrott  V.  Standard  Mfg.  Co., 
113  Fed.  1014. 

[b]  Attaching  a  copy  of  the  patent 
to  the  bill  without  any  averment  or 
showing  as  to  ownership  ia  not  suffi- 
cient. American  Graphophone  Co.  v. 
National  Phonograph  Co.,  127  Fed. 
349. 

[c]  The  various  links  in  a  chain  of 
title  need  not  be  shown.  Sirocco  Engi- 
neering Co.  V.  Monarch  Ventilator  Co., 
184  Fed.  84;  American  Graphophone 
Co.  V.  National  Phonograph  Co.,  127 
Fed.  349;  Atherton  Mach.  Co.  v.  At- 
wood-Morrison  Co.,  102  Fed.  949,  43 
C.  C.  A.  72;  Edison  Electric  Light  Co. 
V.  Packard  Electric  Co.,  61  Fed.  1002. 

[d]  A  sufficient  showing  of  plain- 
tiff's interest  is  illustrated  by  the  al- 
legations, coupled  with  profert  and  ex- 
hibit, that  by  mesne  assignment  and 
grant  prior  to  the  suit  the  plaintiff 
/became  and  now  is  the  party  inter- 
ested in  said  letters  patent,  all  of 
which  will  more  fully  appear  from  said 
assignment  and  grant,  now  produced 
and  shown  in  court.  Clement  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Upson  &  Hart  Co.,  40  Fed.  471. 

33.  Lettelier  v.  Mann,  79  Fed.  81; 
Krick  V.  Jansen,  52  Fed.   823. 

34.  Peters  v.  Chicago  Biscuit  Co., 
142  Fed.  779;  American  Bell  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Southern  Tel.  Co.,  34  Fed.  803; 
Steam-Gauge  &  Lantern  Co.  v.  McRob- 
erts,  26  Fed.  765;  Parker  v.  Brant,  1 
Fish.  Pat.  Gas.  58,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
10,727. 

Pleading  former  adjudication,  see 
the  title  "Judgments." 

[a]  Where  a  preliminary  injunction 
is  sought,  the  right  thereto  may  de- 
pend on  a  prior  adjudication  establish- 
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The  acts  of  infringement  must  be  alleged,^',  sund  in  certain  cases 
also  facts  showing  notice  to  the  defendants.^*  But  it  is  not  necessary 
to  allege  the  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  loss  or  damage/' 

(III.)  Prayer.  -The  bill  should  as  a  rule  contain  a  prayer  for 
process.25  Damages  need  not  be  prayed  for  eo  nomine,  but  may  be 
granted  under  a  general  prayer  for  relief.''^ 

(IV.)  Verification.  -The  bill  need  not  be  verified,*"  unless  special 
relief  pending  the  ,suit  is  desired.*^ 

(V.)  Profert  of  Patent.  —  A  patent  may  be  made  part  of  a  bill  for 
its  infringement,  by  profert,*^  a  general  description  of  the  invention 


ing  title  to  the  patent.  Peters  v.  Chi- 
cago Biscuit  Co.,  142  Fed.  779.  See 
Wirt  V.  Hicks,  46  Fed.  71. 

35.  Asherbft  v.  Boston  &  L.  E.  E. 
Co.,  97  U.  S.  189,  24  L.  ed.  982;  Zenith 
Carburetor  Co.  v.  Stromberg  Motor 
Devices  Co.,  205  Fed.  158;  Tuok-er  v. 
Tucker  Mfg.  Co.,  4  Cliff.  397,  24  Fed. 
Gas.   No.    14,227. 

[a]  A  general  allegation  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  defenijant  has  infringed, 
without  specifying  in  what  particulars, 
is  sufficient.  American  Bell  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Southern  Tel.  Co.,  34  Fed.  803;  Miller 
V.  Smith,  5  Fed.  359;  Turrell  v.  Cain- 
merrer,  24  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14,266; 
Thatcher  Heating  Co.  v.  Oarbon  Stove 
Co.,  23  Fed.  Gas.  No.  13,864;  Haven 
V.  Brown,  11  Fed.  Gas.  No.  6,228. 

{fc]  ^That  it  was:  during  tlie  life  of 
patent  that  the  infringement  occurred 
must  be  shown.  American  Diamond 
Eock-Boring  Co.  v.  Rutland  Marble  Co., 
2  Fed.  355,  18  Blatchf.  147. 

[c]  Thp  extent  of  the  infringement 
need  not  be  averred.  Luten  v.  Dover 
Cpnst.  Co.,  189  Fed.  405;  Fischer  v. 
Hayes,   6  Fed.   76,   19   Blatcif.   26. 

[d]  When  the  plaintiff  is  a.  lipen- 
sor  the  bill  must  affirmatively  show 
that  the  defendant  is  not  usinig  the 
invention  under  authodity  of  the  li- 
censee. Still  v'.  Eeading,  9  Fed.  40, ' 
4  Woods  845. 

[e]  Averments  Must  Be  Positive. 
Fichtel  V.  Barthel,  173  Fed.  489;  Mur- 
ray Co.  V.  Continental  Gin  Co.,  126  Fed. 
533;  Elliott  &  Hatch  Book-Typewidter 
Co.  V.  Fisher  Typewriter  Co.,  109  Fed. 
330;  WyckofE  v.  Wagner  Typewiriter 
Co.,  88  Fed.  515. 

36.  Westinghouse  Electric  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Gondit  Electrical  Mfg.  Co.,  159 
Fed.  154. 

[a]  Notice  to  the  defendant  of  the 
infringement  must  be  averred,  unless 
it  appears  from  the  bill  that  the  article 
wais    marked    as   patented.     Wtesting- 
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house    Electric   &   Mfg.    Co.   v.   Condit 
Electrical    Mfg.    Co.,    159    Fed.    154. 

37.  American  ftraphophone  Co.  v. 
National  Phonogriaph  Co.,  127  Fed. 
349;  Wirt  V.  Hicks,  46  Fed.  71. 

38,  Goebel  v.  American  By.  Supply 
Co.,  55  Fed.  825. 

39.  Emerson  v.  Simm,  8  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  4,443. 

40.  United  States  Mitis  Co.  v.  De- 
troit Steel  &  Spring  Co.,  122  Fed.  863, 
59  C.  C.  A.   589. 

41.  Eule  25. 

[a]  Where  injunction  is  sought 
verification  is  necessary.  Scheuerle  v. 
Ouepiece  Bifocal  Lens  Co.,  241  Fed. 
270. 

[b]  An  assignee  may  make  affida- 
vit of  the  fact  that  the  patentee  was 
the  first  and  original  imventor  of  the 
thing  patented.  Thompson  v.  Jewett, 
23  Fed.  Cas.   No.   18,961. 

[c]  Verification  by  the  eqiuitable 
owner  of  the  patent,  who,  being  im- 
mediately injured  by  the  infringement, 
is  joined  in  a  suit  for  infringement  with 
the  iiolder  of  the  legal  title.  Goodyear 
V.  Allyn,  6  Blatchf.  33,  10  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  5,555;  Bowers  v.  Bucyrus  Co.,  132 
Fed.  89;  Edison  v.  American  Muto- 
soope   &  Biograph   Co.,   127   Fed.   361; 

42.  Fowler  v.  City  of  New  York, 
121  Fed.  747,  58  C.  C.  A.  113  {af- 
firming 110  Fed.  749);  Diekerson  v. 
Greene,  53  Fed.  247;  ^ogart  v.  Hind«, 
25  Fed.  484. 

fja]  That  "the  patent  and  specifica- 
tion are  ready  to  (be  produced  in 
court,''  is  equivailent  i.o  a  formal  prof- 
ert. Wilder  v.  McCoimick,  2  Blatchf. 
31,  29  Fed.   Gas.   No.   17,650. 

[b]  The  mere  mention  in  the  bill 
of  prior  patents  issued  the  same  pat- 
entee is  not  a  profert  of  them.  Bow- 
ers 1!.  Bucyrus  Co.,  182  Fed.  39. 

[c]  But  a  profert  of  a  reissue,  the 
o4gio*l  being  (rrferred  to  ty  date  and 
number,  m  sUso  «  profert  of  the  lat- 
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in  ihe  bill  being  sufficient  in  sueh  case.*' 

(VI.)  Multifariousness.^*  —  To  avoid  multifariousness  in  a  bill  for  the 
infringement  of  two  or  more  patents,  tbere  should  be  an  allegation 
of  conjoint  use  hy  the  defendant  in  a  single  device  or  process  or  in 
furtherance  of  a  common  purpose.*^  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
that  two  infringing  devices  used  in  one  apparatus  are  used  cofajointly 
or  connected  together.**  When  a  suit  for  ijifringement  is  against  two 
or  more  defendants  the  bill  must  show  joint  eonduct  or  allege  a  joint 
liability.*^ 

(VII.)  Discovery.  -The  general  rules  relating  to  the  doctrine  of 
discovery  apply  to  suits  for  infringement.'**  Whether  or  not  the  de- 
fendant will  be  ordered  to  permit  an  inspection  of  his  alleged  in- 
fringing machine  depends  largelj^  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case, 


ter.      Ediflon    v.    American ,  Mutoscope 
&  Biograph  Co.,  127  Fed.  361. 

43.  K&htel  V.  Barthel,  173  Fed.  489; 
Hildreth  v.  Bee  Candy  Mfg.  Co.,  162 
Fed.  40;  Enterprise  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Snow, 
67  Fed.  235;  American  Bell  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Southern  Tel.  Co.,  34  Fed.  803;  Mc- 
Milliu  V.  St.  Louis  &  M.  Val.  Transp. 
Co.,  18  Fed.  260,  5  MeCrary  561;  Pitts 
V.  Whitman,  2  Story  609,  IS  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,196. 

[a]  Au  iusuf&clent  descripitlon  of 
the  invention  is  cured  1>y  profert  of 
the  patent.  Germain  «.  Wilgus,  67 
Fed.  597,  <14  C.  C.  A.  561. 

44.  See  the  title  "Multifarious- 
ness." 

45.  Vrooman  «.  Penhollow,  179  Fed. 
296,  102  C.  C.  A.  484;  Eobinson  v. 
Chicago  Eys.  Co.,  174  Fed.  40,  98  C. 
C.  A.  26;  Kansas  City  Hay-Press  Co. 
V.  Devol,  81  Fed.  726,  26  C.  C.  A.  578 
(reversing  72  Fed.  717,  rehearing  de- 
nied, 84  Fed.  463,  28  C.  C.  A.  464); 
Eose  Mfg.  Co.  V.  E.  A.  Whitehouse 
Mfg.,  Co.,  193  Fed.  69;  Adrian  Wire 
Fence  Co.  v.  Jackson  Fence  Co.,  190 
Fed.  195;  Luten  v.  Dover  Const.  Co,. 
189  Fed.  405;  Southern  Plow  Co.  v. 
Atlanta  Agricultural  Works,  165  Fed. 
214;  American  Graphophone  Co.  v. 
I/eed^  &  Catlin  Co.,  131  Fed.  281; 
Edison  Phonograph  Co.  v.  Victor 
Talking  Maoh.  Co.,  120  Fed.  305;  Con- 
tinental Gin  Co.  V.  F.  H.  Lummus  Sons' 
Co.,  110  Fed.  390;  Elliott  &  Hatch 
Book-Typewriter  Co.  v.  Fisher  Type- 
writer 'Co.,  109  Fed.  330;  Chisholm  Al. 
Johnson,  106  Fed.  191;  Russell  v.  Win- 
oh'tfster  Eepeating  Arms,  97  Fed.   634. 

[a]  Wse  in  the  same  device  may 
be  infen'ed  irom  the  allegation  that 
the  inventions  covered  by  the  patents 
sued    -on     were     '  '«onj4tolily     used. ' ' ' 


Foundation  Co.  iv.  O'Eourke  Engineer- 
ing   Const.   Oo.,   171    Fed.    425. 

46.  Horman  Patent  Mfg.  Go.  v. 
Brooklyn  .City  E.  Co.,  15  Blatchf.  444, 
12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,703. 

47.  Swift  V.  Inland  Nav.  Co.,  234 
Fed.  375.  See  Indurated  Fibre  Indus- 
tries Co.  V.  Grace,  52  Fed.  124. 

48.  See  generally  the  title  "Dis- 
covery.^ '  , 

[a]    Discovery    of    DocuQi^nts.  —  A 

bill  for  diiaeoyejry  in  ,ai4  of  ,an  action 
at  \  law  will  be  allowed  wihare  it  is 
shown  that  in  o.rd«r  to  ascertain  how 
many  and  how  totten  plaintiff's  pat- 
ents were  used  by  defendants  in  the 
manufacture  of  cars,  a  great  many 
drawings  would  have  to  be  examined 
which  if  called  for  in  the  ac,tiQn  at 
law  would  ent3.ii  an  interminable  tak- 
ing of  evidence  on  such  matters. 
Pressed  Steel  Car  Co,  v.  Union  Pac. 
E.  ;Co.,  240  Fed.  135.  4^  to  .^iscovery 
of  documents  generally,  see  7  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  527. 

[bj  InteiTOgatoides  *wMch,  if  an- 
swered, will  disclose  toots  or  docu- 
ments material  and  pertinent  to  the 
support  or  defense  of  the  cause,  are 
proper,  but  the  court  is  not  warrant- 
ed in  requiring  answer?  which  would 
give  no  more  than  an  opinion  or  dis- 
close evidence  intended  to  be  relied 
on  at  the  trial  of  the  case.  Thus  it  is 
proper  -to  ask  vi^ere  the  deviee  is  locat- 
ed upon  which  the  plaintiff  will  rely 
in  proof  of  infringement,  but  not  to 
designate  'the  particular  part  or  parts 
of  defendant's  machine  which  corres- 
pond with  certain  ■speoifted  claims  in 
plaintifflg  paten*.  Batdorf  v.  fiattley 
Coin  HandKajg  M.&eh.  Co.,  238  Fed. 
628. 
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the  application  being  granted  in  exceptional  cases,*'  or  when  the  court 
is  satisfied  with  the  showing  made.^" 

b.  Demurrer  or  Motion  To  Dismiss.  —  The  general  rules  relating 
to  demurrers,  or,  in  the  federal  equity  practice,  motions  to  dismiss, 
should  be  followed  in  suits  for  the  infringement  of  patents.^^  A  motion 
to  dismiss  is  grounded  on  matters  apparent  from  the  face  of  the 
bill,^^  or  of  which  the  court  takes  judicial  notice.^^  The  bill  will  be 
dismissed  on  motion,  for  example,  where  upon  its  face  it  shows  that 
the  patent  is  invalid,^*  provided  the  question  of  invalidity  is  free  from 


49.  Eibel  Process  Co.  v.  Remington- 
Martin  Co.,  197  Fed.  760. 

50.  Eowell  V.  Wm.  Koelil  Co.,  194 
Fed.  446. 

[a]  When  Inspection  Preferred, 
Interrogatories  are  iny)roper  which 
seek  information  which  may  easily  be 
obtained  by  an  inspection  of  the  ap- 
paratus and  its  use.  Window  Glass 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Brookville  Glass  &  Tile 
Co.,  229  Fed.  833. 

51.  See  generally  the  title  "De- 
murrer,"  and  infra,  this  section. 

[a]  The  purpose  of  a  motion  to  diS' 
miss  is  to  test  the  law  arising  upon  tho 
facts  stated  in  the  bill,  and  it  cannot 
be  used  to  raise  questions  which  may 
to  some  extent  depend  upon  the  con- 
struction put  upon  the  claims  of  the 
complainant's  patent,  such  as  may 
have  to  be  construed  narrowly  or  broad- 
ly according  to  the  prior  art,  perhaps 
with  the  assistance  of  expert  testi- 
mony, and  which  cannot  be  fairly  dis- 
posed of  on  the  pleading  and  argu- 
ment. Star  Ball  Retainer  Co.  v.  Klahn, 
145  Fed.  834. 

[b]  Motions  to  dismiss  are  fav- 
ored or  encouraged  in  the  case  of  sim- 
ple design  patents,  where  the  mere 
inspection  of  the  patent  is  all  that 
would  be  necessary  on  final  hearing. 
Mallinson   v.    Ryan,   242   Fed.    951. 

52.  International  Mausoleum  Co.  ■;;. 
Sievert,  213  Fed.  225,  129  C.  C.  A. 
569  (reversing  197  Fed.  936);  Mattea- 
wan  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Emmons  Bros.  Co., 
185  Fed.  814,  108  C.  C.  A.  46;  Lange 
V.  McGuin,  177  Fed.  219,  101  C.  C.  A. 
389;  Havens  v.  W.  R.  Ostrander  &  Co., 
190  Fed.  199;  Dade  v.  Boorum  &  Pease 
Co,  121  Fed.  135;  Warner  Bros.  Co.  v. 
Warren-Peatherbone  Co.,  97  Fed.  604; 
Bragg  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hartford,  56  Fed. 
292. 

[a]  Laches  in  a  suit  for  infringe- 
ment cannot  be  raised  by  motion  un- 
less it  afSrmatively  appears  on  the 
face  of  the  bill.    Marconi  Wireless  Tel. 
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Co.  V.  New  England  Navigation  Co., 
191  Fed.  194;  Fichtel  v.  Barthel,  173 
Fed.  489. 

[b]  Misjoinder  of  parties  may  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  a  motion  to 
dismiss.  Swift  v.  Inland  Nav.  Co., 
234  Fed.  375. 

[c]  Omission  of  Material  Aver- 
ment.— A  bill  will  not  be  dismissed  in 
the  absence  of  an  averment  of  con- 
joint use  when  it  is  apparent  that  no 
injustice  will  result  to  the  defendant. 
United  States  Mineral  Wool  Co.  v. 
Manville  Covering  Co.,  101  Fed.  145. 

[d]  Invention  is  a  question  of  fact 
and  when  raised  by  motion  must  be  de- 
termined by  an  examination  of  the 
patent,  if  a  part  of  the  record,  aided 
by  matters  of  which  the  court  may 
take  judicial  notice.  Ferro  Concrete 
Const.  Co.  V.  Concrete  Steel  Co.,  206 
Fed.  666,  124  C.  C.  A.  466. 

53.  Ferro  Concrete  Const.  Co.  v. 
Concrete  Steel  Co.,  206  Fed.  666,  124 
C.  C.  A.  466;  Caldwell  v.  Powell,  71 
Fed.  970;  Kaolatype  Engraving  Co.  v. 
Hoke,  30  Fed.  444. 

54.  Richards  v.  Chase  Elevator  Co., 
158  U.  S.  299,  15  Sup.  Ct.  831,  39  L. 
ed.   991. 

[a]  Patent  embodied  in  bill,  void. 
Richards  v.  Chase  Elevator  Co.,  158 
U.  S.  299,  15  Sup.  Ct.  831,  39  L.  ed. 
991;  Brown  v.  Piper,  91  U.  S.  37,  23 
L.  ed.  200;  American  Safety  Device  ' 
Co.  V.  Liebel-Binney  Const.  Co.,  243 
Fed.  575,  156  C.  C.  A.  273;  Charles 
Boldt  Co.  V.  Nivison-Weiskopf  Co., 
194  Fed.  871,  114  C.  C.  A.  617;  Kuhn 
V.  Lock-Stub  Cheek  Co.,  165  Fed.  445 
91  C.  C.  A.  389  (affirming  157  Fed! 
235);  Fowler  v.  3ity  of  New  York, 
121  Fed.  747,  58  C.  C.  A.  113,  (af- 
firming 110  Fed.  749);  Victor  Talk- 
ing Machine  Co.  v.  Hawthorn*  &  She- 
ble  Mfg.  Co.,  168  Fed.  554;  Hogan  v. 
Westmoreland  Specialty   Co.,   145  Fed. 

[1)]    Thougb  the  pleadings  do  mot 
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doubt,"'  for  when  the  question  involves  an  examination  of  the  prior 
art  or  prior  patents  it  cannot,  as  a  rule,  be  disposed  of  by  motion.'* 
Failure  to  negative  facts  as  required  by  the  statute,''  or  to  allege  or 
show  a  joint  infringement  when  there  is  more  than  one  defendant,'* 
render  a  bill  subject  to  a  motion  to  dismiss. 

c.  Answer.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  In  accordance  with  the  general 
rules  of  equity  pleading  in  the  federal  courts,  all  defenses  to  a  suit 
for  infringement  should  be  made  in  the  answer,  pleas  in  bar  and 
abatement  having  been  abolished;'^  and  as  the  general  issue  is  no 
longer  used,  each  claim  asserted  in  the  bill  must  be  answered,*"  the 
general  rules  of  pleading  being  followed.*^     The  defendant  may  set 


raise  the  question  of  validity.     Slaw- 
son   V.    Grand    Street,   etc.    R.    R.    Co., 

107  U.  S.  649,  2  Sup.  Ct.  663,  27  L.  ed. 
576. 

55.  American  Safety  Device  Co.  v. 
Liebel-Binney  Const.  Co.,  243  Fed. 
575,  156  C.  C.  A.  273:  Hogan  v.  West- 
moreland Specialty  Co.,  154  Fed.  66, 
83  C.  C.  A.  178;  "Wills  v.  Scranton 
Cold  Storage  &  Warehouse  Co.,  153 
Fed.  181, -82  C.  C.  A.  355;  American 
Fibre-Chamois  Co.  v.  Buckskin-Fibre 
Co.,  72  Fed.  508,  18  Q,  C.  A.  662; 
Card  V.  Standard  Coal  &  Coke  Co.,  202 
Fed.  351;  Rose  Mfg.  Co.  v.  B.  A.  White- 
house  Mfg.  Co.,  193  Fed.  69;  Burro'wes 
V.  Carrom  Archarena  Co.,  190  Fed. 
204;  Luten  v.  Dover  Const.  Co., 
189  Fed.  405;  Voigtmann  v.  Seely, 
176  Fed.  371;  Neidich  v.  Edwards,  169 
Fed.  424;  Peters  v.  Chicago  Biscuit  Co., 
142   Fed.   779;    Neidrich  v.  Fosbenner, 

108  Fed.  266. 

[a]  Every  doubt  should  be  resolved 
against  the  motion.  International 
Mausoleum  Co.  v.  Sievert,  213  Fed. 
225,  129  C.  C.  A.  569  (reversing  197 
Fed.  936);  Towne  Steering  Wheel  Co. 
V.  Lree,  199  Fed.  777,  120  C.  C.  A.  463; 
Covert  V.  Travers  Bros.  Co.,  70  Fed. 
788;  Drainage  Const..  Co.  V.  Engle- 
wood  Sewer  Co.,  67  Fed.  141. 

56.  New  York  Belting  &  Packing 
Co.  V.  New  Jersey  Car  Spring  &  Rub- 
ber Co.,  137  U.  S.  445,  11  Sup.  Ct.  193, 
34  L.  ed.  741 ;  Voigtman  v.  Seely,  176 
Fed.  371;  Southern  Plow  Co.  v.  At- 
lanta Agricultural  Works,  165  Fed. 
214;  Fabric  Coloring  Co.  v.  Alexander 
Smith  &  Sons  Carpet  Co.,  109  Fed.  328 ; 
Rowe  V.  Blodgett  &  Clapp  Co.,  87  Fed. 
868. 

[a]  The  question  of  patentability 
is  ordinarily  a  mixed  question  of  law 
and  fact  and  should  not  be  disposed  of 
on  demurrer.  Teese  v.  Phelps,  23  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,818. 


[b]  Judicial  Kotice  of  Prior  Art. 
A  motion  to  dismiss  on  the  ground  of 
invalidity  in  view  of  the  prior  art, 
where  the  bill  states  a  prima  facie 
case  of  infringement  of  a  patent  valid 
on  its  face,  should  be  granted  only 
when  the  facts  upon  which  invalidity 
are  predicated  are  so  widely  and  com- 
monly known  that  courts  will  take  ju- 
dicial notice  of  them.  Wright  v.  Wis- 
conain  Lime  &  Cement  Co.,  239  Fed. 
534,  152  C.  C.  A.  412.  See  also  Bronk 
V.  Charles  H.  Scott  Co.,  211  Fed.  338, 
128  C.  C.  A.  17;  Lange  v.  McGuin, 
177  Fed.  219,  101  C.  C.  A.  389. 

57.  Hutton  V.  Star  Slide  Seat  Co., 
60  Fed.  747;  Hanlon  v.  Primrose,  56 
Fed.  600;  Coop  v.  Dr.  Savage  Physical 
D.  Inst.,  47  Fed.  899. 

58.  Fischer  v.  O 'Shaughnessey,  6 
Fed.    92. 

59.  See  Rule  29. 

60.  Rule  30. 

61.  See  generally  the  titles  "Bills 
and  Answers;"  "Equity  Jurisdiction 
and  Procedure." 

[a]  Inconsistent  Defenses.^ — Under 
equity  rule  30  relating  to  alternative 
defenses,  the  defendant  in  a  suit  for 
infringement  of  a  patent  may  deny 
the  plaintiff's  title,  allege  title  in  him- 
self, and  also  aver  the  invalidity  of 
the  patent.  Cleveland  Engineering  Co. 
V.  Galion  Dynamic  Motor  Truck  Co., 
243  Fed.  405. 

[b]  Hypothetical  Denial.  —  An  an- 
swer by  the  defendant  that  if  he  sold 
the  patented  article  he  did  so  as  the 
agent  of  another  is  bad  as  being  hypo- 
thetical, and  also  for  not  stating  the 
principal's  name.  Morse  v.  Davis,  5 
Blatchf.  40,  17  Fed.  Cas.   No.  9,855. 

[c]  Disclaimer. — Where  the  de- 
fendant asserts  a  right  to  make  the  de- 
vices complained  of,  a  general  aver- 
ment that  he  does  not  intend  to  use 
the    patented    device    or    to    interfere 
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up  as  many  defenses  in  his  answer  as  he  may  have,  including  any 
counterclaim  or  set-off.^^     Allegations  of  fraud  must    be    specific.'^ 

(II.)  Answer  WitJi  Notice.  —The  special  defenses  available  to  the 
defendant  in  actions  at  law  for  infringement  und«r  the  general  issue 
with  notice,  are  likewise  available  upon  notice  given  in  the  answer 
in  suits  in  equity  for  infringement.**  But  if  such  notice  is  not  given 
in  the  original  answer  it  may  be  given  in  an  amended  answer. "^ 

(III.)  Set-off  or  counterclaim.68  _j  The  courts  are  at  variance  in  the 
interpretation  of  the  rule  permi'tting  a  set-off  Qr  counterclaim,"^  some 
adopting  the  broad  interpretation  that  it  means  all  cross-claims  upon 
which  the  defendant  might  sue  the  plaintiff  in  equity,  even  if  having 
no  connection  whatever  with  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,"^  others  hold- 
ing that  it  applies  only  to  such  counterclaims  as  arise  out  of  the 
transaction  which  is  the  subjeet  matter  of  the  suit.*^  So  the  defendant 
may  plead  in  his  answer  as  a  counterclaim  a  cause  of  action  for  in- 
fringement of-  another  patent  relating  to  the  same  subject  matter,^" 
but  not  for  the  infringement  of  another  unrelated  patent,'^  although 
the  contrary  has  been  held,  that  an  unrelated  patent  may  be  made 


with  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  can- 
not be  construed  to  be  a  disclaimer 
and  justifies  the  presumption  that 
further  infringement  may  be  ex- 
pected. Deere  &  Webber  Co.  v,.  Do- 
wagiac  Mfg.  Co.,  153  Fed.  177,  S2 
C.  C.  A.  351;  Johnson  v.  Fooa  M^g. 
Co.,  141  Fed.  73,   72  C.  C.  A.   105. 

62.  United  States  Expansion  Bolt 
Co.  V.  H.  G.  Kroncke  Hdw.  Co.,  ;216 
l^d.  186;  Vacuum  Cleaner  Co.  v.  Amer- 
ican Rotary  Valve  Co.,  208  Fed.  4jl,9; 
Salt's  Textile  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Tin,gu«  M^g. 
Co.,  208  Fed.  156;  Marconi  Wireleiss 
Tel.  Co.  V.  National  Electric  Signaling 
Co.,  206  Fed.  295.    See  Eule  30. 

63.  CofSeld  Motoi*  Washer  Co.  v. 
A.  D.  Howe  Co.,  172  Fed.  668;  Am«r- 
ican  Sulphite  Pulp  Co.  -e.  Howland 
Falls  Pulp  Co.,  70  Fed.  986;  <Jear  v. 
Grosvenor,  Holmes  215,  10  Fed.  Cas- 
No.  5,291;  Doughty  v.  West,  7  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4y029;  Olark  v.  Scott,  -9 
Blatchf.  301,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,833. 

[a]  The  words  of  the  statute  aJone 
are  too  general;  it  is  not  enough  to 
allege  that  the  specification  of  the 
patent  sued  on  was  made  to  eoniain 
less  than  the  whole  truth  relative  to 
the  invention,  and  more  than  was 
necessary  to  produce  the  desired  effect 
which  the  law(  assigns  to  specifica- 
tions; the  details  of  the  fraud  or  sub- 
terfuge relied  on  should  be  set  out. 
American  Sulphite  Pulp  Co.  v.  How- 
land   Falls  Pulp   Co.,   79  Fed.   986. 

64.  29  U.  8.  St.  at  L.  692;  U.  S. 
Rev.    St.,    §4920    (amended    Ma,rch    3, 
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1897,  ch,  391,  §2)  J  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  P466;  Bates  v.  Coe,  98  U.  S.  31, 
25  L.  ed.  68.  See  supra,  III,  F,  1,  c, 
(11).  '     >    •    f 

63.  Bates  v.  Coe,  98  U.  8.  31,  25 
L.  ed.  68, 

66.  See  generally  the  title  "Set- 
off,  Couiiterclaim  and  Becoupment." 

67.  Rule  30. 

68.  Electric  Boat  Co.  v.  Lake  Tor- 
pefio  Boat  Co.,  215  Fed.  377;  Vacuum 
Cleaner  Co.  v.  American  Rotary  Valve 
Co,,  208  Fed.  ^19;  Marconi  Wireless 
Tel.  Co.  V.  National  Electric  Signal- 
ing -Co.,  2fl6  Fed,  295. 

69.  Cbristensen  v.  Westinghouse 
Traction  Brake  Co.,  235  Fed.  898.  See 
United  States  Expansion  Bolt  Co.  v. 
H.  Qr.  Kroncke  Hdw.  Co.,  234  Fed. 
868,  148  C.  C.  A.  466;  Sydney  v.  Mug- 
ford  Printing  &  Engraving  Co.,  214 
Fed.  841;  Klauder-SSTeldon  Dyeing 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Giles,  21,2  Fed.  452;  At- 
las Underwear  Co.  v.'  Cooper  Under- 
wear Co.,  210  Fed.  347;  Adamson  v. 
Shaler,  20S  Fed.  566;  Terry  Steam  Tur- 
bine Co.  V.  B.  F.  Sturtevant  Co.,  204 
Fed.    103. 

7Q.  ITnited  States  Expansion  Bolt 
Co.  «.  H.  G.  Kroncke  Hdw.  Co.,  216 
Fed.  1'86;  Marconi  Wireless  Tel.  Co.  v. 
National  Eleetrjc  Signaling  Co.,  206 
Fed.  295. 

71.  Klauder-Weldon  Dyeing  Maeh. 
Go.  V.  Giles,  218,  Fed.  452;  Adamson  v. 
Shaler,  208  Fed.  566;  Terry  Steam 
Turbine  Co.  v.  B.  F.  Sturtevant  Co., 
204  Fed.  103. 


PATENTS 


205 


the  basis  of  defendant's  comnterelaim.''^  Unfair  competition  involving 
the  patentsi  in  the  controversy  may  also  be  urged  as  a  counterclaim, 
providing  it  arises  out  of  the  alleged  infringement/'  as  well  as  threats 
to  sue  the  defendant's  customers,'*  and  false  statements  concerning  his 
business.'^ 

d.  Supplemental  Fleadrngs. —  The  general  rules  relating  to  supple- 
mental pleadings  apply  to  pleadings  in  suits  for  infringement,'"  and 
as  in  other  cases  it  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  allow  a 
supplemental  bill  where  neeessary  and  proper." 

e.  Amendments.  —  Th^  general  rules  of  equity  pleading  apply  to 
amendment  of  pleadings  in  infringement  suits.'®    Thus  an  amendment 


72.  Electric  Boat  Co.  v.  Lake  Tor- 
pedo Boat  Co.,   215   Fed.   377. 

73.  United  States  Expansion  Bolt 
Co.  V.  H.  G.  Kroneke  Hdw.  Co.,  234 
Fed.  868,  148  C.  C.  A.  466;  "Williams 
Patent  Cnisher  &  P.  Co.  «.  Kinsey 
Mfg.  Co.,  205  J'ed.  375.     - 

74.  Vacuum  Cleaner  Co.  v.  Ameri- 
can Eotary  Valve  Co.,  208  Fed.  419. 

75.  Vacuum  Cleaner  Go.  v.  Ameri- 
can Eotary  Valve  Co.,.  208  Fed.  419. 

76.  See  the  title  "Supplememtal 
Pleading." 

77.  Brookfleld  v.  Novelty  Glass 
Mfg.  Co.,  170  Fed.  960,  96  C.  C.  A. 
127,  afflrming  170  Fed.  830.  See  rule 
34. 

[a]  To  state  new  eTidenc©  concern- 
ing the  patent,  arising  since  the  be- 
ginning of  the  suit.  Electrical  Ac- 
cumulator Co.  V.  Brush  Electric  Co., 
44  Fed.  602. 

[b]  To  add  a  claim  to  his  cause 
of  action,  accruing  to  hiip  since  the 
suit  was  begun.  Emerson  v.  Hubbard, 
34  Fed.  327. 

[c]  If  the  infringing  structure  is 
modified  a  supplemental  bill  is  not 
necessary,  as  relief  may  be  had  under 
the  original  bill.  WeBfinghouse  Air 
Brake  Co.  v.  Chriatensen  Engineering 
Co.,  126. Fed.  764. 

[d]  Infringement  by  another  de- 
vice may  be  set  up  in  a  supplemental 
bill  after  the  validity  of  the  patent 
has  been  adjudged  by  the  appellate 
court  and  an  interlocutory  decree  has 
been  entered  for  an  injunction  and 
accounting.  Houghton  v.  Whitin 
Mach.  Wks.,  161  Fed.  581. 

78.  See  generally  the  ,  titles 
"Amendments  and  Jeofails;"  "Bills 
and  Answers;"  "New  Cause  of  Ac- 
tion or  Defense;"  and, Rule  28. 

[a]  Anthoii^  to  make  a  patented 
article,  und'er  an  exclusive  license  maj 
be   added   By   amendment,   fn   »   suit 


for  infringement  by  an  exclusive  li- 
censee, wheiie  it  is  shown  that  this 
is  permitted  by  the  license.  Fox  v. 
Knickerbocker  Engraving  Co.,  140  Fed. 
714. 

[bj:  An  amendment  of  defendant's 
notice  claiming  prior  knowledge  will 
be  permitted  to  add  the  name  of  a 
par^  who  had  such  prior  knowledge, 
even  after  the  ffPing  of  a  replication, 
when  it  appears"  that  the  application 
is  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  delay 
and  is  in  furtherance  of  justice. 
Standard  Elevator  Interlock  Co.  v. 
Eamaey,  130  Fed'.  151.  See  also  Eoe- 
mer  v.  Simon,  95  U.  S.  214,  24  L.  ed. 
384. 

[cj  To  cure  multifariousness,  an 
averment  of  conjoint  use  by  the  de- 
fendant of  the  subject  matter  of  the 
patents  infringed  in  one  device  or 
structure  should  be  permitted.  Union 
Switch  &  Signal  Co.  v.  Philadelphia 
&  E.   R.   Co.    68  Fed.  914. 

[d]  To  Comply  With  the  Statute. 
A  bill  should  be  permitted  to  be 
i  amended  to  comply  with  the  statute 
when  it  fails  to  negative  the  things 
which,  if  existing,  would  invalidate 
[the  patent,,  such  as  that  it  had  not. 
been  patented  or  described  in  any" 
printed  puUilicatioa,  etc.  Eoss  v.  Ft. 
Wayne,   58   Fed.   404. 

[ej  The  omissi<in  of  material  al- 
legations, such  as  that  th-e  patent  was 
issued  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States,  under  seal  of  the  patent  of- 
frce;  and  that  it  was  signed  by  the 
commissioner,  in*  connection  with  the 
fact  that  no  copy  of  the  patent  is 
annexed  and  no  profert  of  it  made, 
leaves  the  bill  defective,  but  the  de- 
fect may  be  cured  by  amendment. 
Schaum  v.  Copley-Plaza  Operating  Co., 
243  Fed.   924. 

[f]  An  immaterial  amendment  will 
not  be  permitted.     Lowell  Mfgw  Co.  ■». 
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should  be  permitted  to  cover  a  reissue  of  the  patent  sued  on,'*  to  con- 
form to  the  proof, ^°  or  to  assert  the  defense  of  invalidity  on  facts 
discovered  after  tiling  the  original  answer.*^  Where  the  statement 
of  ultimate  facts  in  a  bill  for  infringement  of  a  patent  is  general  it 
may  be  ordered,  on  motion  by  defendant,  to  be  made  more  specific 
as  to  the  claim  or  claims  of  the  patent  in  suit,*^  but  not  to  make  a 
comparison  between  the  elements  of  the  claims  of  the  plaintiff's  patent 
and  those  of  the  defendant's  device.*^ 

3.  Bills  of  Particulars.**  —  When  anticipation  is  pleaded  as  a  de- 
fense, the  plaintiff,  upon  stating  the  approximate  date  of  his  own 
invention,  is  entitled  to  a  bill  of  particulars  stating  the  prior  patents, 
or  publications,  or  prior  use  to  be  relied  on  by  the  defendant.*^  Where 
the  defendant  pleads  a  number  of  patents  as  indicating  the  state  of 
the  prior  art,  he  may  be  required  on  motion  to  specify  which  one  or 
more  he  intends  to  rely  on  at  the  hearing,*^  and  in  what  respects  they 
disclose  any  of  the  elements  described  in  plaintiff's  letters  patent,*^ 
and  wherein  they  negative  the  novelty  and  invention  of  the  plaintiff's 
device.** 

G.  Issues,  Proof  and  Vaeiancb.*^  —  In  actions  and  suits  for  the 
infringement  of  patents,  as  in  other  civil  cases,  the  proof  and  plead- 
ings must  correspond.^"    The  defendant  is  limited  to  proof  of  special 


Hogg,  70  Fed.  787;  Tyler  v.  Galloway, 
13  Fed.  477,  21  Blatchf.  66;  Biehard- 
son  V.   Croft,  11   Fed.   800. 

[g]  Laches. — When  the  application 
is  coupled  with  unexcused  laches,  an 
amendment  will  be  denied.  Walker  v. 
Giles,  207  Fed.  825;  Dederick  v.  Far- 
quhar,  39  Fed.  346;  India  Eubber  Comb 
Co.  V.  Phelps,  8  Blatchf.  85,  13  Fed. 
Cas.   No.   7,025., 

[h]  When  estopped  from  making 
the  defense  to  be  added  by  the  amend- 
ment, the  application  will  be  denied. 
Euggles  V.  Eddy,  11  Blatchf.  524,  20 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,118;  Pentlarge  v. 
Beeston,  15  Blatchf.  347,  19  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  10,964. 
•    79.     Eeay  v.  Eaynor,  19  Fed.  308. 

80.  Babcock  &  Wilcox  Co.  v.  Pio- 
neer Iron  Works,  34  Fed.  338;  New 
York  Grape  Sugar  Co.  v.  Buffalo  Grape 
Sugar   Co.,  20  Fed.   505. 

[a]  When  an  assignment  of  the 
patent  is  filed  subsequent  to  the  origi- 
nal answer,  it  is  proper  to  permit  the 
answer  to  be  amended  to  conform  to 
the  new  aspect  of  the  case.  Patent 
Button  Co.  V.  Pilcher,   95  Fed.   479. 

81.  Morehead  v.  Jones,  3  Wall  Jr. 
306,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,791. 

82.  Bonney  Supply  Co.  v.  Heltzel, 
243  Fed.  399;  Marconi  Wireless  Tele- 
graph Co.  V.  New  England  Nav.  Co., 
191     Fed.     194;     Foundation     Co.     v. 
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O'Eourke  Engineering  Const.   Co.,  171 
Fed.  425. 

83.  Morton  Trust  Co.  v.  American 
Car  &  Foundry  Co.,  129  Fed.  916,  64 
0.  C.  A.  367;  Bonney  Supply  Co.  v. 
Heltzel,  243  Fed.  399. 

84.  See  generally  the  title  "Bills 
of  Particulars." 

85.  A.  B.  Dick  Co.  v.  Underwood 
Typewriter   Co.,   233    Fed.    300. 

86.  Window  Glass  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Brookville  Glass  &  Tile  Co.,  229  Fed. 
833;  Grand  Eapids  Show  Case  Co.  v. 
Straus,  229  Fed.  199;  Coulston  v.  H. 
Franke  Steel  Eange  Co.,  221  Fed.  669. 

87.  Coulston  v.  H.  Franke  Steel 
Eange   Co.,   221   Fed.    669. 

88.  Coulston  v.  H.  Franke  Steel 
Eange   Co.,   221   Fed.    669. 

89.  See  the  titles  "Issues  in  Plead- 
ing and  Practice;"  and  "Variance 
and   Failure   of   Proof." 

90.  New  York  Belting  &  Packing 
Co.  V.  New  Jersey  Car  Spring  &  Eub- 
ber Co.,  48  Fed.  556;  Allis  v.  Buck- 
staff,   13   Fed.    879. 

[a]  Evidence  of  Prior  Infringement 
Case.— The  duty  of  the  court  to  con- 
fine itself  to  the  evidence  of  the  ease 
at  issue  does  not  warrant  a  resort  to 
the  testimony  of  expert ,  witnesses  in 
a  prior  igfringement  suit  embodied  in 
another  record.  Safety  Car  Heating  & 
Lighting  Co.  V.  Gould  Coupler  Co.,  245 
Fed.  755. 
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matter  specified  in  his  notice,®^  and  cannot  show  a  prior  knowledge,^^ 
or  use,®^  not  indicated.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  an  allegation 
of  prior  knowledge  by  the  individual  indicated  as  possessing  that 
knowledge.^* 

H.  Tkial  in  Actions  at  Law.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  general 
rules  of  practice  in  civil  actions  apply  to  infringement  cases."^  Thus 
objections  and  exceptions  must  be  seasonably  made;®"  the  production 
of  records  and  exhibits  may  be  ordered  by  the  court  ;®^  experiments 
will  not  be  ordered  conducted  in  the  presence  of  plaintiff's  witnesses.®' 

2.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.'®  —  The  construction  of  the  lan- 
guage of  a  patent,  in  the  absence  of  conflicting  evidence  thereon,  is 
for  the  court,^  as  is  also  the  question  whether  the  invention  is  within 
one  of  the  classes  of  things  which  are  patentable  under  the  statute,^ 


[b]  The  patentee  is  limited  by  the 
terms  of  his  claim  in  his  patent  and 
cannot  show  that  his  invention  is 
broader.  Keystone  Bridge  Co.  v.  Phoe- 
nix Iron  Co.,  95  U.  S.  274,  24  L.  ed. 
344. 

[cj  A  specification,  if  pleaded  in 
detail,  must  be  proved  as  alleged. 
Tryon  v.  White,  Pet.  C.  C.  96,  24  Ped. 
Cas.   No.   14,208. 

91.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  E.  Co.  v. 
Dubois,  12  Wall.  (U.  S.)  47,  20  L.  ed. 
265;  Dixon  v.  Moyer,  4  Wash.  C.  C. 
68,  7  Fed.   Cas.  No.  3,931. 

[a]  Actual  fraud,  and  theft  of  the 
idea  (1)  is  not  necessary  in  proving 
the  defense  that  the  patentee  surrep- 
titiously or  unjustly  obtained  the  pat- 
ent (Yates  V.  Huson,  8  App.  Cas.  [D. 
C]  93),  but  (2)  where  the  specifica- 
tion is  shown  to  contain  less  than  the 
whole  truth,  it  must  also  be  shown 
that  the  omission  was  with  fraudulent 
intent.  Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Russell, 
37  Fed.   676. 

92.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  E.  Co.  v. 
Dubois,  12  Wall.  (U.  S.)  47,  20  L.  ed. 
265.  See  Treadwell  v.  Bladen,  4  Wash. 
C.  C.  703,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,154, 
holding  that  the  words  "and  others" 
in  the  notice  permitted  proof  of  knowl- 
edge by   others  than   those  named. 

93.  Dixon  v.  Moyer,  4  Wash.  C.  C. 
68,  7  Fed.   Cas.  No.  3,931. 

94.  Many  v.  Jagger,  1  Blatehf.  372, 
16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,055;  Lock  v.  Penn- 
sylvania E.  Co.,  1  N.  J.  L.  J.  227, 
15    Fed.    Cas.    No.    8,438. 

95.  See  the  title  "Trial,"  and' cross- 
references  there  made. 

96.  Pettibone,  Muliken  &  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  Steel  Co.,  134  Fed.  889. 

fa]  Objection  to  Special  Defense. 
Where  a  apeeial  defense  is  not  pleaded 


as  required  by  the  statute,  that  is,  by 
general  issue  with  notice,  an  objec- 
tion to  such  defense  must  be  made  at 
the  time  it  is  introduced;  it  is  too 
late  after  the  case  has  been  submit- 
ted. Campbell  v.  Skinner,  236  Fed. 
359. 

97.  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Oshkosh 
Match  Wks.,  63  Fed.  984. 

98.  Simonds  Eolling-Mach.  Co.  v. 
Hathorn  Mfg.  Co.,  83  Fed.  490. 

As  to  experiments,  see  Encyclo- 
pedia OF  Evidence,  title  "Experi- 
ments." 

99.  See  generally  the  title  "Prov- 
ince of  Judge  and  Jury." 

1.  Brothers  v.  Lidgerwood  Mfg.  Co., 
223  Fed.  359,  138  C.  C.  A.  460;  West- 
ern Electric  Co.  v.  Eobertson,  142  Fed. 
471,  73  C.  C.  A.  587;  Marsh  v.  Quick- 
Meal  Stove  Co.,  51  Fed.  203;  National 
Car  Brake  Shoe  Co.  v.  Terre  Haute 
Car  &  Mfg.  Co.,  19  Fed.  514;  Vance 
V.  Campbell,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,837 
(reversed  on  other  grounds,  1  Black  [U. 
S.]  427,  17  L.  ed.  168);  Teese  v.  Phelps, 
23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,819;  Serrell  v. 
Collins,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,672;  Ean- 
som  V.  New  York,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,573;  Parker  v.  Hulme,  18  Fed.  Gas. 
Na  10,740;  Emerson  v.  Hogg,  2 
Blatehf.  1,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,440;  Da- 
voll  V.  Brown,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  53,  7 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,662;  Davis  v.  Palmer, 
2  Brock.  298,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,645; 
Canover  v.  Eoach,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
3,125;  Clark  Patent  Steam  &  Fire  Reg- 
ulator Co.  V.  Copeland,  5  Fed  Cas. 
No.  2,866;  Cahoon  v.  Eing-,  1  Clife.  592, 
4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,292;  Batten  v.  Clay- 
ton,   2   Fed.    Ca.s.    No.    1,105. 

2.  Prepayment  Car  Sales  Co,  v. 
Orange  County  Traction  Co.,  221  Fed. 
939,   137  C.  C.  A.  509;   American  Dis- 
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as  well  as  what  constittites  novelty,^  and  utility.* 

The  extent  of  a  patented  combiDation,  together  with  its  effect  and 
operation,  is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  faet  for  the  jury  under 
proper  instructions  by  the  court.^  It  is  for  the  jury,  und6*  cenfli^ting 
evidence,  to  determine  the  sufficiency'  of  the  speeifieatioiia/^  dovelty," 
and  identity*  of  the  invention,  fraud  in  procuring  the  patent,^  aban- 
donment,^" and  infringement.^^ 

3.  Instructions.  —  The  instructions  of  the  court  should  follow  the 
general  rules  on  that  subject,^^  care  being  exercised  not  to  trespass 
upon  the  province  of  the  jury,"'  by  instructing,,  e.  .g.,  on  the  identity 
of  two  inventions  when  priority  is  an  issue,"  and  bj^  conforming  to 
the  law  applicable  to  the  case.^* 


appearing  Bed  Co.  v.  Arnaeteteen,  182 
Fedi.   a24,  105  C.   C.  A.  40. 

3.  Parker  V.  Stiles,  5  McLean  44, 
18    Fed.    CaS.   No.    30,749. 

4.  Parker  «.  Stiles,  5  McLean  44, 
18  Fed.  Cas!.  No.  10,749.^ 

5.  Washburn  v.  Gould,.  3  Story  122, 
29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,214;  Foote  i;.  Sils- 
by,  9  Fed.  Cajs.  No.  4,916,  apfmed,  14 
How.    218,   14   L.   ed.   394. 

6.  Battin  v.  Taggert,  17  How.  (U. 
S.)  74,  15  L.  ed.  37;  Wood  v.  TJnder- 
hill,  5  How.  (TJ.  S.)  1,  12  L.  ed.  23; 
Carver  v.  Brainfree  Mfg.  Co.,  2  Story 
432,   5   Fed.   Cas.   No.   2,485. 

7.  Battin  v.  Taggert,  17  How.  (U. 
S.)  74,  15  L.  ed.  37';  Trustees  of  Ma- 
soflie  Hall  &  Asylum  Fund  v.  Fountain 
Eleetrieal  Floor  Box  Corp.,  218  Fed. 
642,  134  C.  C.  A.  663  (affirming  210  Fed. 
169) ;  "Transit  Development  Op.  |y. 
Cheatham  Electric  Switching  Device 
Co.,  194  Fed.  963,  114  C.  O.  A.  599; 
Heide  v.  Panoulias,  188  Fed.  914,  110 
G.  C.  A.  656;  Willis  V.  Miller,  121  Fed. 
9i85,  58  C.  C.  A.  286;  San  Francisco 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Keating,  6'8  Fed.  351, 
15  C.^  C.  A.  476;  Hunt  Bros.  Fruit- 
Packing  Co.  V.  Cassidy,  53  Fed.  257, 
3  C.  C.  A.  525;  Washburn  v.  Gould, 
3  Story  122,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,214; 
Eeutgen  v.  Kanowrs,  1  Wash  C.  0. 
168,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,710;  Carver 
v.  Braintree  Mfg.  Co.,  2  Story  432,  5 
Fed.    Cas.    No.    2,485. 

8.  Coupe  V.  Royer,  155  U.  S.  565, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  199,  39  L.  ed.  263  (reversing 
29  Fed.  358);  Keyes  v.  Grant,  118  U. 
S.  25,  6  Sup.  Ct.  974,  30  L.  ed.  54; 
Tucker  v.  Spalding,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
453,  20  L.  ed.  515;  Tyler  v.  Boston, 
7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  327,  19  L.  ed.  93; 
Battin  v.  Taggert,  17  How.  (TJ.  8.) 
74,  15  L.  ed.  37;  May  v.  Fond  du  Lac, 
27  Fed.  691;  Tathaiii  v.  LeBoy,  23  Fed. 
Gas.   No.    13,761;    Sutitb  v.   IValc^,   2 
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McLean  176,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,089; 
Smith)  V.  Higgina,  32  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13/)58;  Poppenhusen  v.  Falke,  4 
,BlatBhf,  493,  19  Fed.  Caa  No.  11,279; 
Pemnoek  v.  Dialogue^  4  Wash  C.  C. 
.^38,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,941  (affirmed, 
2  Pet.  [U.  S.]  1,  7  L.  ed.  327);  Parker 
,v.  Stilea,  5  McLean  44,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
10,749  J  Carver  v.  Brain  tree  Mfg.  Co., 
,2  Story  432,.  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,485; 
Tillotson  V.  Eamsay,  51  Vt.  309. 

9.  Carver  v.  BraiBtree  Mfg.  Co.,  2 
Story  432,   5  Fed.   Cas.   No.   2,485. 

lOi  Kendall  v.  Winsor,  21  How.  (U. 
S.)  322,  16  L.  ed.  165;  Battin  v.  Tag- 
gert, 17  How.  (U.  S.)  74,  15  L.  ed. 
37. 

11.  Eoyer  v.  Schultz  Belting  Co.. 
135  IT.  8.  319,  10  Sup.  Ct.  833,  34  l! 
ed.  214;  Trustees  of  Masonic  Hall  & 
Asylum  Fund  v.  Fountain  Electrical 
Floor  Box  Corp.,  218  Fed.  642,  134 
C.  C.  A.  663  {afflrmmg  21ff  Fed.  169)- 
Heide  v.  Panoulias,  188  Fed.  914,  110 
0  C.  A.  656;  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Brill, 
54;  Fed.  380,  4  C.  C.  A.  374;  Washburn 

It  ^."^l^.'.  3  Story  122,  29  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  17,214;  Jackson  v.  Allen,  120  Mass. 
64. 

12.  See  the  title   "Instructions." 

13.  See  generally  the  title  "Prov- 
ince of  Judge   and  Jury." 

[a]  An  expression  of  opinion  by 
the  judge  on  a  question  of  fact  in  an 
intMngement  case  may  be  permissible 
in  a  clear  case,  although  the  question 
IS.  tor  the  jury's  determination.  Boll- 
mans  »  Parry,  5  Clark  29,  3  Fed.  Cas. 
JNo.  1,612. 

/T?*o  ^^i^"^"^  ^-  Wethered,  9  Wall. 
(T7.  8.)  812,  19  L.  ed.  829. 

,  },\,  ^^^"^^  ^-  Bellaire  Stamping  Co., 
141   U.   8.   539,  12   Sup.   Ct.   66,   35  L. 
ed.  849,  affirming  28  Fed.  360,  25  Fed 
270. 
[a]    SFcivelty     and     Patentability. 
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4.  VercKct.^^  —  The  eoiirt  should  direct  a  verdict  when  the  plaintiff 
in  a  case  of  infringement  fails  to  make  a  prima  facie  case,^'  or  when 
the  patent  is  void  on  its  face,^°  or  is  shown  to  have  been  anticipated 
by  prior  patents,^^  or  when  it  appears  to  the  court  to  be  clearly  invalid 
for  want  of  invention,^"  or  any  other  fact  of  which  the  court  may 
take  judicial  notice.^^ 

I.  Heaking  in  Equity.  —  The  generail  rules  relating  to  hearings 
of  suits  in  equity  obtain  in  suits  for  infringement.^^ 

Jury  Trial.  —  The  court,  in  its  discretion,  may  permit  a  jury  trial."^ 

Reference  to  a  master  will,  when  necessary,  be  made  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  governing  such  procedure.^* 

Dismissal  may  be  made  pursuant  to  the  general  rules  elsewhere 
treated.^^  "When  the  defendant  has  established  substantial  rightf 
during  the  progress  of  the  case,  a  suit  for  infringement  cannot  be  dis- 
missed without  prejudice.^^ 


(1)  When  patentability  is  an  issue,  it 
■is  erroneous  to  instruct  tlie  jutry  tliati 
the  way  in  which  the  invention  has 
superseded  all  others  is  strong  evi- 
d^ence  of  its  novelty.  Adams  v.  Bel- 
laire  Stamping  Co.,  141  V.  8.  539,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  66',  35  L.  ed.  849,  afflrming 
28  Fed.  360,  25  Fed.  270.  But  (2)  it 
is  proper  to  instruct  that  the  issuance 
of  a  patent  is  a  prima  facie  presump- 
tion of  a  patentable  difference  from 
other  patented  inventions.  EanSome 
V.  Hyatt,  69  Fed.  148,.  16  C.  C.  A.  185; 

[b]  PrlorWy. — An  instruction  that 
if  the  patent  described  anything  new 
and  useful  it  was  valid  is  erroneous, 
in  an  action  on  a  note  for  a  patent 
right  where  the"  defense  was  that  the 
patenteeF  was  not  the  original  inventor. 
HTolliday  v.  B-heem,  18  Pa-.  465)  57  Am. 
Dee.   628. 

16  See  geirerallv  the  title  "Ver- 
dict." 

17.  Royer  v.  Schutz  B«lting  Co.,  28 
Fed.   8S0. 

18.  Roberts  v.  Bennett,  136  Fed. 
193,  69  C.  C.  A.  533. 

19.  Roberts  v.  Bennett,  136  Fed. 
193,  69  C.  C.  A-  533 

20.  Market  St.  Cable  R.  Co.  V.  Row- 
ley, 155  V.  8.  621,  15  Sup.  Ct.  224, 
39  L.  ed.  284;  Connors  v.  Ormsby,  148 
Fed.  13,  78   C.   C.  A.   181. 

21.  Roberts  v.  Bennett,  136  Fed. 
193,  69  C.   C.  A.  583. 

[*]  A  useless  thing,  constituting 
an  imposition  on  the  public.  Langdoii 
V.  Be  ©root,  1  Paine  203,  14  Fed'.  Caisl 
No.   8i059i  ' 

22.  See  generally  the  title  "Heax- 


1* 


23.  18  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  316;  3  U.  S. 
Comp;  St.,  1916,  §1586;  Watt  v.  Starke, 
101  U.  S.  247,  25  L.  ed.  826;  Coch- 
ran© V.  Deener,  94  U.  S.  780,  24  L.  ed. 
139;  Keyes  v.  Pueblo  Smelting  &  E. 
Co.,  31  Fed.  560. 

As  to.  submission  of  issues  to  jury 
in  an  equity  case,  see  the  title  "Issues 
in  Pleading  and  Practice." 

24.  See  the  title  "Eeferencesi" 
[a]  Where  a  patent  has  been  sus- 
tained, and  the  case  referred  to  a  mas- 
ter to  determine  the  amount  of  dam- 
ages and  profits,  the  questions  of  in- 
fringement and  general  scope  and  ex- 
tent of  the  patent  are  not  open  for 
consideration  or  determination,  the 
examination  of  the  master  being  lim- 
ited to  the  extent  of  the  infringement. 
F.  Speidel  Co.  v.  N.  Barstow  Co.,  232 
Fed.  617. 

25.  See  the'  title  "DismisBali  Dis- 
continuance and  Nonsuit." 

[aj  Dismissal  as  to  one  claini  of 
infringement  will  be  permitted  in  the 
absence  of  prejudice  to  defendant,  even 
after  argument  of  counsel.  Bar-ber  v. 
Reo  Motor  Car  Sales  Co.,  245  Fed. 
938. 

[bj  As  to  Part  of  Defendaflts. 
Where  several  independent  causes  of 
action  fbr  infringement  against  sev- 
eral defendants  are  joined,  the  bill 
may  be  diBmigsed  as  to  all  of  the  de- 
fendants save  one.  Taggart  v.  Brem- 
ner,  236  Fed.  544,  149  C.  C.  A.  596. 

26.  G-eorgia  Pine  Turpentine-  Co.  v. 
Bilfinger,  129  Fed.  131. 

[a]  After  infriBgiement  has  been 
disproved;  an  application  for  dismissal 
without  prejudice  as  to  one  defendant 
will-  be  denidd.     Arehei'  v.   Arnd,   31 
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J.  Judgment  or  Decree. —  1.  In  General.  —  In  actions  at  law 
and  suits  in  equity  for  infringement  the  judgment  or  decree  is  con- 
trolled by  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.^'  The  parties  are  en- 
titled to  an  adjudication  on  all  the  claims  of  a  patent  embraced  within 
the  issues,^*  and  where  two  patents  are  involved  the  validity  of  each, 
as  a  general  rule,  must  be  separately  determined  on  its  own  merits."* 
If  any  one  of  the  special  defenses  alleged  under  the  general  issue  with 
notice  be  found  for  the  defendant  judgment  must  be  rendered  for 
him.^° 

Damages  are  adjudged  the  successful  plaintiff  in  a  sum  sufficient 
to  compensate  his  actual  loss,^^  but  both  at  law  and  in  equity  the 
court  may,  in  its  discretion,  increase  the  damages  ascertained  by  the 
verdict  to  any  sum  not  exceeding  three  times  the  amount  thereof.^" 

2.  Costs.  —  a.  In  Actions  at  Law.^^  —  Whenever  the  plaintiff  in  an 
action  for  infringement  recovers  a  verdict  for  damages  he  is  entitled 
to  costs,^*  and  he  is  not  limited  to  those  eases  wherein  the  amount  of 


Fed.   475,  affirmed,  140   U.   S.   668,   11 
Sup.  Ct.  1015,  35  L.  ed.  599. 

[b]  Where  no  substantial  rights 
have  accrued,  to  the  defendant,  an  in- 
fringement suit  may  be  dismissed  by 
the  plaintiff  without  prejudi&e  at  any 
time  before  the  hearing  on  the  merits 
upon  payment  of  substantial  indemnity 
to  the  defendant,  covering  expenses 
incurred.  E.  G.  Staude  Mfg.  Co.  v.  L.a- 
bombarde,   229   Fed.    1004. 

27.  See  generally  the  titles  "De- 
crees;"   "  Judgments. ' ' 

[aj  Several  Judgment. — In  an  ac- 
tion for  infringement  against  two  de- 
fendants, a  recovery  may  be  had 
against  one  and  the  ether  acquitted. 
Eeutgen  v.  Kanowrs,  1  Wash.  C.  C. 
168,    20    Fed.    Cas.    No.    11,710. 

28.  National  Malleable  Castings  Co. 
V.  T.  H.  Symington  Co.,  234  Fed.  343, 
148    C.    C.    A.    245. 

29.  Alvey-FerguBon  Co.  v.  Peter 
Schoenhofen  Brewing  Co.,  245  Fed. 
762. 

30.  29  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  692;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4920  (amended  March  3, 
1897,  ch.  391,  §2);  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9466.  See  Vacuum  Cleaner  Co. 
V.  Dunn,  189  Fed.  634. 

31.  Belknap  v.  Schild,  161  U.  S. 
10,  16  Sup.  Ct.  443,  40  L.  ed.  599; 
Coupe  V.  Eoyer,  155  U.  S.  565,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  199,  39  L.  ed.  263  (reversing  29 
Fed.  358);  Tilghman  v.  Proctor,  125 
U.  S.  136,  8  Sup.  Ct.  894,  31  L.  ed. 
664;  Brown  v.  Lanyon,  148  Fed.  838, 
77  C.  C.  A.  528  (certiorari  denied,  204 
U.  S.  672,  27  Sup.  Ct.  787,  51  L.  ed. 
673);  Boston  v.  Allen,  91  Fed.  248, 
33  C.  C.  A.  485;  Seattle  v.  MoNamara, 
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81  Fed.  863,  26  C.  C.  A.  652;  Houston, 
E.  &  W.  T.  By.  Co.  v.  Stern,  74  Fed. 
636,  20  C.   C.  A.  568. 

[a]  Profits  to  be  accounted  for  by 
the  defendant,  recoverable  in  equity. 
29  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  694;  U.  S.  Eev.  St. 
§4921  (amended-  March  3,  1897,  ch. 
391,  §6);  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§9467.  i-         >  , 

32.  At  Law.— 16  U.  S.  St.  at  L. 
207;  U.  S.  Eev.  St.  §4919;  8  U.  S. 
Comp.  St.,  1916,  §9464. 

[a]  In  Equity.— 29  U.  S.  St.  at  L. 
694;  U.  S.  Eev.  St.  §  4921  (amended 
March  3,  1897,  ch.  391,  §6);  8  U.  S. 
Comp.  St.,  1916,  §9467;  Birdsall  v. 
Coolidge,  93  U.  S.  64,  23  L.  ed.  802; 
Whittemore  v.  Cutter,  1  Gall  478,  29 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,601;  Gray  v.  James, 
Pet.  C.  C.  394,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,718. 

[b]  When  necessary  to  protect 
plaintiffs,  only,  will  the  court  exercise 
its  discretion.  Schwar^ed  v.  Holen- 
shade,  2  Bond  29,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12,506;  Oarlock  v.  T,appan,  5  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,412;  Brodie  v.  Ophir  Silver  Min. 
Co.,  5  Sawy.  608,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,919; 
Bell  V.  MeCullough,  1  Bond  194,  3  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  1,256;  Allen  v.  Blunt,  2 
Woodb.  &  M.  121,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  217. 

33.  See  generally  the  title  "Costs." 

34.  16  TJ.   S.   St.   at   L.   207;    U.   S 

?n7«.®*-  ^^^^^'  ^  ^-  S-  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§9464. 

[a]  On  Verdict  for  Nominal  Dam- 
ages.—Merchant  V.  Lewis,  1  Bond  172. 
17   Fed.   Cas.   No.    9,437. 

[b]  Disclaimer  (1)  as  to  one  or 
more  claims  of  a  patent,  does  not 
defeat  his  right  to  costs  (Pressed 
Prism  Glass  Co.  v.  Continuous  Glass 
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the  verdict  is  trebled  by  the  court.'" 

The  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs  on  a  judgment  rendered  in  his 
favor  on  any  of  the  special  defenses  pleaded  under  the  general  issue 
with  notice.'^ 

Counsel  fees  as  a  rule,  are  not  allowable  as  an  element  of  costs  or 
damages  in  actions  for  infringement,^'  though  they  have  been  allowed 
in  some  cases.'* 

b.  In  Suits  in  Equity. ^^  —  In  suits  for  infringement,  while  the 
general  rules  as  to  what  are  taxable  costs  apply,*"  costs  generally  are 
awarded  to  the  successful  party ,*^  unless  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  justify  a  different  rule.*^  So  costs  may 
be  divided  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,*'  or  denied  when  nominal 
damages  only  are  recovered.** 

K.  Rehearing.  —  The  rules  relating  to  rehearings  generally,  apply 
to  applications  for  rehearings  in  suits  for  infringement.*"  Thus  the 
granting  or  refusal  of  an  application  as  a  rule  depends  upon  the  facts 


Prism  Co.,  181  Fed.  151;  Peek  v.  Frame, 
19  Fed.  Gas.  No.  10,904),  but  (2)  they 
may  be  reduced  if  by  such  disclaimer 
the  defendant  is  put  to  any  additional 
expense  which  otherwise  would  not 
have  occurred.  See  Pressed  Prism 
Glass  Co.  V.  Continuous  Glass  Prism 
Co.,   181   Fed.    151. 

35.  Merchant  v.  Lewis,  1  Bond  172, 
17  Fed.    Cas.   No.    9,437. 

36.  29  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  692;  U.  S. 
Eev.  St.  §4920  (amended  March  3, 
1897,  ch.  391,  |2);  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,    §9466. 

37.  Teese  v.  Huntingdon,  23  How. 
(IT.  S.)  2,  16  L.  ed.  479;  Whittemore  v. 
Cutter,  1  Gall.  429,  29  Fed.,  Cas.  No. 
17,600;  Stimpson  v.  Railroads,  23  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,456;  Blanchard's  Gun- 
Stock  Turning  Factory  v.  Warner,  1 
Blatchf.   258,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,521. 

38.  Boston  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Fiske,  2  Ma- 
son 119,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,681;  Allen 
V.  Blunt,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  121,  1  Fed. 
Cas.  No.   217. 

39.  See  generally  the  title  "Costs." 

40.  Parks  v.  Booth,  102  U.  S.  96, 
26  L.  ed.  54. 

[a]  Costs  Accruing  on  Beference. 
Kansas  City  Hay-Press  Co.  v.  Devol, 
127  Fed.  363. 

[b]  Copies  of  patents  cannot  be 
included.     Ryan  v.  Gould,  32  Fed.  754. 

[c]  Unnecessary  costs  will  not  be 
allowed.  Brunswick-Balke-CoUender  Co. 
V.   Klump,   131   Fed.   93. 

41.  See  5  Standard  Peoc.  808. 

[a]  Expiration  of  patent  pendente 
lite  will  not  defeat  costs  though  it 
prevents    the    relief   by    injunetipn    to 


which  plaintiff  was  entitled  at  the  out- 
set. American  Caramel  Co.  v.  White, 
234  Fed.  328,  148  C.  C.  A.  230. 

[b]  Where  dismissal  is  warranted 
through  defendant's  acts,  he  is  charge- 
able with  costs.  Parker  «.  Stebler, 
241  Fed.  589,  154  C.  C.  A.  365. 

42.  See  Green  v.  Lynn,  81  Fed.  387; 
Consolidated  Brake-She  i  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, P.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.,  69  Fed.  412; 
Hayes  v.  Biokelhoupt,  23  Fed.  183; 
Prime  v.  Brandon  Mfg.  Co.,  16 
Blatchf.  453,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,421. 

43.  Dobson  v.  Bigelow  Carpet  Co., 
114  U.  S.  439,  5  Sup.  Ct.  945,  29  L.  ed. 
177  (reversing  10  Fed.  385);  Brill  v. 
Delaware  County  &  P.  E.  E.  Co.,  109 
Fed.  901;  Tesla  Electric  Co.  v.  Scott, 
101  Fed.  524;  Troy  Iron  &  Nail  Fac- 
tory V.  Corning,  10  Blatchf.  223,  24 
Fed.   Cas.  No.  14,198. 

44.  Kansas  City  Hay-Press  Co.  v. 
Devol,  127  Fed.  363;  Hill  v.  Smith,  32 
Fed.  753;  Kirby  v.  Armstrong,  5  Fed. 
801,    10   Biss.    135. 

45.  See  the   title    "Rehearing." 

[a]  Newly  DiscoTered  Evidence. 
Bar*ber  v.  Otis,  etc.  Co.,  245  Fed.  945; 
American  Sulphite  Pulp  Co.  v.  Hinck- 
ley Fibre  Co.,  241  Fed.  590;  Corrugated 
Paper  Patents  Co.  v.  Paper  Working 
Mach.  Co.,  237  Fed.  380;  Brill  v.  North 
Jersey  St.  By.  Co.,  125  Fed.  526;  Sacks 
V.  Brooks,  85  Fed.   970. 

[b]  Unreasonable  delay  will  defeat 
the  right.  Turner  v.  Lauter  Piano  Co., 
239  Fed.  560. 

[c]  Payment  of  costs  as  prerequi- 
site, see  Underwood  v.  Gerber,  37  Fed. 
796,  2  L.  R.  A.   357. 
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of  each  ease,*^  and  may  be  permitted  by  the  appellate  court  after  its 
mandate  has  been-  issued  to  the  lower  court.*' 

L.  Operation  akd  Effect  op  Judgment  oe  Decree.  —  Satisfaction 
of  a  judgment  of  infringement  does' not  authorize  the  continued  use 
of  the  infringing  device.*^ 

The  doctrinei  of  res  judicata  is  fully  applicable  to  cases  of  patent  in- 
fringement.*' But  while  a  decision  on  the  same  facts  but  between 
different  parties  by  the  appellate  court  of  another  circuit  on  the 
question  of  validity  of  a  patent  is  not  res  judicata,^*  in  cases  of  doubt 
it  is  substantially  so  and  will  be  foUowed.^^ 

M.  Appeal. —  1.  In  General. —  An  appeal  in  accordance  with 
the  general  rules^^  lies  to  review  infringement  proceedings  at  law.^^ 


46.  Pittsburgh  Eeduction  Co.  v. 
Cowles  Electric  Smelting  &  Aluminum 
Co.,  121  Fed.   556. 

47.  Sundh  Electric  Co.  v.  Cutler- 
Hammer  Mfg.  Co.,  244  Fed.  163,  156 
C.   C.  A.   591. 

[a]  Newly  discovered  evidence  can- 
not be  introduced  on  the  argument  be- 
fore the  appellate  court.  Barber  v. 
Otis  Motor  Sales  Co.,  240  Fed.  723, 
153   C.    C.   A.   521. 

48.  Van  Epps  v.  International  Pa- 
per Co.,  124  Fed.  542;  Hay  den  v.  Suf- 
folk Mfg.  Co.,  11  Fed.  Gas.  No.  6,261, 
affirmed,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  315,  18  L.  ed. 
76. 

49.  Hart  Steel  Co.  v.  Eailroad  Sup- 
ply Co.,  244  U.  S.  294,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
506,  61  L.  ed.  1148:  Van  Epps  v.  In- 
ternational Paper  Co.,  124  Fed.  542; 
Newton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wilgus,  90  Fed. 
483;  Dubois  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B. 
E.  Co.,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,109.  See 
generally  the  titles  "Judgments;" 
"Bes  Judicata." 

[a]  One  who  accepts  a  judgment 
for  profits  cannot  maintain  another 
action  for  damages  arising  out  of  the 
same  acts  of  infringement.  Child  v. 
Boston  &  F.  Iron  Works,  19  Fed.  258. 

[b]  Record  parties  nominally  dif- 
ferent but  the  real  parties  in  interest 
the  same.  Hart  Steel  Co.  v.  Eailroad 
Supply  Co.,  244  TJ.  S.  294,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
506,  61  L.  ed.  1148,  reversing  222  Fed. 
261,  138   C.   C.  A.   23. 

50.  Mast,  Foos  &  Co.  v.  Stover  Mfg. 
Co.,  177  U.  S.  485,  20  Sup.  Ct.  708, 
44  L.  ed.  856;  Irving-Pitt  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Blackwell-Wielandy  Book  &  Station- 
ery Co.,  238  Fed.  177,  151  C.  0.  A.  253; 
Baldwin  v.  Abercrombie  &  Fitch  Co., 
228  Fed.  895,  143  C.  C.  A.  293;  Na- 
tional Electric  Signaling  Co.  v.  Tele- 
funken  W.  T.  Co.,  221  Fed.  629,  137 
C.  C.  A.  353;  Doelger  v.  German- Ameri- 
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can  Filter  Co.,  204  Fed.  274,  122  C. 
C.  A.  472;  Hildreth  v.  Auerbaeh,  223 
Fed.  545,  affirmed,  223  Fed.  651,  139 
C.  C.  A.  205. 

[a]  Stare  Decisis. — Prior  deeiaiona 
on  the  validity  of  a  patent,  by  ap- 
pellate courts  in  other  circuits  and 
different  cases,  will  be  followed,  unless 
in  the  instant  ease  the  facts  are  dif- 
ferent, when  the  court  will  exercise 
its  independent  judgment.  Thaeher  v. 
Inhabitants  of  Falmouth,  241  Fed. 
869,  154  C.  C.  A.  571. 

51.  Doelger  v.  German-American 
Filter  Co.,  204  Fed.  274,  122  C.  C.  A. 
472;  Voigtmann  v.  Seely,  198  Fed.  485, 
119  C.  C.  A.  386;  Hildreth  v.  Auerbaeh, 
223  Fed.  545,  affirmed  223  Fed.  651, 
139   C.   C.   A.   205. 

52.  See  g'enerally  the  title  "Ap- 
peals." 

53.  Philp  V.  Nock,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
185,  20  L.  ed.  567;  Blanchard  v.  Put- 
nam,  8   Wall.    (U.   S.)   420,   19   L.   ed. 

[a]  Biscretionary  Rulings.— The  al- 
lowance of  increased  damages  lies  in 
the  discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and  in 
the  absence  of  abuse  will  not  be  dis- 
turbed on  appeal.  Toplife  v.  ToplifE 
145  U.  S.  156,  12  Sup.  Ct.  825,  36  L 
ed.   658.  ,     "  ^. 

[bj  Verdict  >  Sustained  on  Other 
Grounds. — Thus  where  want  of  patent- 
ability is  pleaded  as  a  defense,  a  di- 
rected verdict  for  the  defendant  may 
be  sustained  on  that  ground  although 
based  on  other  grounds.  May  v  Ju- 
neau, 137  IT.  S.  408,  11  Sup.  Ct."  102 
34  L.  ed.  729,  affirming  3a  Fed.  241.    ' 

[c]  Review  of  Questions  of  Fact. 
(1)  The  appellate  court  will  not  re- 
view the  finding  of  the  jury  on  the 
question  of  infringement  submitted 
upon  competent  evidence.  Graham  v 
Earl,   92   I*ed.   155,   34   C.   C.   A    267- 


PATENTS 


213 


The  same  is  true  of  such  proceedings  in  equity.^* 

2.  Sulbsequent  Proceedings  in  Lower  Court."'  —  While  the  lower 
court  cannot  modify  an  interlocutory  decree  granting  a  perpetual  in- 
junction against  infringement  which  has  been  affirmed  by  the  ap- 
pellate court,^"  it  may,  before  the  case  goes  to  final  decree,  consider 
and  determine  whether  a  modified  device  not  previously  submitted 
does  or  does  not  infringe.^' 

N.  Injunctions.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Federal  courts  vested  with 
jurisdiction  in  infringement  suits  have  power  to  grant  injunctions  to 
prevent  the  violation  of  any  right  secured  by  a  patent,^'  and  the  same 
general  rules  control  as  are  applied  to  the  issuance  of  injunctions  in 
other  eases.^®  The  infringement  may  be  real  or  anticipated,'"'  and  an 
injunction  may  issue  even  though  the  defendant  disclaims  any  in- 
tention of  further  infringement, °^  although  there  are   decisions  re- 


Singer  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Brill,  54  Fed.  380, 
4  C.  C.  A.  374.  (2)  The  same  ap- 
plies to  novelty.  Graham  v.  Earl,  92 
Fed.  155,  34  C.  C.  A.  267. 

[d]  Objections  and  Exceptions  Be- 
low.— An  objection  to  the  validity  of 
a  patent  must  be  raised  below.  It 
■will  not  be  considered  if  raised  for  the 
first  time  on  appeal.  Heide  v.  Panou- 
lias,  188  Fed.  914,  110  C.  C.  A.  656. 

[e]  Same  Theory. — So  where  de- 
fendant treated  as  a  question  of  fact 
at  the  trial  the  question  as  to  what 
constituted  a  combination  as  patented, 
he  cannot  assert  on  appeal  that  it 
should  have  been  determined  as  a  ques- 
tion of  law.  Foote  v.  Silsby,  1  Blatehf. 
445,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,916,  affirmed, 
14  How.   218,  14  L.   ed.   394. 

54.  Lederer  v.  Garage  Equipment 
Mfg.  Co.,  235  Fed.  527,  149  C.  C.  A.  73. 

[a]  Interlocutory  decree  of  injvmc- 
tjnu,  (1)  appealable.  Lederer  v.  Gar- 
age Equipment  Mfg.  Co.,  235  Fed.  527, 
1''9  C.  C.  A.  73;  Racine  Engine  & 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Confectioners'  Maoh.  & 
Mfg.  Co.,  235  Fed.  527,  149  C.  C.  A.  73. 
474.  (2)  Appeal  must  be  taken  within 
thirty  days  where  decree  interlocutory 
(Stromberg  Motor  Devices  Co.  v.  Arn- 
son,  239  Fed.  891,  153  C.  C.  A.  19), 
but  (3)  not  where  it  is  partly  final 
ard  partly  interlocutory.  Historical 
Publishing  Co.  v.  Jones  Bros.  Pub.  Co., 
231  Fed.  784,  145  C.  C.  A.  655  (a 
copyright  infringement  ease) ;  Scriven 
V.  North,  134  Fed.  366,  67  C.  C.  A. 
348. 

[b]  Dismissal  of  appeal  where  new 
and  material  evidence  discovered,  •see 
Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co.  v.  Seiber- 
ling,  245  Fed.   937,   158   C.   C.   A.   225. 

65.    See   generally  the  title   "Man- 


date and  Proceedings  Thereafter." 

56.  Bissell  Carpet-Sweeper  Uo.  v. 
Goshen  Sweeper  Co.,  72  Fed.  545,  19 
C.   C.  A.  25. 

57.  Kalamazoo  Loose-Leaf  Binder 
Co.  V.  Proudfit  Loose-Leaf  Co.,  243 
Fed.  895,  156  C.  C.  A.  407. 

58.  29  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  694;  U.  S. 
Rev.  St.,  §4921  (amended  March  3, 
1897,  ch.  391,  §6);  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9467;  Parks  v.  Booth,  102  U.  S. 
96,  26  L.  ed.  54;  American  Grapho- 
phon«  Co.  V.  Pickard,  201  Fed.  546; 
Brooks  V.  Stolley,  3  McLean  523,  4 
Fed.    Cas.    No.    1,962. 

59.  See  generally  the  title  "Injunc- 
tions," and  Gillette  Safety  Razor  Co. 
V.  Durham  Duplex  Safety  Razor  Co., 
197  Fed.  574;  Westinghouse  Air  Brake 
Co.  V.  Carpenter,  32  Fed.  484;  Keyes 
V.  Pueblo  Smelting  &  R.  Co.,  31  Fed. 
560;  Brick  v.  Staten  Island  R.  Co.,  25 
Fed.  553;  Merriam  v.  Smith,  11  Fed. 
588;  Sargent  v.  Lamed,  2  Curt.  340, 
21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,364. 

60.  Goshen  Mfg.  Co.  4).  Myers  Mfg. 
Co.,  242  U.  S.  202,  37  Sup.  Ct.  105,  61 
L.  ed.  248;  Westinghouse  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Press  Pub.  Co.,  127  Fed.  822;  Na- 
tional Meter  Co.  v.  Thomson  Meter  Co., 
106   Fed.   531. 

61.  Johnson  v.  Foos  Mfg.  Co.,  141 
Fed.  73,  72  C.  C.  A.  105;  Braddock 
Glass  Co.  V.  Macbeth,  64  Fed.  118, 
12  C.  C.  A.  70;  Van  Kannel  Revolv- 
ing Door  Co.  V.  XJhrich,  247  Fed.  344; 
General  Electric  Co.  v.  Bullock  Electric 
Mfg.  Co.,  138  Fed.  412;  Brookfield  v. 
Elmer  Glassworks,  132  Fed.  312;  Con- 
solidated Fastener  Co.  v.  Toppen,  113 
Fed.  697;  New  York  Filter  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Chemical  Bldg.  Co.,  93  Fed.  827; 
New   York   Belting   &   Packing   Co.   v. 
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fusing  an  injunction  under  such  circumstances.*^    The  fact  that  the 
patentee  has  never  used  the  invention  is  not  material.*^ 

2.  Preliminary  Injunction.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  general  rules 
of  practice  govern  the  application  for  a  preliminary  injunction  and 
proceedings  'thereon.**  Where  the  right  to  and  necessity  for  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  is  clearly  shown,*'  it  will  be  granted  to  prevent 


Gutta  Percha  &  Eubber  Mfg.  Co.,  56 
Fed.  264;  Sawyer  Spindle  Co.  v.  Tur- 
ner, 55  Fed.  979;  Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Arlington  Mfg.  Co.,  34  Fed.  324;  Sick- 
els  V.  Mitchell,  3  Blatchf.  548,  22  Fed. 
Ca^  No.  12,835;  Eumford  Chemical 
Works  V.  Vice,  14  Blatchf.  179,  20 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,136;  Potter  v.  Crow- 
ell,  1  Abb.  89,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,323; 
Jenkins  v.  Greenwald,  1  Bond  126,  13 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,270;  Goodyear  v.  Berry, 
2  Bond  189,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,556. 

62.  General  Electric  Co.  v.  Pitts- 
burg-BufEalo  Co.,  144  Fed.  439;  Silver 
&  Co.  V.  J.  P.  Eustis  Mfg.  Co.,  130 
Fed.  348;  General  Electric  Co.  ■;;.  New 
England  Electric  Mfg.  Co.,  123  Fed. 
310;  Edison  General  Electric  Co.  v. 
New  England  Electric  Mfg.  Co.,  121 
Fed.  125;  National  Cash  Eegister  Co. 
V.  Boston  Cash  Indicator  &  Eec.  Co., 
41  Fed.  144;  Brammer  v.  Jones,  2 
Bond  100,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,806. 

63.  Crown  Cork  &  Seal  Co.  v.  Alu- 
minum Stopper  Co.,  108  Fed.  845,  48 
C.  C.  A.  72;  Campbell  Printing  Press 
&  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Manhattan  E.  Co.,  49 
Fed.  930;  American  Bell  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Cushman  Tel.  &  S.  Co.,  36  Fed.  488, 
1   L.   E.  A.   799. 

64.  As  to  preliminary  injunctions 
generally,  see  13  Standabd  Proc.  128, 
146  et  seq. 

[a]^  Affidavits  (1)  supporting  the 
motion  for  a  preliminary  injunction, 
must  be  filed  by  the  plaintiff.  Palmer 
Pneumatic  Tire  Co.  v.  Newton  Eubber 
Wks.,  73  Fed.  218;  Young  v.  Lipp- 
man,  9  Blatchf.  277,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
18,160;  American  Diamond,  Eock-Bar- 
ing  Co.  V.  Sullivan  Mach.  Co.,  14 
Blatchf.  119,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  298.  (2) 
The  defendant  may  file  counter  af- 
fidavits. Brill  V.  Peckham  Motor 
Truck  &  Wheel  Co.,  189  U.  S.  57,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  562,  47  L.  ed.  706;  Young  v. 
Lippman,  9  Blatchf.  277,  30  Fed,  Cas. 
No.  18,160;  Eobinson  v.  Eandolph,  2 
N.  J.  L.  J.  170,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,962. 
(3)  But  in  a  close  case  a  preliminary 
injunction  will  not  be  granted  on  af- 
fidavits alone.     Safety  Car  Heating  & 
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Lighting    Co.    v.    Gould    Coupler    Co., 
230  Fed.  848. 

I  [b]  Consideration  of  pertinent  facts 
alone  (1)  is  proper  on  the  hearing  of 
the  motion.  Westinghouse  Electric  & 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Stanley  Electric  Mfg.  Co., 

'  117  Fed.  309;  Union  Paper  Bag  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Binney,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,387. 
(2)  The  court  will  not  pass  upon  the 
credibility  of  witnesses  (Sessions  v. 
Gould,  48  Fed.  855  [afflrmed,  63  Fed. 
1001,  11  C.  C.  A.  546] ;  Cooper  v.  Mat- 
theys,  3  Clark  178,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
3,200),  (3)  nor  determine  disputed 
questions  of  law  and  fact.  Motion  Pic- 
ture Patents  Co.  V.  New  York  Motion 

!  Picture  Co.,  174  Fed.  51;  National 
Phonograph  Co.  v.  Walker,  169  Fed. 
146;  Seal  v.  Beach,  113  Fed.  831;  Con- 
solidated Fastener  Co.  v.  Columbian 
Fastener  Co.,  73  Fed.  828;  Sickels  v. 
Youngs,  3  Blatchf.  293,  22  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,838;  Bailey  Wringing  Mach.  Co. 
V.  Adams,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  752. 

[e]  An  indemnity  bond  (1)  is  re- 
quired of  the  plaintiff  in  all  eases  as  a 
condition  to  the  issuance  of  a  pre- 
liminary injunction.  Act  of  Oct.  15, 
1914,  ch.  323,  §18;  38  U.  S.  St.  at  L. 
730.  (2)  Formerly  it  was  a  matter 
entirely  within  the  court's  discretion 
(Columbia  Wire  Co.  v.  Freeman  Wire 
Co.,  71  Fed.  302;  Accumulator  Co.  v. 
Consolidated  Blec.  Storage  Co.,  53 
Fed.  796,  800;   Tobey  Furniture  Co.  v. 

'  Colby,  35  Fed.  592),  and  (3)  was  gen- 
erally required  in  cases  where  serious 
injury  would  result  to  the  defendant 
by  the  issuance  of  a  preliminary  in- 
junction. Orr  V.  Littlefield,  1  Woodb. 
&  M.  13,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,590; 
Consolidated  Fruit  Jar  Co.  v.  Whitney, 

!  1   Bann.    &   A.   356,   361,   6   Fed.    Cas. 

;  No.  3,132. 

I  65.  International  Tooth-Crown  Co. 
V.  Mills,  22  Fed.  659;  Sickels  v.  Youngs, 
3  Blatchf.  293,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,- 
838;  Parker  v.  Sears,  4  Clark  443,  18 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,748;  Cooper  v.  Mat- 
theys,  3  Clark  178,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
3,200. 

I  [a]  Acquiescence  In  defendant's 
use  of  the  device  will  defeat  the  in- 
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irreparable  injury.*"  But  the  right  to  grant  a  preliminary  injunction 
is  discretionary  with  the  court,®^  and  in  cases  of  doubt  the  application 
will  be  refused,*,^  especially  when  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant  is 
financially  able  to  reimburse  the  plaintiff;*^  or  when  the  plaintiff  has 
been  guilty  of  laches  without  sufficient  explanation;"*  or  the  patent 
has  expired,'^  or  expires  pending  the  motion,'^  or  ia  about  to  expire/* 
or  in  a  case  of  an  alleged  interference,^*  or  when  it  appears  that  a 


junction.     Aeolian  Co.  v.   Cunningham 
Piano   Co.,  244  Fed.  478. 

[bj  Not  Before  Issuance  of  Patent. 
Gayler  v.  Wilder,  10  How.  (U.  S.) 
477,  13  L.  ed.  504;  Standard  Scale, 
etc.  Co.  V.  McDonald,  127  Fed.  709; 
Hoeltge  V.  Hoeller,  2  Bond  386,  12 
Fed.   Cas.   No.   6,574. 

66.  Todd  Protectograph  Co.  v.  New 
Era  Mfg.  Co.,  236  Fed.  768;  Bowers 
Dredging  Co.  v.  New  York  Dredging 
Co.,  77  Fed.  980;  Columbia  Wire  Co. 
V.  Freeman  Wire  Co.,  71  Fed.  302;  Nor- 
ton V.  Eagle  Automatic  Can  Co.,  57 
Fed.  929;  New  York  Grape  Sugar  Co. 
V.  American  Grape  Sugar  Co.,  10  Fed. 
835,  20  Blatchf.  386;  Parker  v.  Sears, 
4  Clark  443,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,748; 
North  V.  Kershaw,  4  Blatchf.  70,  18 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,311;  Morris  v.  Low- 
ell Mfg.  Co.,  3  Fish.  Pat.  Cas.  67,  17 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,833;  Dorsey  Revolving 
Harvester  Eake  Co.  v.  Bradley  Mfg. 
Co.,  12  Blatchf.  202,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,015;  Batten  v.  Silliman,  2  Fed.  Cas. 
No.   1,106. 

67.  Winchester  Repeating  Arms  Co. 
V.  Olmsted,  203  Fed.  493,  121  C.  C.  A. 
615;  Hartford  v.  Western  Mfg.  Co., 
172  Fed.  676;  Cimiotti  Unhairing  Co. 
V.  American  Fur  Refining  Co.,  117  Fed. 
623;  Union  Paper-Bag  Maoh.  Co.  v. 
Binney,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,387;  Pot- 
ter V.  Whitney,  1  Low.  87,  19  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,341;  Irwin  v.  Dane,  2  Biss. 
442,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,081;  Earth 
Closet  Co.  V.  Fenner,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,249;  American  Nicholson  Pavement 
Co.  V.  Elizabeth,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  312. 

68.  Armat  Moving  Picture  Co.  v. 
Edison  Mfg.  Co.,  125  Fed.  939,  60  C. 
C.  A.  380;  Steams-Roger  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Brown,  114  Fed.  939,  52  C.  0.  A.  559; 
American  Pneumatic  Tool  Co.  v.  Bige- 
low  Co.,  77  Fed.  988,  23  C.  C.  A.  603; 
Motion  Picture  Patents  Co.  v.  New 
York  Motion  Picture  Co.,  174  Fed.  51: 
Brookfleld  v.  Elmer  Glass  Works,  132 
Fed.  312;  Thomson-HouBtou  Electric 
Co.  V.  Wagner  Electric  Mfg.  Co.,  130 
Fed.  902;  Welsbach  Light  Co.  v.  Cos- 
mopolitan  Incandescent    Gaslight    Co., 


100  Fed.  648;  National  Folding  Box  & 
Paper  Co.  v.  Munson  &  Co.,  99  Fed.  86; 
Consolidated  Fastener  Co.  v.  American 
Fastener  Co.,  94  Fed.  523;  Brush  Elec- 
tric Co.  V.  Electric  Storage  Battery 
Co.,  64  Fed.  775;  Hammond  Buckle 
Co.  V.  Goodyear  Rubber  Co.,  49  Fed. 
274;  Thompson  v.  Rand- Avery  Supply 
Co.,  38  Fed.  112;  Steam-Gauge,  etc., 
Co.  V.  St.  Louis  R.  Supplies  Mfg.  Co., 
25  Fed.  491;  Pullman  v.  Baltimore  & 
O.  E.  Co.,  5  Fed.  72,  4  Hughes  236. 

69.  Thompson-Hou'ston  Elec.  Co.  v. 
Wagner  Electric  Mfg.  Co.,  130  Fed. 
902;  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Union 
Match  Co.,  129  Fed.  602;  Hallock  v. 
Babcock  Mfg.  Co.,  124  Fed.  226;  Brad- 
ley V.  Eccles,  120  Fed.  947;  Seoville 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Patent  Button  Co.,  99 
Fed.  743;  Huntington  Dry-Pulverizer 
Co.  V.  Alpha  Portland  Cement  Co.,  91 
Fed.   534. 

70.  Brush  Electric  Co.  v.  Electric 
Storage  Battery  Co.,  64  Fed.  775;  Price 
V.  Joliet  Steel  Co.,  46  Fed.  107;  Waite 
V.  Chichester  Chair  Co.,  45  Fed.  258; 
Keyes  v.  Pueblo  Smelting  &  R.  Co., 
31    Fed.    560. 

[a]  Mere  forbearance  for  a  reason- 
able time,  after  notice,  will  not  in  a 
plain  case  affect  the  plaintiff's  case. 
Loring  v.  Booth,  52  Fed.  150;  CoUig- 
non  V.  Hayes,  8  Fed.  912. 

71.  Tompkins  v.  St.  Regis  Paper 
Co.,  236  Fed.  221,  149  C.  C.  A.  411. 

72.  Huntington  Dry-Pulverizer  Co., 
V.  Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Co.,  121 
Fed.   136. 

73.  Keyes  v.  Eureka  Consol.  Min. 
Co.,  158  U.  S.  150,  15  Sup.  Ct.  772,  39 
L.  ed.  929;  Parker  v:  Sears,  4  Clark 
443,   18   Fed.   Gas.    No.   10,748. 

[a]  Not  an  absolute  ground  for  re- 
fusal, for  when  the  circumstances  jus- 
tify it  a  preliminary  injunction  may 
be  granted  even  though  the  patent  is 
about  to  expire.  Westinghouse  Air- 
Brake   Co.   v.   Carpenter,   32   Fed.   484. 

74.  Blakey  v.  National  Mfg.  Co.,  95 
Fed.  136,  37  C.  C.  A.  27;  Welsbach 
Light  Co.  V.  Cosmopolitan  Incandes- 
cent Co.,  100  Fed.  648;  Ney  Mfg.  Co. 

Vol.  XXI 


216 


PATENTS 


refusal  would  injure  plaintiff  much  less  than  the  defendant/^  or  the 
public.'*  But  a  preliminary  injunction  will  not  be  refused  merely 
because  it  would  work  a  hardship  on  the  defendant/'  fir  be  an  in- 
convenience to  the  public.'^ 

b.  Validity  of  Patent  Must  Be  EstaMisked.  ■■ —  The  mere  fact  of  the 
issuance  of  letters  patent  does  not  entitle  the  patentee  to  a  pre- 
liminary injunction,  its  validity  must  first  be  'establishfid  ;'^  as,  for 
example,  by  an  adjudication  of  a  federal  eourt,^"  by  a  decision  of 


V.  Superior  Drill  Co.,  56  Fed.  152; 
WiUiams  v.  MeN-eely,  56  Fed.  265; 
Sargejit  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Woodruff,  5  Biss. 
444,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,368;  Sargent 
V.   Carter,   21   Fed.   Cas.   No.   12,362. 

[a]  As  between  two  improvers 
where  no  prior  invention  is  involved, 
each  basing  his  claiih  upon  a  result 
obtained  by  a  different  combination,  a 
preliminary  injunction  will  not  issue. 
Shepard  v.  Carrigan,  116  V.  S.  593, 
6  Bup.  Ct.  493,  29  D.  ed.  723.  See  also 
Aeolian  Go.  v.  Cunningham  Piano  Co., 
244  Fed.  478. 

75.  Bowers  Dredging  Co.  v.  New 
T.oik  Dredging  Co.,  77  Fed.  980;  Boot 
V.  Mt.  Adams  &  E.  Park  Inclined  E. 
Co.,  40  Fed.  760;  Potter  v.  Whitney, 
1  Lowell  87,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,341; 
Morris  v.  Lowell  Mfg.  Co.,  3  Fish.  Pat. 
Cas.  67,  17  Fed.  Cais.  No.  9,833;  Hock- 
holzer  v.  Eager,  2  Sawy.  361,  12  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  6,o56;  Day  v.  Candee,  7  Fed. 
Qaa.    No.    3,076. 

76.  American  Ordnance  Co.  v. 
Drigigs-foeabury  Co.,  87  Fed.  947;  Camp- 
bell Printing  Press  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Man- 
hattan E.  Co.,  47  Fed.  663;  Southwest- 
ern Brush  Electric  Light,  etc.  Co.  v. 
La.  Electric  Light  Co.,  45  Fed.  893; 
G.uidet  V.  Palmer,  10  Blatchf.  217,  11 
Fed.    Cas.    No.    5,859. 

77.  Thomson-Houston  Electric  Co. 
V.  Jeffrey  Mfg.  Co.,  144  Fed.  130; 
United  Indurated  Fibre  Co.  v.  Whip- 
pany  Mfg.  Co.,  83  Fed.  485;  Norton  v. 
Eagle  Automatic  Can  Co.,  57  Fed.  929; 
Hodge  V.  Hudson  River  E.  Co.,  6 
Blatchf.  165,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,560. 

78.  Lanyon  Zinc.  Co.  v.  Brown,  115 
Fed.  150,  53  C.  C.  A.  354;  Pelzer  v. 
Binghamton,  95  Fed.  823,  37  C.  C.  A. 
288;  Westinghouse  Air  Brake  Co.  v. 
Great  Northern  E.  Co.,  86  Fed.  132; 
New  York  Filter  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Niagara. 
Falls  Water  Works  Co.,  80  Fed.  924, 
26  C.  C.  A.  252;  Thomson-Houston 
Electric  Co.  v.  Union  E.  Co.,  78  Fed. 
365. 

79.  Standard  Elev.  Co.  v.  Crgjje 
Blev.  Co.,  59  Fed.  718,  6  C.  C.  A-  100; 
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Aeolian  Co.  v.  Cuunin,gham  Piano  Co., 
244  Fed.  478;  Brunswick-Balke-Collen- 
der  Go.  v.  Kofihler,  115  Fed.  648;  Plan- 
ters' Compress  Co.  v.  Moore  &  Son's 
Co.,  106  Fed.  500;  Smith  v.  Merideu 
Britannia  €o.,  92  Fed.  1003;  Societe 
Anonyme  v.  Allen,  84  Fed.  812;  Pal- 
mer Pneumatic  Tire  Co.  v.  Newton  Eub- 
ber  Works,  73  Fed.  218;  Dickerson  v. 
De  La  Vergne  Eefrigeraiting  Mach. 
Co.,  35  Fed.  143;  Foster  v.  Crossin, 
23  F«d.  400. 

[a]  In  a  clear  case,  where  the  pat- 
ent's validity  is  unaasailed,  or  there 
is  no  evidence  to  support  a  charge  of 
invalidity,  and  its  novelty  and  useful- 
ness are  apparent,  and  the  evidence 
as  to  the  prior  art  is  inconclusive, 
the  presumption  of  validity  attaching 
to  a  patent  by  reason  of  its  grant  is 
Bufi5.cient  to  'support  the  issuance  of  a 
preliminary  injunction,  without  a 
prior  adjudication,  long  acquiescence 
by  the  public,  or  other  fact  establish- 
ing its  validity.  Fuller  v.  Gilmore, 
121  Fed.  129;  Wilson  v.  Consolidated 
Store-Service  Co.,  88  Fed.  286,  31  C. 
C.  A.  53,3  (reversing  83  Fed.  201).; 
Hussey  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Deering,  20  Fed. 
795, 

80.  Leeds  &  Catlin  Co.  v.  Victor 
Talking  Machine  Co.,  213  U.  S  301, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  495,  53  L.  ed.  805;  Adam 
V.  Folger,  120  Fed.  260,  56  C.  G.  A. 
540;  Aeolian  Co.  v.  Cunningham  Piano 
Co.,  244  Fed.  478;  Societe  Anonyme  v. 
Allen,  84  Fed.  612,  823;  Thomson- 
Houston  Electric  Co.  v.  Ohio  Brass  Co., 
78  Fed.  142;  Edison  Electric  Light  Co. 
V.  Beacon  Vacuum  &  Electrical  Co., 
54  Fed.  678.     See  infm.  III,  P,  2,  c. 

[a]  But  not  (1)  a  consent  decree 
(Wilson  V.  Consolidated  Store-Service 
Co.,  88  Fed.  286,  31  C.  C.  A.  533  [re- 
versing 83  Fed.  201];  American  Grapho- 
phone  Co.  v.  Gimbel  Bros.,  234  Fed. 
344;  New  York  Button  Works  v.  Cres- 
cent Button  Co.,  185  F«d.  820-  Earll 
V.  Eochester,  S.  &  E.  E.  Co.,  157  Fed. 
241;  National  Enameling  Co.  v.  New 
England  Enameling  Co,  123  Fed.  436; 
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the  patent  office  or  appellate  court  in  an  interference  proceeding,'* 
unless  the  parties  are  different,^^  or  by  long  continued  acquiescence 
by  the  public.*'  However,  the  presumption  of  validity  which  attaches 
to  every  patent  valid  on  its  face,  is  sufficient  when  the  defendant  does 
not  deny  such  validity,**  or  is  estopped  from  doing  so.*^ 

c.    Prior  Adjudication  of  Validity.  —  An  adjudication  of  the  validity 
of  a  patent  by  the  federal  supreme  court  or  appellate'  court  of  the 


Bowers  Dredging  Co.  v.  New  York 
Dredging  Co.,  77  Fed'.  980),  or  (2) 
decree  entered  without  a  hearing  upon 
an  abandonment  of  the  defense.  Dia- 
mond Match  Co.  V.  Union  Match  Co., 
129  Fed.  602;  "Western  Electric  Co.  v. 
Anthracite  Tel.  Co.,  113  Fed.  834; 
American  Electrical  Novelty  Co.  v. 
Newgold,  99  Fed.  567;  Societe  Anony- 
me  V.  Allen,  84  Fed.  812  (aprmed,  90 
Fed.  815,  .33  C.  C.  A.  282);  Hayes  v. 
Leton,  5  Fed.  521. 

81.  Automatic  Weighing  Mach.  Co. 
V.  Pneumatic  Scale  Corp.,  166  Fed. 
288,  92  C.  C.  A.  206  (reversing  158 
Fed.  415) ;  Perfection  Cooler  Co.  v.  Eose 
Mfg.  Co.,  175  Fed.  120;  Dickerson  v. 
De  La  Vergne  Refrigerating  Mach.  Co., 
35  Fed.  143;  Minneapolis  Harvester 
Wks.  V.  McCormick  Harvestering  Mach. 
Co.,  28  Fed.  565;  Cojisolidated  Bunging 
Apparatus  Co.  v.  Peter  Schoenhofen 
Brew.  Co.,  28  Fed.  428:  Celluloid  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Chrolithian  Collar  &  Cuff  Co., 
24  Fed.  275;  Smith  v.  Halkyard,  16 
Fed.  414;  Pentlarge  v.  Beeston,  14 
Blatch.   352,   19   Fed.   Cas.   No.   10,963. 

[a]  Priority  Determined. — The  de- 
termination of  the  patent  office  in  an 
interference  proceeding  establishes  the 
validity  of  the  patent  as  between  the 
parties  only  so  far  as  it  concerns  the 
question  of  priority.  Elliott  &  Co.  v. 
Youngstown  Car  Mfg.  Co.,  181  Fed. 
345,  104  C.  C.  A.  175,  reversinff  173  Fed. 
315. 

82.  Eeed  Mfg.  Co.  ».  Smith  &  Win- 
chester Co.,  107  Fed.  719,  46  G.  C.  A. 
601;  Wilson  v.  Consolidated  Store- 
Service  Co.,  88  Fed.  286,  31  0.  C.  A. 
533  (reversing  83  Fed.  201);  Empire 
State  Nail  Co.  v.  American  Solid 
Leather  Button  Co.,  61  Fed.  650;  Dick- 
erson V.  De  La  Vergne  Refrigerating 
Mach.  Co.,  35  Fed.  143;  Potter  v.  Stev- 
ens, 19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,338. 

83.  Crescent  Specialty  Co.  v.  Na- 
tional Fireworks  Distributing  Co.,  219 
Fed.  130,  135  C.  C.  A.  28;  Silver  &  Co. 
V.  3.  P.  Eustis  Mfg.  Co.,  130  Fed.  348; 
Corser  v.  Brattleboro   Overall   Co.,   59 


Fed.  781;  Palmer  v.  Mills,  57  Fed.  221; 
Sessions  v.  Gould,  49  Fed.  855;  White 
V.  Hunter,  47  Fed.  819;  White  v.  Sur- 
dam,  41  Fed.  790. 

[a]  There  is  no  fixed  rule  as  to  the 
length  of  tinie  the  possession  and  en- 
joyment of  the  right  under  the  patent 
shall  have  continued  to  justify  a  pre- 
liminary injunction.  Sargent  v.  Sea- 
grave,  2  Curt.  553,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12,365;  Potter  v.  Muller,  19  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,334;  Orr  v.  Littlefield,  1  Woodb. 
&  M.  13,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,590. 

[b]  What  constitutes  acquiescence 
depends  upon  the  facts  of  each  case. 
Consolidated  Fastener  Co.  v.  American 
Fastener  Co.,  94  Fed.  523;  Nilsaon  v. 
Jefferson,  78  Fed.  366;  Sargent  v.  Sea- 
grave,  2  Curt.  553,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12,365;  Potter  v.  Muller,  19  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,334;  Mitchell  V.  Barclay,  17 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,659. 

[c]  The  fact  that  the  patent  has 
been  unquestioned  for  several  years  is 
sufScient  to  raise  the  presumption  of 
validity,  though  there  has  been  no  ad- 
judication thereon.  McDowell  v.  Kurtz, 
77  Fed.  206,  23  C.  C.  A.  119;  Peck, 
Stow  &  Wilcox  Co.  V.  Fray,  88  Fed. 
784;  White  v.  Hunter,  47  Fed.  819; 
National  Typographic  Co.  v.  New  York 
Typograph  Co.,  46  Fed.  114. 

[dl  A  patent  only  a  year  old  or 
less  is  too  recent  to  have  received  suf- 
ficient acquiescence  to  warrant  a  pre- 
liminary injunction.  Nilsson  v.  Jeffer- 
son, 78  Fed.  366;  National  Cash  Regis- 
t«^r  Co.  V.  Boston  Cash  Indicator  & 
Eec.  Co.,  41  Fed.  144;  Johnston  Euffler 
Co.  V.  Avery  Mach.  Co.,  28  Fed.  193. 

84.  New  York  Grape  Sugar  Co.  v. 
American  Grape  Sugar  Co.,  10  Fed. 
835,  20  Blatehf.  386;  Siekels  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 3  Blatehf.  548,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12,835. 

85.  Burr  v.  Kimbark,  28  Fed.  574; 
Time  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Himmer,  19  Fed. 
322;  Onderdonk  v.  Fanning,  4  Fed. 
148;  American  Shoe-Tip  Co.  v.  Na- 
tional Shop-Toe  Protector  Co.,  1  Fed. 
Ga^.  Nq.  317. 
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same  circuit  on  the  same  facts  is  conclusive;^*  and  such  decision  by 
any  other  court,  district  or  appellate,  while  not  conclusive  as  to  third 
parties,  will  generally  be  followed  as  a  matter  of  comity,*^  unless  in 
the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  the  evidence  produced  is  sufficient 
to  justify  a  different  decision.^*  Therefore  a  preliminary  injunction 
will  ordinarily  be  granted  when  the  prior  decision  holds  the  patent 
valid,^^  but  if  invalid  it  will  be  denied.*"    Such  decision  will  be  dis- 


86.  Grinnell  Washing  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Clarinda  Lawn  Mower  Co.,  237  Fed. 
98;  Minerals  Separation  v.  Butte  & 
Superior  Copper  Co.,  237  Fed.  401; 
Todd  Protectograph  Co.  v.  New  Era 
Mfg.  Co.,  236  Fed.  768;  Safety  Car 
Heating  &  Lighting  Co.  v.  Gould 
Coupler  Co.,  230  Fed.  848;  Motion  Pic- 
ture Patents  Co.  v.  Laemmle,  178  Fed. 
104;  Westinghouse  Air  Brake  Co.  v. 
Christensen  Engineering  Co.,  113  Fed. 
594;  American  Sulphite  Pulp  Co.  v. 
Burgess  Sulphite  Fibre  Co.,  103  Fed. 
975;  Bowers  Dredging  Co.  v.  New  York 
Dredging  Co.,  80  Fed.  119;  American 
Bell  Tel.  Co.  v.  McKeesport  Tel.  Co., 
57  Fed.  661;  Richardson  v.  Lockwood, 
4  ClifiE.  128,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,786; 
American  Middlings  Purifier  Co.  v. 
Christian,  4  Dill.  448,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
307. 

[a]  Certiorari  by  the  supreme  court 
does  not  affect  the  action  of  the  lower 
court,  and  until  a  decision  is  rendered 
by  the  highest,  court  the  district  court 
must  follow  the  decision  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  patent's  validity  by  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals.  Minerals 
Separation  v.  Butte  &  Superior  Copper 
Co.,  237  Fed.  401. 

87.  Cincinnati  Butchers'  Supply  Co. 
V.  Walker  Bin  Co.,  230  Fed.  453,  144 
C.  C.  A.  595;  Welsbach  Light  Co.  v. 
Cosmopolitan  Incandescent  Light  Co., 
104  Fed.  83,  43  C.  C.  A.  418;  Kawneer 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Toledo  Plate  &  Window 
Glass  Co.,  232  Fed.  362;  Diamond 
Match  Co.  V.  Union  Match  Co.,  129 
Fed.  602;  Western  Electric  Co.  v.  Key- 
stone Tel.  Co.,  115  Fed.  809;  Brunswick- 
Balke-Collender  Co.  v.  Koehler,  115 
Fed.  648-  Western  Electric  Co.  v.  An- 
thracite Tel.  Co.,  100  Fed.  301;  Edison 
Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Columbia  Incan- 
descent Lamp  Co.,  56  Fed.  496;  Lock- 
wood  V.  Faber,  27  Fed.  63. 

[a]  An  adjudication  by  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  of  another  circuit, 
determining  the  validity  of  a  patent, 
though  not  absolutely  controlling,  is 
substantially  so  in  case  of  doubt.  Con- 
solidated Bubber  Tire  Co.  v.  Diamond  | 
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Rubber  Co.,  157  Fed.  677,  85  C.  C.  A. 
349;  New  York  Filter  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Niagara  Falls  Water  Works  Co.,  80 
Fed.  924,  26  C.  C.  A.  252  (affirmng 
77  Fed.  900);  Hildreth  v.  Auerbach, 
223  Fed.  545  (affirmed,  223  Fed.  bol, 
139  C.  C.  A.  205);  Walker  Parent 
Pivoted  Bin  Co.  v.  Bernard  Gloesler 
Co.,  188  Fed.  435;  Galculagraph  Co.  v. 
Automatic  Time  Stamp  Co.,  149  Fed. 
436. 

88.  Cincinnati  Butchers'  Supply  Co. 
V.  Walker  Bin  Co.,  230  Fed.  453,  144 
C.  C.  A.  595;  Waymau  v.  Louis  Lipp 
Co.,  222  Fed.  679;  General  Electric  Co. 
V.  Condit  Electrical  Mfg.  Co.,  191  Fed. 
511;  Thomson-Houston  Electric  Co.  v. 
Sterling-Meaker  Co.,  140  Fed.  554; 
Brill  V.  Peckham  Mfg.  Co.,  129  Fed. 
139;  George  Frost  Co.  v.  Crandall 
Wedge  Co.,  123  Fed.  104  (affirmed,  la5 
Fed.  942,  60  C.  C.  A.  180);  Westing- 
house  Electric  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Royal 
Weaving  Co.,  115  Fed.  733;  American 
Sulphite  Pulp  Co.  v.  Burgess  Sulphite 
Fibre  Co.,  103  Fed.  975;  WelsFaeh 
Light  Co.  V.  Rex  Incandescent  Light 
Co.,  94  Fed.  1006;  Duff  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Kalamazoo  E.  Velocipede  &  Car  Co.,  94 
Fed.  154;  Doig  v.  Morgan  Mach.  Co., 
89  Fed.  489,  affirmed,  91  Fed.  1001.  33 
C.   C.  A.   683.  ' 

89.  Scott  V.  Laas,  150  Fed.  764,  80 
C.  C.  A.  500;  Elite  Pottery  Co.  v. 
Dececo  Co.,  150  Fed.  581,  80  C.  C  A 
567;  Timolat  v.  Philadelphia  Pneu- 
matic Tool  Co.,  123  Fed.  899;  Diehl 
tH^-J'?-  ^-  Dayton  Fan  &  Motor  Co.. 
109  Fed.  566;  Duff  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Nor- 
ton, 92  Fed.  921;  Carroll  v.  Gold- 
schmidt,  80  Fed.  520;  Woodard  v  Ell- 
word  Gas  Stove  &  Stampin?  Co  68 
Fed.  717;  S.  S.  White  Dental  Mfg. 
Go.  V.  Johnson,  56  Fed.  262;  Carter  & 
Co.  V.  Wollschlaeger,  53  Fed.  573- 
Schneider  v.  Missouri  Glass  Co  36 
Fed  582;  Mallory  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hiokok, 
20  Fed.  116;  Coburn  v.  Clark,  15  Fed 
804,   5  McCrary  99. 

90.  American  Graphophone  Co.  v. 
National  Gramophone  Co.,  92  Fed  364 
34  0.  C.  A.  412;   Galculagraph  Co.  v. 
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regarded,  however,  in  case  of  coUusion,^^  or  when  the  validity  of  the 
patent  is  clearly  apparent,^^  or  was  not  seriously  contested,^^  or  in 
issue.**  In  the  event  of  conflicting  decisions,  a  preliminary  injunction 
is  sometimes  denied,*^  but  the  rule  has  been  stated  that  the  more 
recent  decision  should  be  followed,*^  or  the  one  which  appeals  to  the 
court  as  being  the  more  correct,®^  unless  the  court  decides  the  matter 
upon  the  facts  before  it.*^     ' 

3.  Permanent  Injunction.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  plaintiff  in  an 
infringement  suit  is  generally  entitled  to  a  permanent  injunction  upon 
a  determination  of  the  case  in  his  favor,**'  irrespective  of  the  amount 
of  damages  recovered,^  the  age  of  the  patent,^  solvency  of  the  de- 
fendant,' hardship  to  the  defendant,*  or  the  discontinuance  of  the 
infringement.*  But  it  may,  in  exceptional  cases,  within  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  be  withheld,*  as  when  it  is  not  necessary  to  protect  the 
plaintiff's  rights  and  its  allowance  would  injure  the  public.'' 


Automatic  Time  Stamp  Co.,  149  Fed. 
436;  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Cit- 
izens' Electric  Light,  H.  &  P.  Co.,  64 
Ted.  491;  Hieks  v.  Beardsley,  32  Fed. 
281;  Keyes  v.  Pueblo  Smelting  &  E. 
Co.,  31  Fed.  560;  Concord  v.  Norton, 
16  Fed.  477;  Onderdonk  v.  Fanning,  18 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,510a. 

91.  Western  Electric  Co.  v.  An- 
thracite Tel.  Co.,  113  Fed.  834.  See 
also  Doig  V.  Morgan  Mach.  Co.,  89 
Fed.  489,  affirmed,  91  Fed.  1001,  33  C. 
C.  A.  683. 

92.  Wyckoff  V.  Wagner  Typewriter 
Co.,  88  Fed.  515;  Foster  v.  Croasin,  23 
Fed.  400. 

93.  American  Coat  Pad  Co.  v.  Phoe- 
nix Pad  Co.,  113  Fed.  629,  51  C.  C. 
A.  339;  Wilson  v.  Consolidated  Store 
Service  Co.,  88  Fed.  286,  31  C.  C.  A. 
533;  Silver  &  Co.  v.  J.  P.  Eustis  Mfg. 
Co.,  130  Fed.  348;  Diamond  Match  Co. 
V.  Union  Match  Co.,  129  Fed.  602; 
National  Enameling ,  Co.  v.  New  Eng- 
land Enameling  Co.,  123  Fed.  436; 
American  Electrical  Novelty  Co.  v. 
Newgold,  99  Fed.  567;  Bowers  Dredg- 
ing Co.  V.  New  York  Dredging  Co.,  77 
I'ed.  980. 

94.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Earl,  82 
Fed.  690,  27  C.  C.  A.  185;  American 
Graphophone  Co.  v.  Leeds,  77  Fed.  193; 
National  Hat  Pouncing  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Hedden,  29  F«d.  147;  Page  v.  Holmes 
Burglar  Alarm  Tel.  Co.,  2  Fed.  330,  18 
Blatchf.  118;  Wells  v.  Gill,  29  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  17,394;  Parker  v.  Sears,  4 
Clark  443,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,748; 
Grover  &  Baker  Sew.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,847. 

95.  WilguB  V.  Van  Sickle,  99  Fed. 
443. 


96.  Pelzer  v.  Geise,  87  Fed.  869. 

97.  Pelzer  v.  Newhall,  93  Fed.  684. 

98.  Maitland  v.  Graham,  96  Fed. 
247. 

99.  Horton  v.  New  York  Cent.  &  H. 
E.  E.  Co.,  63  Fed.  897;  Eoemer  v.  Neu- 
mann, 26  Fed.  332;  Avery  v.  Wilson, 
20  Fed.  856;  Eumford  Chemical  Works 
V.  H-ecker,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,134; 
Potter  V.  Mack,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,331. 

1.  Dubois  V.  Kirk,  158  U.  S.  58,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  729,  39  L.  ed.  895,  affirming 
33  Fed.  252. 

2.  American  Bell  Tel.  Co.  v.  West- 
ern Tel.  Const.  Co.,  58  Fed.  410;  Amer- 
ican Bell  Tel.  Co.  v.  Brown  Tel.  &  T. 
Co.,  58  Fed.  409. 

3.  Bement  v.  National  Harrow  Co., 
186  U.  S.  70,  22  Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L. 
ed.  1058;  Grant  v.  Eaymond,  6  Pet. 
(U.  S.)  218,  8  L.  ed.  376;  General 
Electric  Co.  «.  Wise,  119  Fed.  922. 

4.  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Mt. 
Morris  Electric  Light  Co.,  58  Fed.  572, 
7  C.  C.  A.  375,  affirming  57  Fed.  642. 

5.  Western  Electric  Co.  v.  Capital 
Tel.'&  Tel.  Co.,  86  Fed.  769;  Matthews 
&  Willard  Mfg.  Co.  v.  National^  Brass 
&  Iron  Works,  71  Fed.  518;  Kane  v. 
Huggins  Cracker  &  C.  Co.,  44  Fed.  287; 
Facer  v.  Midvale  Steel- Work  Co.,  38 
Fed.  231;  Bullock  Printing  Press  Co. 
V.  Jones,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,132. 

Disclaimer  of  intention  to  further 
infringement,   see  supra,  III,  N,   1. 

6.  Marden  v.  Campbell  Printing 
Press  &  Mfg.  Co.,  79  Fed.  653,  25 
C.  C.  A.  142;  Many  v.  Sizer,  16  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9,057. 

7.  -Campbell  Printing  Press  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Manhattan  E.  Co.,  49  Fed.  930; 
Ballard  v.  Pittsburg,  12  Fed.  783;  Bliss 
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b.  Suspending  or  Dissolving.  —  After  a  final  decree  establishing 
an  exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  a  patent  and  awarding  an  injunction 
to  protect  it,  the  injunction  will  not  be  suspended  while  the  decree 
stands,^  unless  some  extraordinary  cause,  such  as  the  public  necessity, 
be  shown.^  ,  But  after  the  patent  expires  the  injunction  may  be  dis- 
solved,^" notwithstanding  there  may  be  infringing  articles  extant  made 
during  the  life  of  the  patent,  since  the  patentee  may  recover  damages 
for  such  infringement." 

4.  Violation  of  Injunction."  —  Violation  of  an  injunction  issued 
in  an  infringement  ease  is  punishable  by  proceedings  in  contempt,^^ 


V.    Brooklyn,    8   BlatcM.    533,    3    Fed. 
Cas.  No.   1,544. 

8.  Consolidated  EoUer-Mill  Co.  v. 
Coombs,  39  Ted.  803. 

[a]  In  Case  of  Full  Satisfaction. 
When  one  recovers  satisfaction  for  an 
infringement  of  a  patent  caused  by  the 
sale  of  a  device,  no  further  damages 
can  accrue  to  him  from  a  continued 
use  of  that  property,  and  the  defend- 
ants are  prima  facie  entitled  to  a  dis- 
solution of  the  injunction.  Steam  Stone- 
cutter Co.  V.  Sheldons,  15  Fed.  608,  21 
Blatchf.  260. 

9.  Munson  v.  New  York,  19  Fed. 
313. 

10.  Westinghouse  v.  Carpenter,  43 
Fed.  894.       , 

11.  Westinghouse  v.  Carpenter,  43 
Fed.  894.  Contra,  American  Diamond 
Eock-Bpring  Co.  v.  Eutland  Marble  .Co., 
2  Fed.  356,  18  Blatchf.  146. 

12.  See  generally  13  Standard  Proc. 
284. 

13.  Gordon  v.  Turco-Halvah  Co.  (C. 
C.  A.),  247  Fed.  487;  Chas.  Green  Co. 
V.  Henry  P.  Adams  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  247 
Fed.  485;  Frank  F.  Smith  Metal  Win- 
dow Hdw.  Co.  V.  Yates,  244  Fed.  793, 
157  C.  C.  A.  241;  National  Metal  Mold. 
Co.  V.  Tubular  Woven  Fabric  Co.,  239 
Fed.  907,  153  C.  C.  A.  35;  Hamilton 
V.  Diamond  Drill,  etc.  Co.,  137  Fed. 
417,  69  C.  C.  A.  532;  Diamond  Drill 
&  Mach.  Co.  1).  Kelley,  132  Fed.  978; 
Diamond  Drill  &  Mach.  Co.  ».  Kelley, 
130  Fed.  893;  Janney  v.  Pancoast  In- 
ternational Ventilator  Co.,  124  Fed. 
972;  Westinghouse  Air  Brake  Co.  v. 
Christensen  Engineering  Co.,  121  Fed. 
562;  Welsbach  Light  Co.  v.  Daylight 
Incandescent  Gaslight  Co.,  97  Fed. 
950;  Stahl  v.  Ertel,  62  Fed.  920;  Mundy 
V.  Lidgerwood  Mfg.  Co.,  34  Fed.  541; 
Bate  Eefrigerating  Co.  v.  Gillett,  30 
Fed.  683;  Iowa  Barb  Steel- Wire  Co.  v. 
Southern  Barbed-Wire  Co.,  30  Fed.  123; 
Wetherill  v.  New  Jersey  Zinc  Co.,  29 
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Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,463;  Potter  v.  Muller, 
1  Bond  601,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,333; 
Poppenhusen  v.  Falke,  4  Blatchf.  493, 
19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,279;  Phillips  v. 
Detroit,  2  Flip.  92,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,101;  Goodyear  v.  MuUee,  5  Blatchf. 
429,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,577. 

Oontempt  proceedings  generally,  see 
the  title   "Contempt." 

[a]  Notice  of  contempt  proceedings 
necessary.  Christensen  Engineering 
Co.  V.  Westinghouse  Air  Brake  Co.,  135 
Fed.  774,  68  C.  0.  A.  476. 

[b]  A  portion  or  all  of  the  fine,  if 
any,  imposed  upon  the  defendant  in 
contempt  may  be  awarded  the  plain- 
tiff. Christensen  Engineering  Co  v 
Westinghause  Air  Brake  Co.,  135  Fed. 
774,  68  C.  C.  A.  476;  Dowagiac  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Minnesota  Moline  Plow  Co  124 
Fed.  735,  61  C.  C.  A.  57;  Cary  Mfg 
Co.  V.  Acme  Flexible  Clasp  Co.,  108 
Fed  873,  48  C.  C.  A.  118;  United 
States  Envelope  Co.  v.  Transo  Paper 
Co.,  221  Fed.  79;  Macanlay  v.  White 
Sew.  Mach.  Co.,  9  Fed.  698. 

[c]  Mitigating  circumstances  (1) 
may  be  shown.  In  re  De  Forest  Wire- 
less Tel.  Co.,  154  Fed.  81;  Norton  v. 
Eagle  Automatic  Can  Co.,  59  Fed  137- 
Iowa  Barb  Steel- Wire  Co.  v.  Southern 
Barbed- Wire  Co.,  30  Fed.  615;  Phillips 
V  Detroit,  2  Flip.  92,  19  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  11,101.  (2)  Likewise,  if  the  in- 
junction was  issued  by  mistake,  it  will 
be  considered  in  the  defendant's  favor 
Westinghouse  Air  Brake  Co.  v.  Chris- 
tensen Engineering  Co.,  128  Fed.  749. 

.[dj  A  new  patent  case  will  not  be 
tried  in  the  contempt  proceeding.  Chas 
Green  Co.  v.  Henry  P.  Adams  Co.  (c' 
C.  A.),  247  Fed.  485;  Individual  Drink- 
ing Cup  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Cup  Co  , 
234  Fed.  653;  Gordon  v.  Turco-Halvah 
Co.,  233  Fed.  430. 

[e]  Change  to  criminal  prosecution 
not  warranted.  Tamer  v.  United 
States,  238  Fed.  194,  151  C.  C.  A.  270 
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and  in  case  of  a  colorable  evasion  of  the  decree,  the  court  may,  in  its 
discretion,  proceed  either  by  contempt  or  by  supplemental  bill  for 
injunction.^*  But  if  a  substantial  change  is  made,^'  or  the  violation 
of  the  injunction  by  any  means  is  rendered  doubtful,"  the  plaintiff 
should  bring  a  new  suit,  though  in  some  jurisdictions  with  the  court's 
permission  he  may  file  a  supplemental  bill  in  the  original  suit  re- 
questing a  decree  extending  the  injunction  to  the  new  structure.^' 

IV.  INFRINGEMENT  OF  PART  OF  PATENT.  —  Where  a  pat- 
entee unintentionally  files  specifications  which  are  too  broad,  he  may, 
upon  entering  a  disclaimer,  maintain  a  suit  for  infringement  of  the 
pa^-t  of  the  patent  which  is  bona  fide  his  own.^* 

V.  INJUNCTION  AGAINST  THREATENED  INFRINGEMENT 
SUITS.  —  A  patentee  may  be  restrained,"  and  also  damages  reeov- 


14.  Gordon  v.  Turco-Halvah  Co.  (C. 
C.  A.),  247  Fed.  487;  Chas.  Green  Co. 
V.  Henry  P.  Adams  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  247 
Fed.  485.  , 

15.  Chas.  Green  Co.  v.  Henry  P. 
Adams  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  247  Fed.  485; 
Frank  F.  Smith  Metal  Window  Hdw. 
Co.  V.  Yates,  244  Fed.  793,  157  C.  C. 
A.  241;  Gordon  v.  Turco-Halvah  Co., 
233  Fed.  430. 

16.  United  States  Playing.  Card  Co. 
V.  Spalding,  93  Fed.  822;  Enterprise 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Sargent,  48  Fed.  453;  Truax 
V.  Detweiler,  46  Fed.  117;  Pennsylvania 
Diamond  Drill  Co.  v.  Simpson,  39  Fed. 
284;  Temple  Pump  Co.  v.  Goss  Pump, 
etc.,  Co.,  31  Fed.  292;  Wirt  v.  Brown, 
30  Fed.  187;  Allis  v.  Stowell,  15  Fed. 
242;  Bate  Eefrigerating  Co.  v.  East- 
man, 11  Fed.  902;  Putnam  v.  Hollender, 
11  Fed.  75;  Liddle  v.  Cory,  7  Blatchf. 
1,   15  Fed.  Cas.  No.   8,338. 

17.  Frank  F.  Smith  Metal  Window 
Hdw.  Co.  V.  Yates,  244  Fed.  793,  157 
C.  C.  A.  241;  Eiverside  Heights  Orange 
Growers'  Assn.  v.  Stebler,  240  Fed. 
703,  153  C.  C.  A.  501;  National  Metal 
Mold.  Co.  V.  Tubular  Woven  Fabric  Co.,- 
239  Fed.  907,  153  C.  C.  A.  35;  Crown 
Cork  &  Seal  Co.  v.  American  Cork 
Specialty  Co.,  211  Fed.  650,  128  C.  C. 
A.  154;  Sundh  Electric  Co.  v.  General 
Electric  Co.,  217  Fed.  583;  Enterprise 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Sargent,  48  Fed.  453;  Allis 
f.  Stowell,  15  Fed.  242. 

18.  16  U.  S.  5t.  at  L.  207;  TJ.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4922;  8  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9468. 

[a]  Disclaimer  Necessary. — No  one 
is  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  this  sec- 
tion of  tJie  statute  who  unreasonably 
neglects  or  delays  to  enter  a  disclaimer 
at  the  patent  office.  See  the  statute, 
supra,  and  Hailes  v.  Albany  Stove  Co., 


123   U.   S.   582,   8   Sup.   Ct.   262,  31  L. 
ed.  284. 

fb]  Disclaimer  must  be  entered  (1) 
before  commencement  of  the  suit,  to 
entitle  plaintiff  to  costs.  See  the  stat- 
ute supra,  and  Seymour  v.  McGormick, 
19  How.  (TT.  S.)  96,  15  L.  ed.  557; 
O'Reilly  v.  Morse,  15  How.  (IT.  S.)  62, 
14  L.  ed.  601;  Houser  v.  Starr,  203 
Fed.  264,  121  C.  C.  A.  462.  (2)  It 
may  be  filed  after  the  commencement 
of  the  suit  only  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  court  may  require. 
Smith  r.  Nichols,  21  Wall.  (TJ.  S.)  112, 
22  L.  ed.  566.  (3)  But  to  be  effective 
for  all  purposes  it  should  be  filed  be- 
fore suit  is  brought.  Wyeth  v.  Stone, 
1  Story  273,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,107; 
Reed  r.  Cutter,  1  Story  590,  20  Fed. 
Cas.   No.   11,645. 

[c]  A  Patent  Cannot  Be  Amended 
by  MeaHS  of  a  Disclaimer. — Hailes  v. 
Albany  Stove  Co.,  123  TJ.  S.  582,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  262,  31  L.  ed.  284,  affirming  16  Fed. 
240,  21  Blatchf.   271. 

[d]  An  adjudication  of  invalidity 
of  some  of  the  claims  of  a  patent, 
necessitates  the  filing  of  a  disclaimer 
as  to  such  claims  before  the  patentee 
may  recover  for  infringement  of  the 
others.  F.  D.  Cummer  &  Son  Co.  v. 
Atlas  Dryer  Co.,  193  Fed.  993,  113  C. 
C.  A.  611;  Herman  v.  Youngstown  Car 
Mfg.  Co.,  191  Fed.  579,  112  C.  C.  A. 
185;  Guarantee  Trust  &  Safe  Deposit 
Co.  V.  New  Haven  Gas-Light  Co.,  39 
Fed.  268. 

19.  U.  S.— Eollman  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Uni- 
versal Hdw.  Wks.,  238  Fed.  568,  151 
C.  C.  A.  504;  229  Fed.  579;  A.  B. 
Farquhar  Co.  v.  National  Harrow  Co., 
102  Fed.  714,  42  C.  C.  A.  600,  49  L. 
E.  A.  755;  Murjahn  v.  Hall,  119  Fed. 
186;   Computing  Scale  Co.  v.  National 
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ered,^°  in  a  state  court,^^  for  making  baseless  threats  of  infringement 
suits  against  the  customers  of  a  manufacturer,  especially  when  in- 
stigated by  malice,^^  but  not  when  he  acts  in  good  faith  and  there  is 
a  doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  his  action.^' 

VI.  RECOVERY  OF  PENALTIES.  —  A.  Wrongful  Marking 
OF  Unpatented  Article. — ^  Under  the  statute^*  an  action  for  a  pen- 
alty may  be  maintained  against  any  one  who  falsely  marks  or  labels 
articles  as  patented  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  public.^^  The 
statute  applies  to  a  corporation  as  well  as  to  an  individual,^"  and  to 
any  article  whether  patentable  or  not.^^  Only  one  penalty  is  re- 
coverable when  the  marking  is  a  continuous  act,  although  a  number 
of  separate  unpatented  articles  are  marked.^*  The  action  should  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  informer,  and  not  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States,^^  in  the  federal  district  court  where  the  offense  is 
committed.^" 

B.  Unauthorized  Use  of  Patented  Design.  —  Likewise  it  is  pro- 
vided by  statute  that  the  owner  of  any  patented  design  may  recover, 
either  by  action  at  law  or  upon  a  bill  in  equity  for  an  injunction,  for 
the  unauthorized  use  of  such  patent  or  colorable  imitation  thereof,  in 
any  federal  district  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties,  a  penalty 
of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  and  as  much  in  excess  thereof  as  the 


Computing  Scale  Co.,  79  Fed.  962;  Na- 
tional Cash  Kegister  Co.  v.  Boston 
Cash  Indicator  &  Eec.  Co.,  41  Fed. 
51;  Emack  v.  Kane,  34  Fed.  46;  Ide 
V.  Ball  Engine  Co.,  31  Fed.  901;  Allis 
V.  Stowell,  16  Fed.  783;  Motte  v.  Ben- 
nett, 17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,884.  D.  0. 
Columbia  National  Sand  Dredging  Co. 
V.  Miller,  20  App.  Cas.  245.  Mass. 
Aronson  v.  Orlov,  116  N.  E.  951. 

20.  Aronson  v.  Orlov  (MasS.),  116 
N.  E.  951. 

21.  Aronson  v.  Orlov  (Mass.),  116 
N.  E.  951. 

28.  Kelley  v.  Ypsilanti  Dress-Stay 
Mfg.  Co.,  44  Fed.  19,  10  L.  R.  A.  686. 

23.  U.  S.— National  Metal  Molding 
Co.  V.  Tubular  Woven  Fabric  Co.,  236 
Fed.  745,  150  C.  C.  A.  77;  Adriance, 
Piatt  &  Co.  V.  National  Harrow  Co., 
121  Fed.  827,  58  C.  C.  A.  163;  Davison 
V.  National  Harrow  Co.,  103  Fed.  360; 
New  York  Filter  Co.  v.  Schwarzwalder, 
58  Fed.  577.  Mass.— Boston  Diatite 
Co.  V.  Florence  Mfg.  Co.,  114  Mass. 
69,  19  Am.  Rep.  310.  N.  Y.— Hovey 
V.  Rubber  Tip  Pencil  Co.,  1  Jones  & 
S.  522,  affirmed,  50  N.  Y.  335. 

24.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  203;  U.  S. 
Rev.  St.,  §4901;  8  U.  S.  Gomp.  St., 
1916,  §9447. 

25.  Gandy  v.  Main  Belting  Co.,  143 
TJ.  S.  587;  12  Sup.  Ct.  598,  36  L.  ed. 
272;  London  v.  Everett  H.  Dunbar 
Corp.,  179  Fed.  506,  103  C.  C.  A.  130; 
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135;  Hotchkiss  v.  Samuel  Cupples 
Dade  v.  Boorum  &  Pease  Co.,  121  Fed. 
Wooden-Ware  Co.,  53  Fed.  1018. 

[a]  Patent  Applied  for. — The  stat- 
ute does  not  apply  to  the  marking  of 
articles  with  the  words,  "Patent  Ap- 
plied For."  Schwebel  v.  Bothe,  40 
Fed.   478. 

26.  London  v.  Everett  H.  Dunbar 
Corp.,  179  Fed.  506,  103  C.  C.  A.  130. 

27.  Oliphant  v.  Salem  Flouring  Mills 
Co.,  5  Sawy.  128,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
10,486. 

28.  Hotchkiss  v.  Samuel  Cupples 
Wooden-Ware  Co.,  53  Fed.  1018. 

29.  United  States  v.  Morris,  2  Bond 
23,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,814. 

[a]  Government  Not  a  Party. — An 
action  by  an  informer  for  his  own 
benefit  and  that  of  the  United  States, 
for  a  penalty  under  this  statute,  is  an 
action  qui  tam,  in  which  the  plaintifC 
may  properly  describe  himself  as  bring- 
ing the  action  for  the  benefit  of  him- 
self and  of  the  United  States.  In 
such  cases  the  United  States  is  not 
regarded  as  a  party  to  the  action. 
Winne  v.  Snow,  19  Fed.   507. 

30.  Hotchkiss  v.  Samuel  Cupples 
Wooden-Ware  Co.,  53  Fed.  1018;  Winne 
V.  Snow.  19  Fed.  507;  Pentlarge  v.  Kir- 
iby,  19  Fed.  501. 

fa]  Residence  of  Parties. — The  jur- 
isdiction o(   the  court   does  not   de- 
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profits  of  the  offender  exceed  that  sum.'^  This  act  is  not  exclusive 
of  any  other  existing  remedy  at  law  or  in  equity,  but  the  owner  of 
the  design  cannot  recover  twice  the  profit  made  from  an  infringe- 
ment.^^ 

VII.  ACTIONS  FOR  REFUSAL  TO  FURNISH  COPIES  OF 
PATENT.  —  Any  one,  upon  making  a  proper  demand  and  paying  the 
customary  fees,  is  entitled  to  authenticated  copies  of  letters  patent 
and  other  records  of  the  patent  office,^'  and  may  maintain  an  action 
for  damages  against  the  commissioner  of  patents  for  refusal  of  such 
demand.^*  But  not  if  the  demand  be  for  copies  of  pending  applica- 
tions for  patents  or  for  papers  connected  therewith.^^ 

VIII.  CANCELLATION  OF  PATENT.  — A.  By  the  Govern- 
ment. —  The  United  States  may  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to  set  aside, 
annul,  or  cancel  a  patent  for  an  invention  obtained  through  a  fraud.^' 
Such  a  suit  cannot  be  brought  by  an  individual,^'  except  in  eases 
where  two  patents  have  been  issued  for  the  same  thing,^*  but  must 
be  in  the  name  of  the  government  by  the  authority  or  permission  of 
the  attorney  general.^*  It  may  be  in  the  name  of  the  government  in 
behalf  of  an  individual,*"  but  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  cannot  be 
thus  invoked  if  the  individual  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law.*^ 


pend  on  the  residence   of  the  parties. 
Pentlarge  v.  Kirby,  19  Fed.  501. 

31.  24  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  387;  8  U.  S. 
Comp.  St.,  1916,  §9476;  Crier  v.  Innes, 
170  Fed.  324,  95  C.  C.  A.  508;  Frank 
V.  Geiger,  121  Fed.  126;  Lowell  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Whittall,  71  Fed.  515;  Eipley 
V.  Elson  Glass  Co.,  49  Fed.  927. 

[a]  Notice  to  the  defendant  that 
the  design  was  patented  must  be 
shown.  Dunlap  v.  Schofield,  152  U.  S. 
244,  14  Sup.  Ct.  576,  38  L.  ed.  426; 
Liohtenatein  v.  Straus,  166  Fed.  319; 
Lichtenstein  v.  Phipps,  161  Fed.  578. 

[b]  Wilful  Ijifringement.  —  The 
statute  does  not  apply  to  the  uninten- 
tional infringement  of  the  patentee's 
rights.  Fuller  v.  Field,  82  Fed.  813, 
27  C.  C.  A.  165;  Gimbel  v.  Hogg,  97 
Fed.  791,  38  C.  C.  A.  419,  reversing  94 
Fed.  518. 

•  [c]  No  Profits  Necessary.  —  While 
the  statute  provides  for  the  recovery 
of  profits  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  $250, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  there  bo  profits 
in  order  to  recover  the  penalty  named. 
Pirkl  V.  Smith,  42  Fed.  410. 

32.  24  V.  S.  St.  at  L.  388;  8  V.  S. 
Comp.  St.,  1916,   §9477. 

33.  U.  S.  Eev.  St.,  §892;  U.  S.  Comp. 
St.,  1916,  §1505. 

34.  Boyden  v.  Burke,  14  How.  (U. 
S.)  575,  14  L.  ed.  548. 

35.  United  States  ex  reZ.  U.  S.  Elec- 
tric L.  Co.  V.  Commissioner  of  Pat- 
ents, 8  Mackey  (D.  C.)  233. 


36.  United  States  v.  American  Bell 
Tel.  Co.,  128  U.  S.  315,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
90,  32  L.  ed.  450  (reversing  32  Fed. 
591);  United  States  v.  Gunning,  18 
Fed.  511,  21  Blatchf.  516. 

37.  Mowry  v.  Whitney,  14  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  434,  20  L.  ed.  860. 

[a]  The  attorney  general  of  the 
United  States  has  no  power  to  main- 
tain iu  his  own  name  a  bill  in  equity 
to  repeal  letters  patent  for  an  inven- 
tion. Attorney  General  v.  Eumford 
Chemical  Works,  32  Fed.  608,  1  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  638a. 

38.  Mowry  v.  Whitney,  14  Wall.  (U. 
8.)  434,  20  L.  ed.  860.  See  infra, 
Vlir,  B. 

39.  Mowrv  v.  Whitney,  14  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  434,  20  L.  ed.  860;  New  York  & 
B.  Coffee  Polishing  Co.  v.  New  York 
Coffee  Polishing  Co.,  9  Fed.  578,  20 
Blatchf.  174,  62  How.  Pr.  485. 

40.  United  States  v.  American  Bell 
Tel.  Co.,  167  U.  S.  224,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
809,  42  L.  ed.  144. 

41.  United  States  v.  American  Bell 
Tel.  Co.,  167  U.  S.  224,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
809,  42  L.  ed.  144;  United  States  v. 
Frazer,  22  Fed.  106. 

[a]  General  Rules  Control.  —  The 
government  has  a  standing  in  court  to. 
procure  the  cancellation  of  a  patent, 
either  in  the  discharge  of  its  obliga- 
tion to  protect  the  public  against  «. 
monopoly  it  has  wrongfully  created,  or 
because  it  owes  a  duty  to  other  pat- 
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B.  By  Individuals.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Anyone  interested  in  a 
patent,  or  in  the  working  of  the  invention  claimed  under  it,  may 
maintain  a  suit  in  equity  for  relief  against  the  owner  of  an  inter- 
fering patent.*^  Such  patents  must  be  conflicting,*^  that  is,  they  must 
claim,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  same  invention,**  and  the  ^.ourt  cannot 
declare  a  patent  invalid  where  such  conflict  does  not  exist.*^  But  a 
suit  for  cancellation  is  not  the  only  remedy  available,  since  the  in- 
terested party  may  sue  for  infringement.*"  This  proceeding  is  avail- 
able to  one  who  has  successfully  maintained  a  bill  in  equity  to  obtain 
a  patent.*' 


entees  to  secure  to  them  the  full  en- 
joyment of  the  rights  which  it  has 
conferred  by  its  patents  to  them.  In 
80  far  as  the  latter  ground  is  con- 
cerned, the  suit  is  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  government,  simply  to  help  in- 
dividuals, and  in  that  respect  is  sub- 
ject to  the  same  rules  that  govern  like 
suits  between  private  litigants';  and 
hence  the  government  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to-  invoke  the  equity  jurisdic- 
tion to  cancel  a  patent  against  which 
the  individual  has  a  perfect  legal  de- 
fense availabte  in  any  a'ction  by  or 
against  him.  United  States  v.  Amer- 
ican Bell  Telephone  Co.,  167  U.  S. 
224,  17  Sup.  Ct.  809,  42  L.  ed.  144, 
affirming  American  Bell  Tel.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  68  Fed.  542,  15  C.  C. 
A.  569. 

[b]  Fraud  ^owu  by  Becords.  —  A 
bill  in  chancery  to  annul  a  patent,  on 
the  ground  that  the  patentee  falsely 
and  fraudulently  made  oath  that  the 
alleged  improvements  had  not  been  be- 
fore known  or  used,  when  in  fact  the 
process  described  in  the  patent  had 
ibeen  fully  described  in  a  patent  is- 
sued to  him  previously,  and  since  ex- 
pired, will  not  lie  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States  when  the  suit  is  really 
in  the  interest  of  private  parties  who 
have  given  bond  to  indemnify  the  gov- 
ernment from  all  costs  of  suit,  and  who 
could  themselves  set  up  sUch  matters 
as  a  defense  in  a  suit  against  them 
by  the  patentee.  United  States  v. 
Frazer,  22  Fed.  106. 

42.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  207:  U.  S. 
Rev.  St.,  §4918;  9  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §9463;  Sundh  Electric  Co.  v.  In- 
terborough  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  198  Fed. 
94)  117  C.  e.  A.  280;  Palmer  Pneumatic 
Tire  Co.  v..  Lozier,  69  Fed.  346;  Dederiok 
V.  Fox,  56  Fed.  714;  American  Roll- 
Paper  Co.  V.  Knoppj  44  Fed.  609. 

fa]  Patents  ©ranted  to  Samfr  In- 
ventor.—The  fact  tltat  the  inter-f-ereoee 
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alleged  is  between  patents  granted  to 
the  same  inventor  does  not  affect  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  where  the  in- 
terests of  the  parties  are  antagonistic. 
Keystone  Trading  Co.  v.  Zapota  Mfg. 
Co.,  210  Fed.  456. 

[b]  No  Relation  to  Proceedings  in 
Patent  Office.  —  A  suit  in  equity  to 
cancel  a  patent  on  the  ground  of  in- 
terference is  entirely  independent  of 
and  in  nowise  related  to  interference 
proceedings  in  the  patent  office  and 
court  of  appeals  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Atkinson  v.  Boardman,  1 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  607. 

[c]  When  both  parties  allege  in- 
validity and  pray  for  a  decree  an- 
nulling the  adverse  party's  patent,  the 
suit  is  one  for  interference  and  not 
for  infringement.  Electrical  Accumu- 
lator Co.  V.  Brush  Electric  Co.,  44  Fed. 
602. 

43.  Mowry  v.  Whitney,  14  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  434,  20  L.  ed.  860;  Boston  Pneu- 
matic Power  Co.  v.  Eureka  Patents  Co., 
139  Fed.  29. 

[a]  A  mere  infringement  is  not 
enough;  there  must  be  an  actual  con- 
flict. Bonner  v.  American  Sheet  & 
Tin  Plate  Co.,  160  Fed.  971. 

44.  Nathan  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Craig,  49 
Fed.  370;  Morris  v.  Kempshall  Mfg. 
Co.,  20  Fed.  121;  Gold  &  Silver  Ore 
Separating  Co.  v.  United  States  Disin- 
tegrating Ore  Co.,  6  Blatehf.  307,  10 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,508; 

45.  Boston  Pneumatic  Power  Co.  v 
Eureka  Patents  Co.,  139  Fed.  29. 

46.  Western  Electric  Co.  v.  Sperry 
Electric  Co.,  59  Fed.  295,  8  C.  C.  A. 
129. 

[a]  Joinder. — Counts  for  interfer- 
ence a,nd  infringement  may  be  joined. 
American  Roll-Paper  Co.  v.  Knopp,  44 
Fed.  609;  Leach  v.  Chandler,  18  Fed. 
262. 

47.  Jones  v.  Starr,  26  App.  Gas.  (D. 
C.)  64.  •  ^ 
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2.  Injunction.  —  Injunctive  relief  will  be  granted  when  necessary 
to  protect  the  rights  of  the  parties  during,  or  subsequent  to,  the  suit 
for  annuUment  of  a  patent.**  Where  the  defendant  brings  an  action 
at  law  for  infringement  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  same  court,  he 
will  not  be  enjoined  if  it  appears  that  the  interference  suit  may  be 
heard  first;*'  but  where  a  suit  to  determine  priority  between  inter- 
fering patents  is  pending  in  another  district,  in  which  the  interests 
of  the  parties  to  the  suit  for  cancellation  will  be  determined,  the 
latter  will  be  stayed.^" 

3.  Pleading.  —  a.  Bill.  —  In  drawing  a  bill  for  the  cancellation 
of  an  interfering  patent  the  general  rules  relating  to  bills  in  equity 
should  be  followed.^^  The  bill  should  allege  that  the  defendant  is  the 
owner  of  the  interfering  patent.^^ 

b.  Answer.  —  The  answer  may  allege  the  invalidity  of  the  com- 
plainant's patent  based  on  any  ground  that  may  exist.*^  The  de- 
fendant may  seek  affirmative  relief  by  alleging  the  validity  of  his 
own  and  the  invalidity  of  the  plaintiff's  patent.^* 

4.  Demurrer  or  Motion  To  Dismiss.  —  The  general  rules  applicable 
to  demurrers,  or,  in  federal  practice,  motions  to  dismiss,  apply  in  suits 


Bill  in  equity,  see  supra,  I,  C,  2. 

48.  Palmer  Pneumatic  Tire  Co.  v. 
Lozier,  69  Fed.  346. 

'  [a]  The  defendant  may  be  re- 
strained from  disposing  of  his  patent 
or  rights  thereunder  without  leave  of 
court.  Keystone  Trading  Co.  v.  Za- 
pota  Mfg.  Co.,  210  Fed.  456. 

[b]  Threatening  Future  Litigation. 
Aside  from  a  decre«  annulling  a  pat- 
ent found  to  be  invalid,  the  court  may 
enjoin  the  patentee  or  owner  of  such 
void  patent  from  threatening  future 
litigation  based  thereon.  Sawyer  v. 
Massey,  25  Fed.  144. 

49.  Palmer  Pneumatic  Tire  Co.  v. 
Lozier,  69  Fed.  346. 

50.  Lockwood  v.  Cutter  Tower  Co., 
11  Fed.  724. 

51.  See  the  title  "Bills  and  An- 
swers." 

[a]  It  is  permissible,  as  a  statement 
of  an  ultimate  conclusion  of  fact,  to 
aver  that  two  patents  cover  substan- 
tially the  same  inventions.  Simplex 
Railway  Appliance  Co.  v.  Wands,  115 
Fed.  517,  53  C.  C.  A.  171. 

[b]  Prayer.— (1)  "Where  the  bill  for 
cancellation  also  alleges  infringement, 
a  prayer  for  annulment  and  for  gen- 
eral relief  is  sufficient  (Nikola  Teela 
Co.  V.  Marconi  Wireless  Tel.  Co.,  227 
Fed.  903),  but  (2)  it  is  safer,  and 
doubtless  the  better  practice,  to  pray 
specifically  for  relief  under  the  count 
for  infringement  as  well  as  for  annul- 


ment.     Nikola    Tesla    Co.    v.   Marconi 
Wireless  Tel.  Co.,  227  Fed.  903. 

[c]  By  Assignee  Pendente  Lite. 
Where  one  becomes  an  assignee  of  a 
patent  involved  in  a  pending  inter- 
ference suit  for  cancellation,  he  must 
file  an  original  bill  in  the  nature  of 
a  supplemental  bill  and  prove  his  in- 
terest in  the  invention  before  a  de- 
cree will  be  entered  in  his  favor.  Ecau- 
bert  V.  Appleton,  67  Fed.  917,  15  C. 
C.  A.  73. 

52.  Nathan  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Craig,  47 
Fed.  522. 

[a]  A  claim  of  Interference  is  suf- 
ficiently stated  by  the  averments  of 
the  existence  of  plaintiff's  patent,  the 
subsequent  issuance  of  a  patent  to  the 
defendant  which  interferes  with  the 
plaintiff's  rights  under  hia  patent,  and 
that  the  enjoyment  of  plaintiff's  rights 
under  his  patent  is  disturbed  by  the 
defendant  making  and  selling  ma- 
chines under  his  patent,  and  in  vari- 
ous other  ways.  Stonemetz  Printers' 
Machinery  Co.  v.  Brown  Folding  Mach. 
Co.,  46  Fed.  72. 

53.  Nikola  Tesla  Co.  v.  Marconi 
Wireless  Tel.  Co.,  227  Fed.  903;  Fos- 
ter V.  Lindsay,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,975, 
3  Dill.  126,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,976, 
commenting  on  and  distingmsJiing  Mow- 
ry  V.  Whitney,  14  Wall.  (TJ.  8.)  434, 
20  L.  ed.  858. 

54.  Electrical  Accumulator  Coj  V. 
Brush  Electric  Co.,  44  Fed.  602. 
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to  annul  interfering  patents." 

5.  Hearing.  —  The  ordinary  rules  of  practice  sbould  be  followed 
at  the  hearing  of  a  suit  for  interference.'* 

6.  Decree.  —  Either  of  the  interfering  patents  may  be  adjudged 
void  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  inoperative,  or  invalid  in  any  particular 
part  of  the  United  States,  according  te  the  interest  of  the  parties  in 
the  patent  or  the  invention.'^  But  the  statute  presupposes  a  patentable 
invention  and  the  court  may  find  that  neither  patent  is  valid  for  want 
of  patentability,  fraud,  or  other  reason,'^  although  it  has  been  held 
that  the  court  is  limited  to  the  question  of  priority  and  may  declare 
either,  but  not  both,  void.''  However,  if  either  patent  be  found  in- 
valid, the  decree  should  annul  it,  and  not  merely  find  for  the  plain- 
tiff or  the  defendant  as  the  case  may  be.*"  Such  adjudication  is  a 
determination  of  the  rights  of  only  parties  to  the  suit  and  those  deriving 
title  under  them  subsequent  to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment.^^ 


55.  See  generally  the  title  "  Demur- 
rer.'-^ 

[a]  Lack  of  Interference. — A  bill 
for  interference  is  not  demurrable  if, 
on  an  inspection  of  the  patents,  the 
court  cannot  say  it  is  impossible  to 
sustain  the  allegation  of  interference 
by  any  evidence  which  can  be  ad- 
duced. Simplex  Railway  Appliance  Co. 
V.  Wands,  115  Fed.  517,  53  C.  C.  A. 
171. 

56.  See  the  title-  "Hearing." 

[a]  Dismissal. — A  dismissal  by  the 
plaintiff  will  not  be  permitttd  after 
the  defendant  has  acquired  substantial 
rights  in  the  litigation,  even  though 
the  plaintiff  disposes  of  his  interest  in 
his  patent.  Electrical  Accumulator  Co. 
V.  Brush  Electric   Co.,  44  Fed.  602. 

[b]  Befereuce. — An  examination  be- 
fore a  special  examiner  will  not  be 
stopped  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
court  pass  on  objections  to  evi&nce. 
Applerton  v.  Eeanbert,  45  Fed.  281. 

57.  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  207;  IT.  S. 
Eev.  St.,  §4918;  8  TJ.  S.  Comp.  St, 
1916,  §9463;  Nikola  Tesla  Co.  v.  Mar- 
coni Wireless  Tel.  Co.,  227  Fed.  903. 

58.  Palmer  Pneumatic  Tire  Co.  v. 
Lozier,  90  Fed.  732,  33  C.  C.  A.  255 
(reversing  84  Fed.  659);  Eeanbert  v. 
Appleton,  67  Fed.  917,  15  C.  0.  A. 
73;  Nikola  Tesla  Co.  v.  Marconi  Wire- 


less Tel.  Co.,  227  Fed.  903;  Dittgen  v. 
Baeine  Paper  Goods  Co.,  181  Fed.  394; 
General  Chemical  Co.  v.  Blackmore,  156 
Fed.  968;  Foster  v.  Lindsay,  9  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  4,975,  3  Dill.  126,  9  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  4,976,  comm4enting  on  and  distin- 
gwishmg  Mowry  v.  Whitney,  14  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  434,  20  L.  ed.  858. 

59.  Nathan  Mfg,  Co.  v.  Craig,  47 
Fed.  522;  American  Clay-Bird  Co.  v. 
Ligowski  Clay-Pigeon  Co.,  31  Fed.  466  j 
Sawyer  v.  Massey,  25  Fed.  144;  Loek- 
wood  V.  Cleveland,  20  Fed.  164j  Pent- 
laige  V.  Pentlaige,  19  Fed.  817;  United 
States  &  Foreign  Salamander  Felting 
Co.  D.  Asbestos  Felting  Co.,  4  Fed.  813, 
18  Blatehf.  312. 

[a]  Patentability  is  not  a  material 
issue  in  a  suit  for  cancellation  on  the 
ground  of  interference.  Pentlarge  v. 
Pentlarge,  19  Fed.  817. 

60.  Foster  v.  Lindsay,  3  Dill.  126, 
9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,976.  But  see  Ditt- 
gen V.  Racing  Paper  Goods  Co.,  181 
Fed.  394,  holding  that  if  both  are 
foandl  invalid  the  bill  may  be  dis- 
missed and  relief  granted  to  neither 
penty 

61.  16  U.  a  St.  at  L.  207;  U.  S. 
Rev.  St.,  J4918;  8  U.  S,  Ctmip.  St., 
1»16,  89463;  American  Graphophone 
Co.  V.  National  Phomsgraph  Oo.,  127 
Fed.  349.    See  Rule  25. 
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CBOSS-REFEBEITCES: 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Puoc.  948,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

L  PROCEEDINGS  FOR  REMOVAL  OF  PAUPERS.  — A.  Gen- 
eral Statement.  —  Proceedings  for  the  removal  of  paupers  must  b« 
conducted  strictly  according  to  statute.^ 

B.  Jurisdiction^  over  proceedings  for  the  removal  of  paupers  de- 
pends upon  the  local  statutes.' 


1.  Simpson  v.  Maybaum,  58  N.  J. 
L.  323,  33  Atl.  814;  Overseers  of 
Princeton  v.  Overseers  of  South  Bruns- 
wick, 23  F.  J.  L.   169. 

[a]  Notice  to  tUe  pauper  to  appear 
at  the  hearing  must  generally  be  given. 
See  the  statutes,  and  Mass. — Shirley 
17.  Lunenburgh,  11  Mass.  379.  Pa. 
Overseers  of  Gilpin  Twp.  v.  Overseers 
of  Parks  Twp.,  118  Pa.  84,  11  Atl. 
791.  Vt.— Hartland  v.  Pomfret,  11  Vt. 
440. 
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2.  See  generally  the  title  "duils< 
diction." 

3.  See  the  statutes,  and  Lucas  v. 
Einggold,  21.  Iowa  83  (on  board  of 
supervisors;  neither  county  judge  nor 
county  court  has  any  jurisdiction); 
Butler  V.  Dept.  of  Public  Charities, 
158  Pa.  149,  27  Atl.  886;  Directors  of 
Poor  of  Chester  County  v.  Malany, 
64  Pa.  144,  quartet  sessions  have  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction. 
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C.  The  application  is  usually  made  by  the  filing  of  a  petition  or 
complaint,*  made  by  an  overseer  of  the  poor,"  with  a  justice  of  the 
peace." 

D.  Judgment  or  Oedee  op  Removal.  —  1.  Form  and  SuflBciency. 
All  order  for  the  removal  of  a  pauper  should  show  that  all  the  facts 
exist  which  are  necessary  under  the  statute  to  authorize  such  removal ; 
that  the  officers  making  such  order  have  acted  clearly  within  their 
authority,  and  that  the  facts  necessary  to  authorize  such  order  were 
duly  proved  before  the  officers  making  it.''  While  the  order  must  not 
be  uncertain  in  any  respect,'  an  adjudication  that  the^pauper's  legal 
settlement  is  in  a  certain  town  is  sufficient,  without  stating  that  his 
last  legal  settlement  was  in  that  town.^  More  than  one  person  may 
be  included  in  the  same  order  for  removal.^" 

2.  Amendments.  —  Errors  in  form  may  be  cured  by  amendment  ;'^ 
but  defects  in  substance  cannot  be  so  cured.^^ 


4.  Me. — Guilford  v.  Abbott,  17  Me. 
335.  N.  H. — Merrimack  v.  Sullivan, 
4S  N.  H.  181.  N.  J.— Simpson  v.  May- 
baum,  58  N.  J.  L.  323,  33  Atl.  814; 
setting  forth  all  the  jurisdictional 
facts.  Vt. — Wilmington  v.  Jamaica, 
42  Vt.  694. 

5.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  follow- 
ing: N.  H. — Merrimack  v.  Sullivan, 
45  N.  H.  181.  N.  J.— Simpson  v.  May- 
baum,  58  N.  J.  L.  323,  33  Atl.  814; 
Overseers  of  Princeton  v.  Overseers  of 
South  Brunswick,  23  N.  3.  L.  169. 
Pa. — Franklin  Twp.  v.  Danville,  25  Pa. 
Super.  40. 

6.  Vernon  v.  Wantage,  2  N.  J.  L. 
311. 

7.  See  the  following.  N.  J. — Over- 
seers of  New  Barbadoes  v.  Overseers 
of  Paterson,  27  N.  J.  L.  544;  Over- 
seers of  Princeton  v.  Overseers  of 
South  Brunswick,  23  N.  J.  L.  169;  Ver- 
non V.  Wantage,  2  N.  J.  L.  311.  N.  Y. 
Overseers  of  Poor  of  Shawangunk  v. 
Overseers  of  Poor  of  Mamakating,  1 
Johns.  54.  Pa. — Overseers  of  Poor  of 
Dromore  Tp.  v.  Overseers  of  Poor  of 
West  Hanover  Tp.,  1  Yeates  366.  Vt. 
Derby  v.  Barre,  38  Vt.  276,  holding  or- 
der insufficient. 

[a]  Examination  of  the  pauper  need 
not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  order; 
nor  need  the  testimony  of  any  person 
be  set  forth.  Fallowfield  v.  Marlbor- 
ough, 1  Ball.  (U.  S.)  28,  1  L.  ed.  23. 

[b]  Order  need  not  state  pauper's 
refusal  to  give  security  against  be- 
coming chargeable.  Vernon  v.  Want- 
age,  2   N.   J.   L.   311. 

[c]  Age  of  pauper  child  need  not 
be  stated.  Elizabethtown  V.  Spring- 
field,  3   N.   J.  L.  475. 


[d]  Names  of  different  persons 
constituting  the  pauper's  family  need 
not  be  set  out  in  order  of  removal  of 
pauper  and  his  family.  Windham  v. 
Chester,  45  Vt.  459  (order  of  removal 
of  a  pauper,  "her  family  and  effects," 
is  sufficient) ;  -  Landgrove  v.  Pawlet,  20 
Vt.  309. 

[e]  Where  paupers  are  to  be  sent 
out  of  the  state,  the  order  should  des- 
ignate the  route  by  which  they  are  to 
be  transported,  and  not  leave  it  to  the 
discretion  of  constables.  Niskayuna  v. 
Guilderland,  8  Johns.   (N.  Y.)   412. 

8.  Niskavuna  v.  Guilderland,  8 
Johns.    (N.  Y.)   412. 

9.  Overseers  of  Poor  of  Vernon  v. 
Overseers  of  Poor  of  Smithville,  17 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  89. 

10.  Gloceater  v.  Smithfield,  2  E.  I. 
30. 

11.  Overseers  of  Princeton  v.  Over- 
seers of  South  Brunswick,  23  N.  J.  Ii. 
169;  Vernon  v.  Wantage,  2  N.  J.  L. 
311  (wherein  order  was  addressed  to 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township 
from  whence  the  pauper  was  to  be  re- 
moved instead  of  to  a  constable,  it 
could  be  amended);  Cumberland  v.  Jef- 
ferson, 25  Pa.  463,  order  defective,  in 
omitting  to  state  that  the  person  had 
or  was  likely  to  become  chargeable 
should    on   appeal   be  amended. 

12.  Overseers  of  Princeton  v.  Over- 
seers of  South  Brunswick,  23  N.  J.  L. 
169. 

[a]  Omitting  to  state  jurisdictional 
matter  is  matter  of  substance  and  not 
amendable.  Overseers  of  Princeton 
V.  Overseers  of  South  Brunswick,  23  N. 
J.  L.  169. 
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3.  Conclusiveness  of.  —  A  valid  order  of  removal  from  which  no 
appeal  is  taken  is  conclusive  hoth  as  to  the  settlement  of  the  pauper 
at  the  date  of  the  order,  and  also  of  all  other  facts  necessary  to  uphold 
the  order.^' 

4.  Vacating  and  Quashing.  —  An  illegal  order  of  removal  will  be 
quashed  on  motion,^*  No  intendment  will  be  made  against  an  order 
of  removal,  however.^" 

II.  PEOCEEDINGS  TO  COMPEL  SUPPORT.  —  A.  Mode  of  Com- 
pelling. —  Statutes  sometimes  provide  a  summary  proceeding  to  com- 
pel the  relatives  of  a  pauper  to  furnish  him  support.^*  In  other  juris- 
dictions the  relative  will  be  required  to  execute  a  bond  to  the  poor 
district  to  indemnify  such  district  for  the  maintenance  of  the  pauper.^^ 

B.  JuEiSDicTioN^^  over  proceedings  of  this  character  is  regulated 
by  local  statute.^* 

C.  Who  May  Maintain  Proceeding.  —  The  application  must  be 
made  by  one  having  an  interest  in  the  support  of  the  poor  person,  in 
order  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction.^"    Under  some  statutes,  the  action 


13.  Poultney  v.  Sandgate,  35  Vt. 
146. 

14.  Hardwiek  v.  Bawlet,  36  Vt.  320. 
[4]    Motion  to  quash  reaches  only 

such  defects  as  ar«  apparent  on  the 
face  of  the  papers.  Landgrove  v.  Ply- 
mouth, 52  Vt.  503. 

[b]  Where  the  order  is  clearly  dou- 
ble in  that  it  adjudicates  the  settle- 
ment of  two  persons,  whose  legal  set- 
tlement is  independent  of  each  other, 
and  the  settlement  of  one  is  not  in- 
cluded in  and  dependent  on  that  of 
the  other  the  order  will  be  quashed. 
Landgrove  v.  Plymouth,  52  Vt.  503. 

15.  Overseers  of  Beading  v.  Over- 
seers of  Cumree,  5  Bin.  (Pa.)  81;  Dan- 
ville V.  Peacham,  41  Vt.  333. 

16.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing: HI. — ^People  ■ex  rel.  State's 
Attorney  v.  Peters,  173  HI.  App.  564; 
Bogers  V.  Rogers,  51  111.  App.  683. 
Ia,.->-Booue  v.  Buhl,  9  Iowa  276.  N.  J. 
Ackerman  v.  Aekerman,  55  N.  J.  L. 
422,  27  Atl.  807.  IT.  Y.— Tillotson  v. 
Smith,  45  Hun  593,  12  N.  Y.  St.  331. 
Pa. — In  re  James,  116  Pa.  152,  9  AtL 
170. 

[a]  Proceeding  for  seizure  of  prop- 
erty of  one  liable  for  support,  see 
Downing  v.  Eugar,  21  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
178,  34  Am.  Deo.  223;  People  ex  rel. 
Bead  V.  Overseers  of  Pooi'  ot  Triangle, 
23  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  236;  Philadelphia  v. 
Brennan,  6  Pa.  Diet.  116. 

17.  Breichelbiel  v.  Powles,  60  Hun 
365,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  465,  39  N.  Y.  St. 
SS6. 

[a]    Unless  authority   is  given  by 
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statute,  the  court  cannot  require  the 
relative  to  give  such  a  bond,  however. 
N.  J. — Ackerman  v.  Aekerman,  55  N. 
J.  t.  422,  27  Atl.  807.  N.  Y.—In  re 
Bourgeois'  Case,  7  Abb.  N.  C.  260.  Pa. 
Dierkes  v.  Philadelphia,  93  Pa.  270. 

18.  See  generally  the  title  "Juris- 
diction." 

19.  See  the  statutes,  and  Smith  v. 
Palmyra,  2  Walk.  (Pa.)  342;  Darling- 
ton V.  Darlington,  5  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  132, 
court  of  quarter  sessions,  rather  than 
court  of  common  pleas  has  jurisdiction 
in   these   proceedings. 

20.  In  re  James,  116  Pa.  152,  9  Atl. 
170. 

[a]  Overseer'  of  the  poor  is  usual- 
ly the  proper  party.  Mass. — Salem  v. 
Andover,  3  Mass.  436.  N.  J. — Aeker- 
man V.  Ackerman,  55  N.  J.  L.  422,  27 
Atl.  807.  N.  Y.— Tillotson  v.  Smith, 
45  Hun  593,  12  N.  Y.  St.  331;  Stone 
V.  Burgess,  2  Lans.'  439.  See  also  Bald- 
win V.  McArthur,  17  Barb.  414. 

[b]  Kindred  of  the  pauper  may 
maintain  proceedings  to  have  other 
kindred  assessed  for  the  support  of 
the  pauper.  Salem  v.  Andover,  3  Mass. 
436;  Walbridge  v.  Walbridee,  46  Vt. 
617. 

[c]  Poor  person  himself  may  bring 
the  proceeding.  Ackerman  v.  Acker- 
man, 55  N.  J.  L.  422,  27  Atl.  807;  Ap- 
peal of  O'Connor,  104  Pa.  437  (under 
act  authorizing  the  overseers  of  the 
poor,  or  any  other  person  or  persons 
having  an  interest  in  the  support  of 
.any  poor  person,  to  bring  the  proceed- 
ing); In  re  Clem«nt,  5  Pa.  Dist.  295. 


PAUPERS 


231 


against  the  kindred  of  a  pauper  should  be  m  the  name  of  the  city  or 
town  in  which  the  pauper  resides.*' 

D.  Notice  to  Kindred.  —  The  kindred  whom  it  is  sought  to  com- 
pel to  support  the  poor  person  must  have  reasonable  notice  of  the  pro- 
ceeding and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.^^ 

E.  Pleadings.  —  The  application  is  usually  commenced  by  the  fil- 
ing of  a  petition  or  complaint,^'  which  should  aver,  among  other  things, 
all  the  essential  jurisdictional  facts.^*  It  is  sufficient  to  allege  that 
the  relative  "is  of  sufBcient  ability  to  relieve  and  maintain"  the 
pauper  without  setting  forth  his  income  and   property   in   detail.^" 

"Where  the  statute  imposes  the  duty  of  support  when  "directed  by 
the  county  court"  the  complaint  in  an  action  to  recover  the  cost  of 
supporting  the  pauper  must  allege  that  the  defendant  relative  has 
been  ordered  by  the  county  court  to  provide  the  required  support  and 
has  refused.^® 

F.  Order  or  Judgment.  —  1.  rorm  and  Sufficiency.  —  The  order 
must  contain  an  adjudication  that  the  person  in  question  is  a  poor 
person  entitled  to  relief  from  the  township,  or  likely  to  become 
chargeable  thereto;^'  and  should  direct  the  relative  to  relieve  and 
maintain  the  poor  person  in  a  specified  manner.^*  Where  the  order 
requires  several  members  of  the  poor  person's  family  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  per  week,  the  order  should  specify  the  names'  of  each  of  such 


21.  Me. — Calais  v.  Bradford,  51  Me. 
414;  Great  Barrington  v.  Gibbons,  199 
Mass.  527,  85  N.  E.  737,  Tjy  overseers 
of  poor  in  name  of  town. 

22.  Ackerman  v.  Aekerman,  55  N. 
J.  L.  422,  27  Atl.  807;  Kiaer  v.  Over- 
seers of  Poor  of  Frankfort,  3  N.  J. 
L.  5. 

[a]  Such  notice  may  be  liy  siim- 
mons  or  a  rule  to  show  cause.  Aeker- 
man V.  Aekerman,  55  N.  J.  L.  422,  27 
Atl.  807. 

23.  People  V.  Hill,  163  HI.  186,  46 
N.  E.  796,  36  L.  E.  A.  634;  In  re  James, 
116  Pa.  152,  9  A-tl.  170;  In  re  O'Con- 
nor's Appeal,  104  Pa.  437;  Com.  T. 
Quigg,  46  Pa.  Sup«r.  390. 

24.  Com.  T.  Quigg,  46  Pa.  Super. 
390;  Overseers  of  Poor  of  Walker 
Twp.  V.  Knisely,  17  Pa.   Super.  415. 

[a]  Show  that  the  person  present- 
ing it  has  some  interest  in  the  'sup- 
port of  the  poor  person  named.  In  re 
James,  116  Pa.  152,  9  Atl.  170. 

[h]  Kiow  that  poor  person  is  or 
will  he  a  charge  upon  the  county  or 
township.  People  v.  Hill,  163  111.  186, 
46  N.  E.  796,  36  L.  E.  A.  634,  alleging 
failure  to  support  a  person  "then  and 
there  being  a  pauper,"  sirfficient  in 
absence   of   specific   objection, 

[c]  Where  allegation  thant  town  has 
incurred  expense  required,  sufficient  to 


allege  that  the  poor  person  has  been 
supported  by  the  town  as  a  pauper 
since  a  certain  date.  Hiram  v.  Pierce, 
45  Me.  367,  71  Am.  Dee.  555. 

[d]  Demand  on  the  defendant  by 
the  pauper  or  some  one  on  his  behalf 
n-eed  not  be  alleged  in  the  absence  of 
a  statute  requiring  it.  People  v.  Hill, 
163  m.  186,  46  N.  E.  796,  36  L.  E.  A. 
634. 

25.  Overseers  of  Poor  of  Walker 
Twp.  V.  Knisely,  17  Pa.  Super.  415. 

26.  Multnomah  County  v.  Paling,  49 
Ore.  603,  91  Pac.  21;  Paling  v.  Mult- 
nomah County,  46  Ore.  460,  80  Pac. 
1O09. 

27.  Aekerman  v.  Ackerman,  55  N. 
J.  L.  422,  27  Atl.  807. 

28.  Meeker  v.  Moeker,  61  N.  J.  L. 
146,  38  Atl.  749  (should  not  direct 
payment  arbitrarily  to  the  guardian 
or  overseer  of  the  poor);  Ackerman  v. 
Ack«rman  55  N.  J.  L.  422,  27  Atl.  807, 
order  should  fix  and  determine  what 
sum  per  week  the  relative  shall  forfeit 
and  pay  if  he  refuse  or  neglect  to 
comply  with  the  order. 

{a]  Order  which  gives  no  option  to 
relal^ve  either  to  support  the  poor  per- 
son or  to  pay  the  amount  provided,  is 
not  void  and  at  moat  only  irregular. 
Aldridge  v.  Walker,  73  Hun  281,  26 
N.  Y.  Supp.  296,  57  N.  T.  St.  273. 
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members  and  the  apportioned  sum  each  is  required  to  pay.**  The 
order  should  not  embrace  several  poor  persons  in  a  joint  provision.^" 

2.  Enforcement  of.  —  Where  the  statute  provides  that  the  sum  or- 
dered to  be  paid  "shall  be  levied  by  the  process  of  the  court,"  the 
order  cannot  be  enforced  by  attachment  and  commitment.^^ 

6.  CosTS.^^  —  The  defendants  may  be  required  to  pay  costs  in  a 
proceeding  to  compel  the  kindred  of  a  poor  person  to  contribute  to 
his  support ;''  but  costs  cannot  be  charged  without  statutory  authority 
therefor;  accordingly  the  applicant  for  the  order  cannot  be  charged 
in  the  absence  of  statute.^* 

H.  Revtew.'"  —  In  the  absence  of  a  statute,'*  no  appeal  will  lie 
in  these  proceedings.^'  The  proceeding  may  be  reviewed  by  certiorari, 
but  the  court  is  restricted  to  an  examination  of  the  record  and  can- 
not review  the  evidence.^' 

III.  PROCEEDINGS  TO  RECOVER  FOR  SUPPLIES  AND 
SERVICES  FURNISHED  PAUPER.  — A.  By  One  Poob  District 
Against  Another.  —  1.  General  Statement.  —  In  the  absence  of 
statute,  one  town  or  county  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  an- 
other town  or  county  for  the  support  of  a  pauper.^*  Where  a  remedy 
is  prescribed  by  statute  that  remedy  is  generally  exclusive.*"  No  ex- 
press form  of  action  being  provided  by  statute,  however,  assumpsit 
is  proper,  the  statute  creating  a  liability.*^ 


29.  O'Connor's  Appeal,  104  Pa.  437, 
decree  that  A.  and  B.,  "and  the  other 
adult  children  of  the  petitioner"  shall 
pay  a  stated  sum  per  week  is  too 
vague  and  uncertain  to  be  self-sus- 
taining, and  will  be  reversed. 

30.  Meeker  v.  Meeker,  61  N.  J.  L. 
146,  38  Atl.  749,  order  should  be  sev- 
eral. 

31.  In  re  James,  116  Pa.  152,  9  Atl. 
170;  Dierkes  v.  Philadelphia,  93  Pa. 
270;  Com.  V.  Quigg,  46  Pa.  Super.  390. 

32.  Oosts  in  general,  see  the  title 
"Costs." 

33.  South  Beading  v.  Hutchinson,  10 
Allen  (Mass.)  68;  Stone  v.  Burgess,  2 
Lans.    (N.   T.)    439. 

34.  Conn. — Condon  v.  Pomeroy- 
Grace,  73  Conn.  607,  48  Atl.  756,  52 
U  E.  A.  696.  N.  Y.— Tillotson  v.  Smith, 
45  Hun  593,  12  N.  T.  St.  331.  Pa. 
Salem  v.  Cook,  6  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  624. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  allowing  costs 
in  any  "civil  action,"  costs  may  be 
given  in  this  class  of  proceedings. 
Condon  v.  Pomeroy-Grace,  73  Conn. 
607,  48  Atl.  756,  52  L.  E.  A.  696. 

35.  See  generally  the  titles  "Ap- 
peals;" "Certiorari;  "i  "Review;'-' 
"Writ  of  Error." 

36.  Tillotson  v.  Smith,  45  Hun  593, 
12  N.  Y.  St.  331. 

37.  ni. — People  ex  ret.  State's  At- 
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torney  v.  Peters,  173  HI.  App.  564. 
Me. — Ex  parte  Pierce,  5  GreenL  324. 
Mass. — Nantucket  v.  Cotton,  14  Mass. 
243.  Pa. — Overseers  of  Poor  of  Lam- 
piter  Twp.  v.  Overseers  of  Poor  of 
Lancaster,  2  Yeates  164;  Overseers  of 
Poor  of  Walker  Twp.  v.  Kniseley,  17 
Pa.  Super.  415.  Wis. — Eaton  v.  Will- 
iams, 51  Wis.  99,  7  N.  W.  838.  Eng. 
Eeg.  V.  London  Justices,  1  Q.  B.  (1900) 
438,  64  J.  P.  (1900)  357,  69  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
364,  82  L.  T.  N.  S.  296,  48  Wkly.  Eep. 
319. 

38.  Philadelphia  v.  Hays,  56  Pa. 
Super.  352  (an  appeal  from  an  order 
of  the  quarter  sessions  in  proceedings 
of  this  kind  acts  as  a  certiorari  only, 
and  does  not  carry  up  the  evidence); 
Overseers  of  Poor  of  Walker  Twp.  v. 
Knisely,  17  Pa.  Super.  415. 

3(9.  Middlebury  v.  Hubbardton,  1 
D.   Chip.    (Vt.)    205. 

40.  Woodstock  v.  Hancock,  62  Vt. 
348,  19  Atl.  991.  But  see  Wethersfield 
V.  Stanford,  1  Boot  (Conn.)  68,  holding 
that  although  a  statute  provides  a 
summary  remedy  in  certain  cases,  this 
does  not  take  away  the  common  law 
remedy.  See  also  Park  v.  Jeflferson, 
12   Colo.  585,  21  Pae.  912. 

41.  m.— Clinton  v.  Pace,  59  111.  App. 
576.  Mass. — Bath  v.  Freeport,  5  Mass. 
325.     Vt. — Woodstock  v.  Hartland,  21 
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2.  Venue.*'*  —  An  action  by  one  poor  district  against  another  for 
relief  furnished  a  pauper  may  be  brought  in  the  county  of  either 
party.*' 

3.  Parties.**  —  An  action  to  recover  for  supplies  furnished  by  one 
poor  district  to  apauper  of  another  district  should  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  district.*''  In  some  states  it  may  be  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  poor  officers  of  the  district.** 

4.  Pleading^.  —  The  declaration  or  complaint  must  allege  all  facts 
necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  purview  of  the  statute.*^  It 
should  allege  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  was  in  the  defendant  county 
or  district;*^  that  the  person  relieved  was  unable  to  support  himself 
and  in  need;*^  that  the  statutory  notice  was  given  ;^''  and,  in  some 
jurisdictions,  that  there  are  no  relatives  of  the  pauper."^ 

5.  Variance."^  —  The  rule  obtains  that  an  immaterial  variance  be- 
tween the  pleading  and  proof  is  of  no  consequence;"'  but  that  a 
material  variance  will  be  fatal."* 

B.  By  Individual  Against  Pooe  District.  —  A  declaration  or  com- 
plaint by  an  individual  against  a  poor  district  to  recover  for  sup- 
plies or  services  rendered  a  pauper  must  set  forth  the  facts  bringing 
the  ease  within  the  statute.""    A  material  variance  in  such  an  action 


Vt.    563;   Pawlet  v.   Sandgate,   19   Vt. 
621. 

42.  See  generally  the  title  "Ven- 
ue." 

43.  Muskingum  County  Infirmary 
V.  Toledo,  15  Ohio  St.  409. 

44.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties." 

45.  Tavlor  v.  Green,  12  N.  J.  L.  124; 
Shotwell  V.  Thornall,  2  N.  J.  L.  136; 
Pawlet  V.  Sandgate,  19  Vt.  621. 

46.  N.  Y. — Alger  v.  Miller,  56  Barb. 
227;  Pomeroy  V.  Wells,  8  Paige  406; 
Van  Keuren  v.  Johnston,  3  Denio  183. 
Pa.— Overseers  v.  Kline,  9  Pa.  217. 
Va. — Chapline  v.  Overseers  of  Poor,  7 
Leigh  (34  Va.)  231,  30  Am.  Dec.  504. 

47.  Fox  V.  Bristol,  45  HI.  App.  33,0; 
Bath  V.  Preeport,  5  Mass.  325.  See 
also  the  cases  cited  infra,  this  section. 

48.  la. — Winneshiek  v.  Allamakee, 
62  Iowa  558,  17  N.  W.  753.  Me.— F*ye- 
burg  V.  Brownfield,  68  Me.  145;  Eipley 
V.  Hebron,  60  Me.  379.  Mass.— Wren- 
tham  V.  Attleborough,  5  Mass.  430; 
Bath  V.  Preeport,  5  Mass.  325;  Salem 
V.  Andover,  3  Mass.  436.  N".  C— Burke 
County  Comrs.  v.  Buncombe  County 
Comrs.,  101  N.  C.  520,  8  S.  E.  176. 
Wis.— Pine  Valley  v.  Unity,  40  Wis. 
682. 

Ta]  AUegation  that  plaintiff  is  "in- 
formed" that  pauper's  settlement  was 
in  the  defendant  county  is  insufScient. 


Winneshiek  v.  Allamakee,  62  Iowa  558, 
17  N.  W.  753. 

49.  Me. — Fryeburg  v.  Brownfield, 
68  Me.  145.  Mass. — Rogers  v.  New- 
bury, 105  Mass.  533.  Wis.— Pine  Val- 
ley t>.  Unity,  40  Wis.  682. 

[a]  Omission  To  So  Allege  Not  Fa- 
tal After  Verdict. — Pawlet  v.  Eutland, 
Brayt.   (Vt.)   175. 

50.  Me. — Fryeburg  v.  Brownfield, 
68  Me.  145.  Mass.— Bath  v.  Freeport, 
5  Mass.  325;  Salem  v.  Andover,  3  Mass. 
436.  N.  H — Hillsborough  v.  Londoh- 
berry,  43  N.  H.  451.  Wis.— Pine  Val- 
ley V.  Unity,  40  Wis.  682. 

[a]  Omission  to  allege  notice  must 
be  taken  advantage  of  by  demurrer. 
Com.  V.  Dracut,   8   Gray    (Mass.)    455. 

51.  Walpole  v.  Marlow,  2  N.  H. 
385,  failure  to  so  allege  is  cured  by 
verdict. 

52.  See  generally  the  title  "Vari- 
ance and  Failure  of  Proof." 

53.  Colebrook  v.  Stewartstown,  28 
N.  H.  75,  no  fatal  variance  between 
allegation  of  support  of  four  children 
and  proof  that  there  were  five  children 
in  the  family. 

54.  Dalton  v.  Bethlehem,  20  N.  H. 
505,  pleading  supplies  furnished  to 
"Jane"  cannot  be  supported  by  notice 
of  supplies  furnished  to  "James,"  and 
variance    fatal. 

55.  Autauga  v.  Davis,  32  Ala.  703; 
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between  the  allegations  and  proof  is  fatal."* 
IV.    ACTIONS    AND    DEFENSES    IN    FORMA    PAUPERIS." 

A.  General  Statement.  —  The  right  to  prosecute  or  defend  in  forma 
pauperis  did  not  exist  at  common  law,  but  originated  in  the  statute 
of  11  Henry  VII,  eh.  12."'  In  the  absence  of  statute,  the  right  does 
not  exist  today .''°  But  courts  of  equity  have  allowed  suits  to  be  de- 
fended in  forma  pauperis  under  statutes  permitting  suits  to  be  brought 
in  this  manner. °" 

Suits  in  forma  pauperis  are  not  encouraged  by  the  courts,*^  and 
should  be  granted  only  in  a  reasonably  clear  case;®''  statutes  giving 
the  right  will  not  be  extended  by  construction.*' 

Misconduct  in  a  former  case  is  no  bar  to  a  party  suing  in  forma 
pauperis,  where  such  is  permitted  ;'*  nor  is  his  conviction  of  perjury.*" 

B.  To  What  Proceedings  Statutes  Apply.  —  1.  In  General. 
This  depends  largely,  of  course,  upon  the  language  of  the  statutes.** 

Provisional  Bemedies.  —  One  suing  in  forma  pauperis  cannot  avail 
himself  of  a  provisional  remedy  without  giving  the  statutory  under- 
taking;*^ but  it  has  been  held  that  an  attachment  may  issue  as  an- 
cillary- to  the  summons,  in  an  action  in  forma  pauperis.** 

2.  Tort  Actions. —  It  has  been  held  that  the  pauper's  oath  cannot 
be  taken  in  actions  for  false  imprisonment,  malicious  prosecution,  or 
slander.** 

An  action  of  replevin  cannot  "be  brought  in  forma  pauperis.'"'  How- 
ever, where  the  property  is  not  taken  from  the  defendant  under  the 


Rogers  v.  Newtury,  105  Mass.  533.    See 
alao  cases  cited  supra,  III,  A,  4. 

[a]  Declaration  in  common  counts 
sufficient  in  action  against  county  for 
tervices  rendered  pauper,  see  Clinton 
17.   Pace,  59   111.   App.   576. 

56.  Howe  V.  Eoyalton,  32  Vt.  415, 
allegation  of  neglect  of  town  to  pro- 
vide for  support  of  poor  person  and 
proof  that  town  on  being  requested 
agreed  to  provide  for' poor  person  but 
failed  to  perform  the  promise.  See 
generally  the  title  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

57.  In  admiralty  practice,  'see  1 
Standard  Pboc.  506,  et  seq. 

58.  See  U.  S. — Roy  v.  Louisville, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  34  Fed.  276.  Ind.— Har- 
rison V.  Stanton,  146  Ind.  366,  45  N. 
E.  582.  Eng.— Oldfield  v.  Cobbett,  1 
Phil.  613,  41  Eag.  Reprint  765. 

59.  Campbell  v.  Chicago,  etc,  E. 
Co.,  23  "Wis.  490. 

60.  Oldfield  v.  Cobbett,  1  Phil.  613, 
41  Eng.  Reprint  765.  See  also  Fergu- 
son  V.   Dent,   15    Fed,    771. 

61.  Isoard  v.  Cazeaux,  1  Paige  (N. 
Y.)  39. 

,    62,    Sea  infra,  TV,  D,  5, 
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63.  Harrison  v.  Stanton,  146  Ind. 
366,  45  N".  E.  582. 

[a]  Such  statutes  are  strictly  con- 
strued as  against  the  applicant.  Moore 
V.  Cooley,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.)  412. 

64.  Corbett  v.  Corbett,  16  Ves.  Jr. 
407,  33  Eng.  Reprint  1038. 

65.  Bowyer  v.  M'Evoy,  1  Ball  &  B, 
(Eng.)  56. 

66.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Extends  to  Suits  Before  a  Jus- 
tice of  the  Peace. — Harnett  v.  Lark, 
45  Kan.  428,  25  Pac.  869. 

67.  Friedman  v.  Fischer,  5  N.  Y. 
St.  913;  Rowark  v.  Homesley,  68  N.  C. 
91,  arrest  in  civil  case  cannot  be  had 
in  suit  in  forma  pauperis  without  jury 
bond. 

68.  See  3  Standard  Proo.  445. 

69.  Cox  V.  Patten,  11  Lea  (Tenn.) 
545,  under  statute. 

70.  Horton  v.  Vowel,  4  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  622  (however,  if  bond  be  giv- 
en for  double  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  the  costs  accumulate  to  a 
larger  amount,  on  a  rule  for  further 
security,  the  plaintiff  may  take  the 
pauper 'i?  oath);  Kiucaid  v.  Bradshaw, 
6  Baxt,  (Tenn.)   102. 
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writ  of  replevin,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  for  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty in  forma  pauperis/^ 

3.  Criminal  Proceedings.  —  Generally  the  rules  governing  costs  in 
criminal  proceedings  are  not  affected  by  statutes  allowing  suits  in 
forma  pauperis.''^ 

4.  Qui  Tain  Actions.  —  One  bringing  a  qui  tarn  action  cannot  do 
so  in  forma  pauperis.'^ 

5.  Appeals.''^  —  In  some  states  an  appeal  may  be  prosecuted  in 
forma  pauperis;"  but  in  others  the  right  is  held  not  to  extend  to 
appeals,'® 

C.  Who  May  Take  Advantage  of  Privilege.  —  1.  Generally. 
The  question  of  who  may  sue  or  defend  in  forma  pauperis  depends 
largely  upon  the  statute  of  the  particular  state."  To  take  advantage 
of  the  statute  the  party  must  be  without  means  to  maintain  or  de- 
fend the  suit.'*  One  who  has  assigned  his  interest  in  the  subject 
matter  of  the  suit  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  statute.'* 
One  of  several  plaintiffs  cannot  sue  in  forma  pauperis.*" 
2.    Particular  Classes  of  Persons.  —  a.    Infants.^^  —  By  the  weight 


71.  stone  v.  Hopkins,  11  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   190. 

72.  See  Ex  parte  Harrison,  112  Ind. 
329,  14  N.  E.  225;  Eex  v.  Clarke,  3 
Burr.  1308,  97  Eng.  Eeprint  847;  Eex 
V.  Pearson,  2  Burr.  1039,  97  Eng.  Ee- 
print 695. 

73.  Johnson  V.  Hunter,  9  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)   185. 

[a]  Unless  the  penalty  Is  given  to 
the  party  aggrieved  rather  than  the 
informer,  in  which  case  party  aggrieved 
may  sue  in  forma  pauperis.  Kirby  v. 
Eiee,  8  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  442. 

74.  In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard 
Peoc.  560,  et  seq. 

In  criminal  cases,  see  the  title 
"Eevie-w." 

In  justices'  courts,  see  18  Standard 
Peoc.  232,  237. 

75.  Ga. — Savannah  v.  Brown,  64  Ga. 
229.  N.  C— Mason  v.  Osgood,  71  N.  C. 
212.  Tenn. — Brumley  v.  Hayworth,  3 
Yerg.  421. 

76.  Ostrander  v.  Harper,  14  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  16;  Morse  v.  Troy,  38  Hun 
(N.  Y.)    301. 

77.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing: U.  S. — Whelan  v.  Manhattan 
E.  Co.,  86  Fed.  219;  Bradford  v.  Brad- 
ford, 2  Flip.  280,  3  Fed.  Gas.  No.  1,766. 
Miss.— Walker  v.  Smith,  19  So.  102. 
N.  Y. — McNamara  v.  Nolan,  13  Misc. 
76,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  178.  N.  0.— Davis 
V.  Higgins,  91  N.  C.  382;  Sumner  v. 
Candler,  74  N.  C.  265;  McClenahan  v. 
Thomas,  4  N.  C.  13,  6  N.  C.  247,  1  Car. 
L.  Eepos.  101.    B.  I. — Spalding  v.  Bain- 


bridge,  12  E.  I.  244.     Tex — ^Meyer  v. 
Weber,  40  S.  W.  627. 

78.  U.  S.— Wickelman  v.  A.  B.  Dick 
Co.,  85  Fed.  851,  29  C.  C.  A.  436.  N.  Y. 
Isnard  v.  Cazeaux,  1  Paige  39.  Eng. 
Burry  Port  Co.  v.  Bowser,  26  L.  J.  Ch. 
319,  5  W.  E.  325;  Perry  v.  Walker,  1 
CoU.  229,  13  L.  J.  Ch.  75,  63  Eng.  Ee- 
print 396;  Boddington  v.  Woodley,  5 
Beav.  555,  12  L.  J.  Ch.  15,  6  Jur.  960, 
49  Eng,  Eeprint  693. 

[a]  One  earning  twenty  dollars  per 
week  cannot  come  within  statute. 
Wickelman  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Co.,  85  Fed. 
851,  29   C.   C.  A.  436. 

[b]  That  person  is  of  physical  abil- 
ity to  labor  and  acquire  the  necessary 
means  will  not  prevent  the  granting  of 
the  application.  Kerr  v.  State,  35  Ind. 
288. 

[c]  In  England  if  one  owns  prop- 
erty he  cannot  take  advantage  of  the 
statute,  even  though  such  property  be 
the  subject  of  the  suit.  Eidgway  v. 
Edwards,  L.  E.  9  Ch.  143,  29  L.  T. 
N.  S.  986,  22  Wkly.  Eep.  288;  Butler 
V.  Gardener,  12  Beav.  525,  50  Eng. 
Eeprint  1162;  Taprell  v.  Taylor,  9 
Beav.  493,  50  Eng.  Eeprint  434;  Spen- 
cer V.  Bryant,  11  Ves.  Jr.  49,  32  Eng. 
Reprint  1006. 

79.  Joyce  v.  Cooper,  17  Jones  &  S. 
(N.  Y.)  115;  Davis  v.  Higgins,  91  N.  C. 
382. 

80.  Ostrander  v.  Harper,  14  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  16. 

81.  Suits  by  or  against  infants  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Infants." 
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of  authority,  infancy  does  not  prevent  a  party  from  taking  advantage 
of  the  statute.*^ 

b.  Married  women  may  sue,  by  next  friend,  in  forma  pauperis. '^ 

c.  Personal  Representatives.  —  Generally  an  executor  or  adminis- 
trator,'* or  committee  of  an  incompetent,*"  cannot  sue  or  defend  in 
forma  pauperis,  though  a  contrary  rule  is  recognized  under  some 
statutes.'^  When  a  suit  has  been  regularly  commenced  in  forma 
pauperis  and  the  plaintiff  dies,  his  representative  may  carry  on  the 
suit  as  he  finds  it.*^ 

d.  Nonresidents  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  statute  allowing  suits 
or  defenses  in  forma  pauperis.'* 

D.  Application  foe  Leave  To  Sue  or  Depend.  —  1.  Time  for. 
The  application  may  be  made  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,** 


82.  See  the  following:  V.  S. — Mc- 
Duflfee  V.  Boston',  etc.  E.  Co.,  82  Fed. 
865;  Eoy  v.  Louisville,  N.  O.  &  T.  E. 
Co.,  34  Fed.  276.  IlL— Chicago  &  I. 
E.  Co.  V.  Lane,  130  111.  116,  22  N.  B. 
513.  Ind. — Britton  v.  State,  115  Ind. 
55,  17  N.  E.  254  (where  the  infant 
sues  in  forma  pauperis  it  need  not 
iTDe  by  next  friend);  Wright  v.  Me- 
Larinan,  92  Ind.  103;  Hood  v.  Pear- 
son, 67  Ind.  368.  Kan. — Missouri  Pae. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Cooper,  57  Kan.  185,  45 
Pac.  587.  Ky. — Westerfield  v.  Wilson, 
12  Bush  125.  N.  Y.— Feier  v.  Third 
Ave.  E.  Co.,  9  App.  Div.  607,  41  N.  Y. 
Supp.  821;  Shapiro  v.  Burns,  7  Misc. 
41 8,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  980,  31  Abb.  N.  C. 
144,  23  Civ.  Proc.  365,  58  N.  Y.  St. 
479;  Tobias  v.  Broadway,  etc.  E.  Co., 
14  N.  Y.  Supp.  641,  39  N.  Y.  St.  183. 
IT.  0.— Brendle  v.  Heron,  68  N.  C.  495. 
Eng. — ^Bryant  v.  Wagner,  3  Jur.  460. 

But  see  Cargle  v.  Nashville,  C.  & 
St.  L.  E.  Co.,  7  Lea  (Tenn.)  717;  Green 
V.  Harrison,  3  Sneed  (Tenn.)  131; 
Cohen  v.  Shyer,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  192. 

[a]  Infant  cannot  appeal  in  forma 
pauperis  by  guardian  ad  litem.  Sharer 
V.  Gill,  6  Lea  (Tenn.)  495;  Musgrove 
V.  Lusk,  5  Baxt.   (Tenn.)   684. 

83.  Eobertson  v.  Eobertson,  3  Paige 
(N.  Y.)  387;  Ward  v.  Ward,  17  N.  C. 
553;  Dowden  v.  Hook,  8  Beav.  399,  50 
Eng.  Eeprint  157.  But  see  Cargle  v. 
Nashville,  etc.  E.  Co.,  7  Lea  (Tenn.) 
717;  Hawkins  v.  Hawkins,  4  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  105. 

[,a]  Where  a  married  woman  is  per- 
mitted to  sue  alone  she  may  sue  in 
forma  pauperis.  Eoberti  v.  Carlton,  18 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  466;  Hawkins  v.  Haw- 
kins, 4  Sneed   (Tenn.)    105. 

84.  Smith  v.  Louisville,  etc.  E.  Co., 
89  Tenn.  664,  15  S.   W.  842;  Fowler  v. 
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Bavies,  16  Sim.  182,  60  Eng.  Eeprint 
842;  Paradice  v.  Sheppard,  Dick.  136, 
21  Eng.  Eeprint  220. 

85.  Beehtle  v.  Manhattan  Ey.  Co., 
31  Abb.  N.  C.  483,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  410, 
62  N.  Y.  St.  120. 

86.  Cherokee  &  P.  Coal  &  Min.  Co. 
V.  Britton,  3  Kan.  App.  292,  45  Pae. 
100;  Mason  v.  Osgood,  71  N.  C.  212, 
personal  representatives  as  well  as  any 
other  party  to  the  record  may  appeal 
without  giving  security  for  costs  when 
unable  to  do  so  by  reason  of  poverty. 

87.  Hamlin  v.  Neighbors,  75  N.  C. 
66  (must  make  proper  application  at 
the  time  he  is  substituted) ;  McCoy 
V.   Broderick,   3   Sneed    (Tenn.)    203. 

88.  U.  S,— St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Farr,  56  Fed.  994,  6  C.  C.  A.  211 
(under  statute  of  Arkansas);  Heck- 
man  V.  Mackey,  32  Fed.  574,  19  Abb. 
N.  C.  394,  13  Civ.  Proc.  11,  under  New 
York  statute.  Ind. — Fuller  &  Fuller  Co. 
V.  Mehl,  134  Ind.  60,  33  N.  E.  773. 
N.  Y. — Early  statute  was  held  not  to 
apply  to  nonresidents.  Alexander  v. 
Meyers,  8  Dalv  112;  Christian  v. 
Gouge,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  82,  58  How.  Pr. 
445.  Under  more  recent  statute,  a  non- 
resident may,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court  be  allowed  to  sue  in  forma 
pauperis.  Harris  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co., 
59  Hun  625,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  718,  20 
Civ.  Proc.  192,  37  N.  Y.  St.  599.  N.  0. 
Porter  v.  Jones,  68  N.  C.  320.  Tenn. 
Hilliard  v.  Stark,  14  Lea  9.  See  also 
Lisenbee  v.  Holt,  1  Sneed  42. 

89.  Colo.— Peck  V.  Farnham,  24  Colo. 
141,  49  Pao.  364.  N.  Y.— Shapiro  v. 
Burns,  7  Misc.  418,  27  N.  Y.  Supp. 
980,  31  Abb.  N.  C.  144,  23  Civ.  Proe. 
365,  58  N.  Y.  St.  479.  Eng.— Brunt  v. 
Wardle,  3  M.  &  G.  534,  42  E.  C.  L. 
282,   4   Scott   N.   E.    188,   1    D.   N.    S. 
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and,  it  has  been  held,  either  before  trial  or  at  any  stage  thereof."" 
After  judgment,'^  or  an  unreasonable  delay,"^  the  application  comes 
too  late. 

2.  Affidavit  or  Oath.  —  The  statutes  usually  provide  for  an  affi- 
davit or  for  the  taking  of  an  oath  showing  that  the  person  is  entitled 
to  the  benefit  thereof.*^ 

Form  and  Sufficiency.  —  The  affidavit  should  be  certain.**  It  must 
set  forth  the  facts  necessary  to  bring  the  applicant  within  the  terms 
of  the  statute,*^  as  well  as  showing  that  the  applicant  has  a  good  cause 
of  action."^    Any  objection  to  the  sufficiency  or  form  of  the  affidavit 


229,  11  L.  J.  C.  P.  17,  133  Eng.  E& 
print  1254;  Doe  dem.  Ellis  v.  Owens,  9 
M.  &  W.  455. 

[a]  Even  after  an  order  (1)  requir- 
ing security  for  costs  (TJ.  S. — WoodB 
V.  BaUey,  113  Fed.  390;  M&DufEee  v. 
Boston,  etc.  K.  Co.,  82  Fed.  865.  lU. 
Clement  v.  Brown,  30  111.  43.  Kan. 
Huey  1}.  Brimer,  9  Kan.  App.  149,  58 
Pae.  485.  N.  M.— Bearup  v.  Coffer,  9 
N.  M.  500,  55  Pae.  289.  N.  Y.— Shear- 
man V.  Pope,  106  N.  Y.  664,  12  N.  E. 
713;  Shapiro  v.  Burns,  7  Misc.  418,  27 
N.  Y.  Supp.  980,  58  N.  Y.  St.  479,  23 
Civ.  Proc.  365,  31  Abb.  N.  C.  144. 
Tex. — Missouri  Pae.  Ey.  Co.  «.  Eich- 
mond,  73  Tex.  568,  11  S.  W.  555,  15 
Am.  St.  Eep.  794,  4  L.  E.  A.  280), 
though  (2)  application  made  long  after 
order  requiring  security  for  costs  comes 
too  late.  Glasberg  v.  Dry  Dock,  E.  B. 
&  B.  E.  Co.,  12  Civ.  Proc.  (N.  Y.) 
SO. 

90.  Peck  V.  Farnham,  24  Colo.  141, 
49  Pae.  364. 

91.  Ostrander  v.  Harper,  14  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  16.  .       „„ 

92  Sweeney  v.  White,  10  Misc.  29, 
30  N.  Y.  Supp.  1051,  63  N.  Y.  St.  242, 
delay  of  three  years  after  issue  joined. 

93.  See  the  statutes,  and  infra,  this 
section. 

[a]  When  an  appeal  in  forma 
pauperis  is  allowed,  provision  is  usually 
made  for  the  filing  of  an  affidavit  or 
oath.  Ga. — Hines  v.  Eosser,  27  Ga.  85; 
Elder  v.  Whitehead,  25  Ga.  262.  N.  C. 
Stell  V.  Barham,  85  N.  C.  88.  Tenn. 
State  V.  Gannaway,  16  Lea  124. 

[b]  Such  affidavit  must  generally 
be  made  by  the  pauper  himself,  not  by 
his  attorney.  Selma,  E.  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Tyson,  48  Ga.  351. 

[c]  Where  infants  seek  to  use  the 
statute,  their  next  friend  may  make 
the  affidavit.  McDuffee  v.  Boston,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  82  Fed.  865. 

[d]  The  husband  is  the  proper  one 


to  make  the  affidavit  where  he  and 
his  wife  sue  jointly.  MePhatridge  v. 
Gregg,  4  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  324;  Grills 
V.  Hill,  2  Sneed  (Tenn.)  711;  Crockett 
V.  Maxey,  4  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.), 
§292,  18  S.  W.  138. 

[e]  Where  there  is  more  than  one 
plaintiff,  each  one  seeking  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  statute  must  make  his 
affidavit.  McDuffee  v.  Boston,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  82  Fed.  865;  MePhatridge  v.  Gregg, 
4  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  324;  Grills  v.  Hill,  2 
Sneed  (Tenn.)  711. 

[f]  One  partner  may  make  the  affi- 
davit for  the  firm.  Standard  Gar- 
bonatiug  &  S.  Co.  v.  Capital  City 
Guards,  99  Ga.  265,  25  S.  E.  670. 

94.  Woods  V.  Bailey,  111  Fed.  121, 
so  that  charge  of  perjury  could  be 
based   thereon,  if  it  was  false. 

95.  See  the  following:  XJ.  S. — ^Boyle 
V.  Great  Northern  E.  Co.,  63  Fed.  539. 
N.  Y. — Eutkowsky  v.  Cohen,  74  App. 
Div.  415,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  546,  11  N.  Y. 
Ann.  Cas.  255;  McGillicuddy  v.  Kings 
County  El.  Ey.  Co.,  10  Misc.  21,  30 
N.  Y.  Supp.  833,  62  N.  Y.  St.  648.  N.  C. 
Maggett  V.  Eoberts,  108  N.  C.  174,  12 
S.  E.  890. 

[a]  Show  that  he  is  unable  to  pay 
the  expenses  of  the  suit.  Gibbons  v. 
McComb,  3  Ga.  252. 

96.  See  the  following:  N.  Y. — Wein- 
stein  V.  Prank,  56  App.  Div.  275,  67 
N.  Y.  Supp.  746;  McGillicuddy  v. 
Kings  County  El.  Ey.  Co.,  10  Misc.  21, 
30  N.  Y.  Supp.  833,  62  N.  Y.  St.  648; 
Beyer  v.  Clark,  29  Abb.  N.  C.  338, 
affidavits  by  both  parties  as  to  merits 
of  cause  of  action  were  here  pre- 
sented. N".  C. — Miazza  v.  Calloway,  74 
N.  C.  31.  R.  I.— Lewis  v.  Smith,  21 
E.  1.  324,  43  Atl.  542. 

[a]  Court  will  sometimes  req.ulre 
evidence  that  the  applicant  has  a  prob- 
able cause  of  action.  Eobertson  v. 
Eobertson,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  387,  court 
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should  be  made  promptly.^'    An  insufficient  afiSdavit  or  oatt  may  be 
amended,^'  or  a  new  oath  may  be  taken.** 

3.  Certificate  of  Counsel.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  the  application 
to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  must  be  aecompamied  by  a  certificate  of 
counsel  that  the  applicant  has  a  good  cause  of  action.^ 

4.  Notice  of  the  application  must  be  given  to  the  opposite  party, 
where  the  application  is  made  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit  and 
the  adverse  party  has  appeared.^ 

5.  Hearing  and  Determination.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  court  will 
inquire  into  the  facts  before  granting  the  application,^  as  there  must 
be  some  showing  in  support  of  the  affidavit.*  There  is  authority  to 
the  effect  that  if  the  application  is  not  contested,  it  will  be  granted, 
however.^     The  application  may  be  contested  by  counter-affidavits," 

Discretion  of  Court.  —  It  is  largely  discretionary  with  the  court 
whether  one  shall  be  allowed  to  proceed  in  forma  pauperis  f^  and  the 
application  should  only  be  granted  in  a  clear  ease.* 

b.  Order  Allowing.  —  The  order  granting  leave  to  sue  as  a  pauper 
extends  only  to  the  court  in  which  it  is  made.'    Under  some  statutes 


will   ascertain   by  report   of   a   master 
whether  probable  cause  exists. 

97.  Hood  V.  Pearson,  67  Ind.  368; 
Seymour  v.  Maddox,  19  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
(Eng.)  525. 

[a]  Application,  of  Administrator. 
Daus  V.  Nussberger,  25  App.  Div.  185, 
49  N.  Y.  Supp.  291. 

98.  Cole  V.  Hoeburg,  36  Kan.  263, 
13  Pao.  275;  Atchison  v.  Eiggle,  6  Kan. 
App.  5,  49  Pae.  616;  Morris  1}.  Smith, 
11  Humph.   (Tenn.)    133. 

[a]  Amendment  Nunc  Pro  Tunc. 
Heckmau  v.  Mackey,  32  Fed.  574,  19 
Abb.  N.   C.  394,  13  Civ.  Proc.  11. 

99.  Morris  v.  Smith,  11  Humph. 
(Tenn.)' 133. 

1.  In  re  Atkinson,  23  Ir.  L.  Eep. 
509;  Bryant  v.  Wagner,  7  Dowl.  P.  O. 
(Eng.)    676,  3  Jur.  893. 

2.  Ostrander  v.  Harper,  14  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  16;  Thomas  v.  Wilson,  6  Hill 
(N.  Y.)  257;  Isnard  v.  Cazeaux,  1 
Paige  (N.  Y.)  39.  But  se«  Peek  v. 
Parmham,  24  Colo.  141,  49  Pac.  364, 
holding  that  where  the  application  is 
made  at  the  trial,  notice  is  not  re- 
quired. 

3.  Boyle  v.  Great  Northern  E.  Co., 
63  Fed.  539. 

4.  Whittle  V.  St.  Louis,  etc.  E.  Co., 
104  Fed.  286;  Whelan  v.  Manhattan 
E.  Co.,  86  Fed.  219;  Columb  v.  Webster 
Mfg.  Co.,  76  Fed.  198. 

5.  U.  S.— McDuffee  v.  Boston,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  82  Fed.  865.  AiTk. — Daniel  v. 
Guy,  19  Ark.   121.      N.  Y.— Kahn    V. 
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Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  18  Misc.  568,  42  N.  Y. 
Supp.  461. 

6.  Kahn  v.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  18  Misc. 
568,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  461;  Weatherford, 
M.  W.  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Duncan,  10 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  479,  31  S.  W.  562, 
where  'statute  provides  that  only  clerk 
can  make  counter-affidavit,  one  made 
by  another  will  be  stricken  out. 

7.  m. — Chicago  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  lAne, 
130  111.  116,  22  N.  E.  513;  Clememt  v. 
Brown,  30  III.  43;  Eockford  v.  Eua- 
sell,  9  111.  App.  229.  Ind.^-Hoey  v. 
McCarthy,  124  Ind.  464,  24  N.  E.  1038. 
N.  Y. — Joyce  v.  Cooper,  17  Jon«s  &  S. 
115;  Alexander  v.  Meyers,  8  Daly  113. 
E.  I. — Spalding  v.  Bainbridge,  12  E.  I. 
244. 

8.  Ind. — Hoey  v.  McCarthy,  124  Ind. 
464,  24  N.  E.  1&38.  N.  Y.— Harris  v. 
Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.,  59  Hun  623,  13 
N.  Y.  B^ppt.  718,  20  Civ.  Proc.  192, 
37  N.  Y.  at.  599;  Downs  v.  Farley,  12 
Civ.  Pros.  119,  18  Abb.  N.  C.  464. 
N.  0.— -Miazza  v.  Calloway,  74  N.  C. 
31. 

Construction  of  statutes  giving  rlgbt, 
see  supra,  IV,  A. 

9.  Oakes  v.  High,  11  Misc.  313,  32 
N.  Y.  Supp.  289,  65  N.  Y.  St.  497; 
Collett  V.  Frazier,  56  N.  C.  398;  Clark 
V.  Dupree,  13  N.  C.  411. 

[a}  Where  case  is  moved  by  con- 
sent to  another  court,  application  to 
preceefl'  in  forma  pauperis  must  be 
made  anew.    Collett  V.  Frazier,  56  N.  C. 
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the  order  permitting  prosecution  of  suit  in  forma  pauperis  must  pro- 
vide for  attorney  to  act  without  compensation.^* 

E.  Assignment  op  Counsel.  —  Counsel  will  be  assigned  by  the 
court  to  act  for  the  pauper  in  some  jurisdictions.^^ 

F.  Costs."  —  One  suing  in  forma  pauperis  may,  if  successful, 
recover  his  costs;"  and  suing  as  a  pauper  does  not  relieve  him  of 
liability  for  costs  if  judgment  goes  against  him." 

G.  Dispaupering.  —  On  motion  duly  made  for  that  purpose,^''  the 
court  may,  for  good  cause,  vacate  the  order  permitting  the  suit  to 
be  maintained  in  forma  pauperis.^'  On  dispaupering,  the  suit  should 
not  be  dismissed,  but  plaintiff  should  be  allowed  to  file  bond  for 
costs  ^' 

V.  PROCEEDINGS  FOR  VIOLATION  OP  POOR  LAWS.  — An 
action  on  the  case  cannot  be  brought  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
who  have  expended  money  to  mEiintaiia  a  pauper  illegally  brought  by 
the  defendailts  into  a  poor  district;  the  remedy  is  to  recover  the 
penalty  given  by  statute.^^  And  no  action  will  lie  for  bringing  a 
pauper  into  a  district,  until  such  district  has  incurred  some  liability 
for  the  support  of  the  pauper."  Such  an  action  may  then  be  brought 
by  the  superintendents  of  the  poor  of  the  district.^" 

The  declaration  or  complaint,  in  an  action  for  illegally  bringing 
a  pauper  into  a  poor  district,  must  allege  the  facts  necessary  to 
bring  the  case  within  the  statute.''^    Under  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  de- 


10.  See  the  statutes,  and  eases  cited 
under  two  succeeding  notes. 

11.  U.  S. — Whelan  v.  Manhattan  E. 
Co.,  86  Fed.  219,  Ind — Wright  v.  Mc- 
Larinan,  92  Ind.  103;  Kerr  v.  State, 
35  Ind.  288.  N.  Y.— Daus  v.  Nuss- 
berger,  25  App.  Div.  185,  49  N.  Y. 
Supp.  291.  Eng. — Lewis  v.  Kennett,  3 
Euss.  466,  38  Eng.  Eeprint  650. 

[a]  Attorney  Designated  by  Party 
Need  Not  Be  Assigned. — ^Helmpreeht  v. 
Bowen,  87  Hun  362,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1141,  68  N.  Y.  St.  873. 

[b]  Counsel  Acts  Without  Cpmpen- 
satiou. — Whelan  v:  Manhattan  E.  Co., 
8©  Fed.  219;  Matter  of  Kelly,  12  Daly 
(N.  Y.)  110;  Joyce  v.  Cooper,  17  Jones 
&  S.  (N.  Y.)  115;  Helmprecht  v.  Bowen, 
87  Hun  362,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  1141,  68 
N.  Y.  St.  873., 

12.  As  to  generally,  see  the  title 
"Costs." 

13.  Lampy  v.  Freedman,  60  Misc. 
70,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  685.  See  also 
Draper  v.  Buxton  &  Co.,  90  N.  C.  182; 
Booshee  v.  Surles,  85  N.  C.  90. 

14.  XT.  S. — Davis  v.  Adams,  109  Fed. 
271.  Miss. — Leggett  v.  Eyan,  55  Miss. 
379.  Tex. — McPherson  v.  Johnson,  69 
Tex.  484,  6  S.  W.  798. 

Contra,  under  statute,  Booshee  v. 
Surles,  85  N.  C.  90. 


1  15.  Buecolo  V.  New  York  L.  Ins. 
!Co.,  117  App.  Div.  423,  102  N.  Y. 
Supp.  794. 

16.  Xr.  a— Woods  V.  Bailey,  122  Fed. 
967.  Miss.— Feazell  v.  Staltzfus,  98 
Miss.  886,  54  So.  444.  N.  Y.— Steele 
V.  Mott,  20  Wend.  679.  N.  C— Alston 
V.  Holt,  172  N.  C.  417,  90  S.  E.  434. 
Temi. — Meyers  v.  Meyers,  11  Heisk. 
49.5; 

[a]  Sufficiency  of  showing  rests 
largely  in  discretion  of  court.  Young 
V.  Nassau  Elec.  E.  Co.,  34  App.  Div. 
126,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  600;  Heatherly  v. 
iHill,  8  Baxt.    (Tenn.)    170. 

[b]  Court  Should  Proceed  Cautious- 
ly.— Heatherly  v.  Hill,  8  Baxt.  (Tenn.) 
170. 

17.  See  Dale  v.  Presnell,  119  N.  C. 
489,  26  S.  E.  27. 

18.  Crouse  v.  Mabbett.  11  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)    167. 

19.  Suprs.  of  the  Poor  of  Newaygo 
County  V.  Nelson,  75  Mich.  154,  42  N. 
W.  797,  no  suit  lies  where  defendant 
has  paid  all  expenses  of  the  pauper 
while  in  the  district. 

20.  Suprs.  of  the  Poor  of  Newaygo 
County  V.  Nelson,  75  Mich.  154,  42  N. 
W.  797. 

21.  Merrimack  v.  Sullivan,  45  N.  H. 
181,  failure  to  allege  that  pauper  was 
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fendant  cannot  prove  that  the  pauper  has  a  settlement  in  some  town 
other  than  the  plaintiff  town.^^ 

The  question  of  the  intent  of  the  defendant,  in  illegally  bringing 
a  pauper  into  a  poor  district,  is  one  of  fact  for  the  jury.^^ 

Where  a  town  has  brought  one  action  against  a  defendant  for 
illegally  bringing  a  pauper  into  such  town  and  recovered  judgment 
for  the  support  of  the  pauper  up  to  the  time  of  trial,  a  second  action 
cannot  be  thereafter  maintained  to  recover  any  subsequent  expense 
for  caring  for  the  pauper.^* 

VI.  PROCEEDINGS  AGAINST  POOR  OFFICERS.  — An  indict- 
ment will  lie  against  poor  officers  for  wilful  neglect  of  duty.^°  Man- 
damus is  also  a  proper  remedy  to  compel  poor  officers  to  perform  their 
duties.^* 


brought  into  the  county  by  one  know- 
ing him  to  be  a  pauper  vitiates  com- 
plaint. 

22.  Marshfield  v.  Edwards,  40  Vt. 
245,  such  plea  only  puts  in  issue  al- 
legations of   declaration   or   complaint. 

23.  Me. — Sanf  ord  v.  Emery,  2  Greenl. 
5.  Mass. — Deerfield  v.  Delano,  1  Pick. 
465;  Greenfield  v,  Cushman,  16  Mass. 
393.  Vt.— Wallingford  v.  Gray,  13  Vt. 
228. 

24.  Marlborough  v.  Sisson,  31  Conn. 
332,  the  case  is  not  like  that  of  a 
continuing  nuisance. 

25.  State  v.  Hoit,  23  N.  H.  355,  even 
though  mandamus  might  also  lie. 

Existence  of  criminal  prosecution  as 
bar  to  mandamus,  see  the  title  "Man- 
dajnus. ' ' 

[a]     Essentials    of.— (1)    An   indict- 


ment against  a  poor  officer  for  failure 
to  relieve  a  pauper  should  allege  that 
the  defendant  is  a  poor  officer  (State 
V.  Hoit,  23  N.  H.  355);  (2)  that  it 
was  his  duty  to  relieve  the  pauper,  and 
that  he  intentionally  and  wilfully 
neglected  to  do  so.  State  v.  Hoit,  28 
N.  H.  355.  (3)  The  names  of  the 
paupers  should  "be  set  forth  or  the  in- 
dictment should  allege  that  the  names 
are  unknown.  State  v.  Hawkins,  77 
N.  C.  494.  See  generally  the  title 
"Indictment  and  Information." 

26.  Minklaer  v.  Bockfeller,  6  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  276,  action  on  case  will  not 
lie  for  failure  of  overseer  of  poor  to 
apply  to  justice  to  obtain  order  for 
relief  of  pauper;  mandamus  is  remedy. 

As  to  mandamus  generally,  see  the 
title  "Mandamus." 


PAWN.  —  See  Pawnbrokers;  Pledges. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.  ACTIONS  BY  PAWNER  AGAINST  PAWNEE,  241 

II.  ACTIONS  BY  PAWNEE  AGAINST  THIRD  PERSON,  241 

III.  CRIMINAL    PROSECUTIONS    AGAINST    PAWNBROKERS, 

241 

CBOSS-REFEBENCES: 

Personal  Property;  Pledges. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  ACTIONS  BY  PAWNER  AGAINST  PAWNEE.  — An  action 
for  conversion  will  lie  against  a  pawnbroker  who  purchases  the  goods 
pawned  with  him,  at  a  sale  not  held  in  strict  accordance  with  the 
law.^  So  also,  conversion  is  the  proper  remedy  where  the  pawnbroker 
refuses  to  redeliver  property  on  payment  of  the  charges.^ 

II.  ACTIONS  BY  PAWNEE  AGAINST  THIRD  PERSON.  —  The 

pawnbroker  may  maintain  trover  or  replevin  against  a  third  person 
unlawfully  seizing  goods  pawned  to  him.' 

III.  CRIMINAL  PROSECUTIONS  AGAINST  PAWNBROKERS. 

A  complaint  for  carrying  on  the  business  of  a  pawnbroker  without 
a  license  is  sufiBcient  if  it  follows  the  language  of  the  statute.*    Such 


1.  TTnele  Sam's  Loan  Office  v.  Em- 
ery, 49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  236,  107  S.  W. 
1155.  See  generally  the  title  "Trover 
and  Conversion." 

2.  Schwartz  v.  Chicago  State  Pawn- 
ers Soc,  195  111.  App.  93;  Buchanan 
V.  Provident  Loan  Soc,  63  Mise,  269, 
116  K.  Ti  Supp.  653;  McKenna  v. 
Weaver,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  427. 

[a]  Payment  or  tender  (1)  of  the 
amount  due  is  generally  a  necessary 
condition  precedent  to  replevin  or  tro- 
ver for  failure  to  return  pawned  goods. 
Dyer  v.  Weinstein,  196  III.  App.  398. 
(2)  But  if  pawnbroker  refuses  to 
return  goods  because  third  persons 
claim  them,  a  complaint  in  conversion 


need  not  allege  tender  of  amount  of 
loan  and  interest.  Buchanan  v.  Provi- 
dent Loan  Soc,  63  Misc.  269,  116  N. 
T.  Supp.  653.  See  generally  the  title 
"Tender."- 

3.  Barnes  v.  Swift 's  Exrs.,  11  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  321,  26  Wkly.  L.  Bui. 
110;  Swire  v.  Leach,  18  C.  B.  N.  S. 
479,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  179,  34  L.  J.  C.  P. 
180,  11  L.  ,T.  N.  8.  680,  13  Wkly.  Eep. 
385,  114  E.  C  L.  479,  144  Eng.  Ee- 
print 531.  See  generally  the  titles 
"Replevin;"  "Trover  and  Conver- 
sion." 

4.  Com.  V.  Danziger,  176  Mass.  290, 
57  N.  E.  461;  City  of  St.  Joseph  v. 
Levin,  128  Mo.  588,  31  S.  W.  101,  49 
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a  complaint  need  not  state  the  times  when,"  or  the  names  of  persons 
to  whom,"  loana  were  made  by  the  defendant. 

Am.   St.   Eep.   577.     See   generally   12.|  State,   7&  Tex.   Crim.   17,   169   S.   W. 


Standard  Peoc.  447. 

5.     City   of   St.   Paul    v.    Lytle,    69 
Minn.   1,   71   N.    W.    703;    Sehapiio-  «; 

Vol.  XXI 


6.    City    of    St.    Paul   v.   Lytle,    69 
Miim-.  1,  71  N.  W.  703. 


PAYMENT 

By  tke  Editorial  Staffi. 


I.    PLEADING,  244 


A.    Negativing  Payment  in  Declaration  or  Complaint,  244 
'  B.    Payment  as  Defense,  244 

1.  Nature  of,  244 

2.  Plea  of  Payment,  245 

a.  Necessity  for,  245 

(I.)     At  Common  Law,  245 
(II,)     Under  Statutes,  246 

b.  Form  and  Sufficiency,,  248 
(I.)     In  General,  248 

(II.)     Payment  in  Money  or  Its  Eqinivaient,  25ft 
(A.)     In  General),  250 
(B.)     Alleging  Acceptance  of  Note,  Pay- 
ment of  Check,  etc.,  251 

c.  Constru.ction,  Operation  and'  Effect,  251 

C.  Replication  or  Reply,  252 

D.  Objections  to  Pleading,  253 

II.  TRIAL,  253 

A.  In  General,  253 

B.  Variance,  253 

C.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  254 

D.  Instructions,  255 

III.  VERDICT,  JUDGMENT  AND  REVIEW,  256 

CBOSS-BEFEKENCES: 

Accord  and  Satisfaction;  Deposit  in  Court; 

Bills  and  Notes ;  Tender. 

As  to  performance  in  general,  see  the  title  "Implied  and  Express 
Agreements. ' ' 

As  to  presumptions,  burden  of  proof,  mode  of  proof,  etc.»  see  & 
Enct.  of  Bv.  696. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Prgc.  950,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this,  artiele. 
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I.  PLEADINGr.  —  A..  Negativing  Payment  in  Declaration  ob 
Complaint. — ^Nonpayment  should  be  alleged  in  the  declaration  or 
complaint,  whenever  it  is  an  essential  element  of  plaintiff's  case.^ 
If  necessary  to  plead  nonpayment,  it  is  the  better  practice  to  allege 
it  directly,^  although  a  statement  that  the  debt  or  obligation  is  "justly 
due  and  payable,"*  or  that  defendant  is  indebted  to  plaintiff,*  is 
sufficient. 

B.  Payment  as  Defense.' — 1.  Nature  of.  —  Payment,  when  new 
matter,  is  an  affirmative  defense."     It  is  matter  in  bar  and  cannot 


1.  Ala.— Winter  v.  Pollak,  188  Ala. 
153,  66  So.  11;  166  Ala.  255,  51  So. 
998,  52  So.  829,  53  So.  339,  139  Am. 
St.  Rep.  33,  dissenting  opinion.  Cal. 
Kirk  V.  Eoberta,  96  Cal.  xvii,  31  Pae. 
620;  Grant  v.  Sheerin,  84  Cal.  197,  23 
Pac.  1094.  Conn. — Morehouse  v.  Throck- 
morton, 72  Conn.  449,  44  Atl.  747. 
Mo. — State  v.  Peterson,  142  Mo. 
526,  39  S.  W.  453,  40  S.  W-  1094.  Neb. 
Hudelson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  51  Neb. 
557,  71  N.  W.  304.  N.  Y.— Lent  v. 
New  York  &  M.  Ry.  Co.,  130  N.  Y. 
504,  29  N.  E.  988;  Krower  v.  Reynolds, 
99  N.  Y.  245,  1  N.  E.  775;  Van  Giesen 
V.  Van  Giesen,  10  N.  Y.  316;  Altman 
V.  Bungay  Co.,  161  App.  Div.  583,  146 
N.  Y.  Supp.  949.  Wis. — Meating  v. 
Tigerton  Lumb.  Co.,  113  Wis.  379,  89 
N.   W.   152. 

See  also  11  Standard  Peoc.  1006, 
1008. 

[a]  Balance  Due  for  Services  Ren- 
dered is  an  action  in  which  the  allega- 
tion of  nonpayment  is  essential  and 
must  be  alleged.  Mills  v.  Lantrip,  170 
Ky.  81,  185  S.   W.  514. 

[b]  Nonpayment  of  the  award 
should  be  alleged  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  same.  Lent  v.  New  York  & 
M.  Ry.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  504,  29  N.  E. 
988. 

[c]  In  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note,  an  allegation  of  non-payment  is 
essential.  Mitchell  v.  Clark,  71  Cal. 
163,  11  Pac.  882,  60  Am.  Rep.  529; 
Friseh  v.  Caler,  21  Cal.  71.  See  Van 
Gieson  v.  Van  Gieson,  12  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
520.  Contra,  Hartzell  v.  McClurg,  54 
Neb.  313,  74  N.  W.  625. 

[d]  Nonpayment  at  Maturity. — 
Conkling  v.  Weatherwax,  181  N.  Y.  258, 
268,  73  N.  B.  1028. 

Alleging  nonpayment  to  an  assignor 
In  an  action  by  an  assignee,  see  3 
Standard  Pkoc.  130. 

Allegation  of  nonpayment  of  com- 
missions in  an  action  by  a  factor  or 
broker,  see  8  Standard  Peoc.  894. 
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Allegation  of  nonpayment  In  an  ac- 
tion on  a  guardian's  bond,  see  10 
Standard  Peoc.  893. 

2.  Friseh  v.  Caler,  21  Cal.  71.  See 
also  11  Standaed  Peoc.  1008. 

3.  De  Cou  Bros.  Co.  v.  Englander, 
39  Pa.  Super.  243. 

4.  Jaqua  v.  Cordesman  &  Egan  Co., 
106  lud.  141,  5  N.  E.  907. 

5.  Ala.— Wolflfe  v.  Nail,  62  Ala.  24; 
Slaughter  v.  Martin,  9  Ala.  App.  285, 
63  So.  689.  Ariz. — Rountree  v.  Clanton, 
17  Ariz.  107,  149  Pac.  58.  Ark.— Wil- 
liams 1).  TJzzell,  108  Ark.  241,  156  S.  W. 
843;  Blaas  v.  Lawhorn,  64  Ark.  466,  42 
S.  W.  1068.  Cal — Friseh  v.  Caler,  21 
Cal.  71.  Colo. — Welles  v.  Colorado  Nat. 
Life  Assur.  Co.,  49  Colo.  508,  113  Pac. 
524;  Thomas  v.  Carey,  26  Colo.  485,  58 
Pae.  1093;  Perot  v.  Cooper,  17  Colo.  80, 
28  Pac.  391,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  258.  Conn. 
Morehouse  v.  Throckmorton,  72  Conn. 
449,  44  Atl.  747.  Fla.— Lakeside  Press, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Campbell,  39  Fla.  523,  22  So. 
878.  111.— Harlev  v.  Harlev,  67  HI. 
App.  138.  Ind. — Rhodes  v.  Webb-Jam- 
eson Co.,  19  Ind.  App.  195,  49  N.  E.  283; 
Cox  V.  Hayes,  18  Ind.  App.  220,  47  N. 
E.  844.  Ky.— White's  Admr.  u.  White's 
Admr.,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1590,  44  S.  W. 
83.  Minn.— Marshall  &  Haley  Bank  «. 
Child,  76  Minn.  173,  78  N.  W.  1048. 
Miss.— Sivley  v.  Williamson,  112  Miss. 
276,  72  So.  1008.  Mo.— People's  Bank 
V.  Stewart,  136  Mo.  App.  24,  117  S.  W. 
99.  N.  J.— Turner  v.  Hill,  56  N.  J.  Eq. 
293,  39  Atl.  137.  N.  Y.— Lerche  v. 
Brasher,  104  N.  Y.  157,  10  N.  E.  58; 
Tuchfabriken  v.  Meyer,  31  App.  Div. 
52,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  955.  Okla.— Stand- 
ard Fashion  Co.  v.  Joels,  159  Pac.  846. 
Pa. — Hellings  v.  Amey,  1  Whart.  63. 
Tex.— Garrett  v.  Grisham  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  156  S.  W.  505.  Wash.— Pickle 
V.  Anderson,  62  Wash.  552,  114  Pae. 
177.  Wis.- Knapp  v.  Runala,  37  Wis. 
135. 

[a]  Origin  and  Reason. —  (1)  "The 
rule  that  payment  is  an  affirmative  de- 
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be  pleaded  by  way  of  set-off,*  recoupment,^  counterclaim,'  or  recon- 
vention." 

2.    Plea  of  Payment.  —  a.     Necessity  for.  -  (i.)  At  common  Law. 
The  common  law  rule,  still  in  force  in  many  states,^"  was  that  pay- 


fense  is  not  one  embodied  in  the  Code, 
but  had  its  oriigin  under  the  common 
law  practice  in  the  plea  of  non-assump- 
sit, and  the  reason  for  it  was  that  in 
assumpsit  the  allegation  in  the  declar- 
ation and  the  traverse  in  the  plea  were 
in  the  past  tense,  and  under  the  rule 
which  excluded  all  proof  not  strictly 
within  the  issue,  no  evidence  was  ad- 
missible, except  such  as  had  a  tendency 
to  show  that  the  defendant  never  had 
made  the  promise.  It  was  never  ap- 
plied in  the  action  of  debt,  the  allega- 
tion in  that  form  of  action  being  in 
the  present  tense,  and  under  the  plea 
of  nil  debet  any  fact  tending  to  show 
that  there  was  no  indebtedness  on  the 
part  ot  the  defendant  was  admissible. ' ' 
Lent  V.  New  York  &  M.  Ey.  Co.,  130  N. 
Y.  504,  29  N.  E.  988.  (2)  This  state- 
ment is  based  upon  the  early  common 
law  rule  on  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit, 
which  was  changed  to  permit,  as  in  nil 
debet,  evidence  of  payment,  which 
change  was  in  turn  abrogated  by  stat- 
ute. McKyring  v.  Bull,  16  N.  Y.  297, 
69  Am.  Dee.  696.  See  infra,  I,  B,  2, 
a,  (II). 

[b]  VHien  Payment  Is  or  Is  Not 
New  Matter. —  (1)  When  a  contract 
sought  to  be  enforced  is  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money  only,  the  plea  of  pay- 
ment is  an  afSrmative  defense  (Patter- 
son V.  J.  W.  G-age  Eealty  Co.,  164  App. 
Div.  787,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  215;  Skelly 
17.  Mortimer,  154  App.  Div.  921,  138  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1100),  (2)  but  not  otherwise, 
as  for  example,  the  payment  of  money 
and  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  as  se- 
curity for  part  of  the  purchase  price  of 
realty  (Patterson  v.  J.  W.  Gage  Eealty 
Co.,  164  App.  Div.  787,  150  N.  Y.  Supp. 
215),  or  (3)  when  the  action  is  not 
upon  contract  for  the  payment  of  mon- 
ey, but  is  based  on  an  obligation  cre- 
ated by  operation  of  law  (Pktterson  v. 
J.  W.  Gage  Eealty  Co.,  164  App.  Div. 
787,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  215;  Altman  v. 
Bungay  Co.,  161  App.  Div.  583,  146  N". 
Y.  Supp.  949),  or  (4)  for  the  recovery 
of  the  full  amount  of  a  lien  due  by 
reason  of  the  nonpayment  of  an  instal- 
ment, interest,  or  taxes  (Altman  v. 
Bungay  Co.,  161  App.  Div.  583,  146  N. 
Y.  Supp.  949),  or  (5)  when  the  cause 


of  action  is  founded  upon  a  breach  of 
contract  to  pay  on  demand.  Smith  v. 
State  Bank,  61  Misc.  647,  114  N.  Y. 
Supp.  56.  (6)  Nor  is  payment  an  af- 
firmative defense  when  nonpayment  is 
a  constituent  of,  or  essential  to,  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  recovery.  Smith  v. 
State  Bank,  61  Misc.  647,  114  N.  Y. 
Supp.  56.  (7)  For  example,  when  the 
action  is  to  recover  a  general  balance 
due  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant. 
Acharan  v.  Samuel  Bros.,  144  App.  Div. 
182,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  943;  Jones  v.  El 
Eeno  Mill  &  Blev.  Co.,  26  Okla.  796,  110 
Pac.  1071,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  486. 

[c]  That  payment  is  pleaded,  when 
unnecessary  under  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint  does  not  make  it  new 
matter.  Shulman  v.  Brantley,  50  Ala. 
81.  And  see  cases  cited  swpra,  this 
note. 

6.  XT.  Bi — Columbia  Digger  Co.  v. 
Eector,  215  Fed.  618.  Ala.— Slaughter 
V.  Martin,  9  Ala.  App.  285,  63  So.  689. 
Ky. — Day  v.  Clarke's  Admr.,  1  A.  K. 
Marsh.  521.  Tex. — San  Antonio  &  G. 
8.  Const.  Co.  V.  Davis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
48  S.  W.  754.  See  also  Euzeoski  v.  Wil- 
rodt  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  94  S.  W.  142. 

[a]  No  inconsistency  exists  between 
the  defenses  of  payment  and  set-oflf. 
Wheaton  v.  Nelson,  11  Gray  (Mass.)  15. 

7.  Krauss  Engineering  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Kinnon,  66  Misc.  181,  121  N.  Y.  Supp. 
396.  See  Uvalde  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v. 
National  Trading  Co.,  135  App.  Div. 
391,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  11. 

8.  Burke  v.  Thorne,  44  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  363. 

9.  House  V.  Croft,  8  Mart.  N.  S. 
(La.)  704. 

10.  111.— Surface  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  191  111.  App.  261;  Coul- 
ter V.  Travelers'  Protective  Assn.,  144 
111.  App.  255.  N.  J — Axel  v.  Kraemer, 
75  N.  J.  L.  688,  70  Atl.  367.  Va.— Whit- 
ley V.  Booker  Brick  Co.,  113  Va.  434, 
74  S.  E.  160.  W.  Va.— Shuman  v.  Shu- 
man,  79  W.  Va.  445,  91  S.  E.  264;  Shore 
V.  Powell,  71  W.  Va.  61,  76  S.  E.  126. 
But  see  Arnold  v.  Cole,  42  W.  Va.  663, 
26  S.  E.  312. 

[a]  Partial  payment  within  the  rule. 
Ky. — Craig  V.  Whips,  1  Dana  375.  N.  3. 
Axel  V.  Kraemer,  75  N.  J.  L.  688,  70 
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ment  need  not  be  TSpreeially  pleaded,  blit  proof  thereof  was  admissible 
tinder  the  general  issue  whether  in  debt,"  or  assumpsit.^^  _  A  special 
plea  of  payment  was  proper,  however;^'  but  if  made,  it  was  not 
equivalent  to  the  general  issue.^* 

(II.)  Utider  Statutes.  —  In  many  jurisdictions,  payment,  as  an  af- 
femative  defense,  setting  UiP  new  m-atlier,^"  to  be  available '  must  be 
•specially  pleaded;  neithea-  evidence  of  payment,"  nor  partial  pay- 


Alil.  367.  Va.— Whitley  v.  Booker  Brict 
Co.,  113  Va.  '434,  74  S.  E.  160.  But  see 
Shuman  V.  Shuman,  79  W.  Va.  445,  91 
S.  E.  264;  Shore  v.  Powell,  71  W.  Va. 
61,  76  S.  E.  1'26;  Guthrie  v.  Huating- 
ton  Chair  Co.,  69  W.  Va.  '152,  71  S.  B. 
14. 

11.  Ey.' — Craig  i).  Whips,  1  Dana, 
375.  N.  Ji — -Axel  v.  Kraemer.  75  N.  J. 
L.  ess,  70  Atl.  367.  N.  Y.— l^cKyring 
V.  ^ull,  16  N.  Y.  '297,  69  Am.  Dec.  696. 
Va:— Biohmond  City  &  S.  E.  By.  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  90  Va.  775,  20  S.  E.  148. 

.  [a]  The  leaBly  imle  .at  commoii  law 
required  «,  'speoial  plea  of  (payment  in 
aissnmfpBit,  btit  not  in  ideht.  McKyring 
V.  Bull,  16  N.  Y.  297,  69  Am.  Deo.  696. 

12.  U.  'S. — Jeffrey  >v.  Schlasinger, 
Hempst.  12,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,^53a. 
Ala. — MeMil'Iian  <v.  Wallaoe,  3  Stew. 
185.  Oal.— Miokle  -v.  Heinleu,  92  Cal. 
596, '28  Bac.  W4;  Wetmore  v.  -San  Fran- 
eisco,  44 'Cal.  294.  CoHn.— Bipley  v. 
•Fitch,  1  Eofrt  404.  Del.— Cleaden  v. 
Webb,  4  Hou«t.  473.  lU. — Kennard  v. 
Secor,  57  111.  App.  415.  Ina. — Maihon 
V.  Gardner,  6  Blaekf .  319.  Ky.— Wheat- 
ley  V.  Phelps,  3  Dana  302;  Craig  v. 
Whips,  1  Dana  375.  Mich. — Brenfian 
V.  Tietsort,  "49  Miffh.  397,  13  N.  W.  790. 
Miss. — AlHston  D.  Lindsey,  12  Smed.  & 
M.  '656.  N.  S.— Bewman  v.  Noyes,  12 
N.  H.  302.  N.  J.— (Axel  ».  Kraemer,  75 
N.  J.  L.  '688,  70  Atl.  367;  Somerville  V. 
Stewart,  48  N.  J.  L.  116,  3  Atl.  77. 
IT.  T.— MoKyring  v.  Bull,  16  N.  Y.  297, 
69  Am.  Dee.  696.  Tenn. — Siiblertt  v. 
McLin,  10  Humph.  181.  Vt. — Worthen 
.».  Dici^y,  54  Vt.  277;  Shaiw  r.  Moom, 
49  Vt.  68. 

See  also  3  Stsandabd  'Pboc.  188,  212; 
Y  Standard  Pboc.  73. 

[a]  Bttt  p^^ment  after  the  com- 
mencement of  -the  'action  had  to  be 
^specially  pleaded.  Pemigewaeset  Bank 
V.  Braofcett,  4  N.  H.  557;  Boyd  v. 
Wieeks,  2  Deiiio  '(N.  Y.)  321,  43  Am. 
iJec.  749.  But  see  McMillian  ;«.  Wal- 
lace, 3  Stew.  (Ala.)  185;  Moore  t>.  .Mc- 
Naiity,  1^2  N.  C.  319,  Where  such  pay- 
anenft  ahown  in  miiitigatiem  >of  damttges. 
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13. — IT.  S. — ^Dibble  v.  Duncan,  2  Mc- 
Lean 553,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,  880.    HI. 
Betts  V.  Francis,  1  111.  165.     iBd.— En- 
sey  V.   Cleveland,   etc.   E.   Co.,  10  Ind. 
178.    Ky. — Wheatley  v.  Phelps,  3  Dana 
302;  Craig  v.  Whips,  1  Dana  375.     Md. 
I  Barr  v.  Perry,  3  Gill  313.     N.  H.— Bow- 
man V.  Noyes,    12  N.    H.    302.      Ore. 
Snodgrass  v.  Andross,  19  Ore.   236,  23 
Pac.    969.     Pa. — Stillwell   v.   Eickards, 
152  Pa.  437,  25  Atl.  831;  XJhler  v.  San- 
derson, 38  Pa.  128.     Tenn. — Sublett  v. 
I  McLin,  10  Humph.  181.    W.  Va.^Doug- 
'  lass  V.  Central  Land  Co.,  12  W.  Va.  502. 
[a]     PartiaJ    Payment.  —  Somerville 
V.  Stewart,  48  N.  J.  L.  116,  3  Atl.  77; 
Britton  v.  Bishop,  11  Vt.  70. 

14.  Cal. — See  Prisch  v.  Caler,  21  Cal. 
71.  Ky. — Wheatley  v.  Phelps.  3  Dana 
302.  Can. — Hanington  v.  Bostwick,  31 
N.  Bruns.  621. 

15.  See  supra,  I,  B,  1. 

16.  V.  S.— iKalloch  v.  Hoagland,  239 
Fed.  252,  152  C.  C.  A.  240.  Ala.— Pol- 
lak  V.  Winter,  166  Ala.  255,  51  So.  998, 
52  So.  829,  53  So.  339,  139  Am.  St.  Eep, 
33  (dissenting  opinion);  Gulfport  Per- 
tiliaer  Co.  v.  Jones  (Ala.  App.),,  73  So. 
145.  Ariz. — ^Eountree  v.  Clanton,  17 
Ariz.  107,  149  Pac.  58.  Ark.— Williams 
V.  Uzzell,  108  Ark.  241,  156  S.  W.  843, 
Cal.— Hegler  V.  Eddy,  53  Cal.  597.  Colo, 
Welles  V.  Colorado  Nat.  Life  Assur, 
Co.,  49  Colo.  508,  113  Pac.  524;  Har- 
vey V.  Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  44  Colo, 
258,  99  Pac.  31,  130  Am.  St.  Eep.  120; 
Florence  O.  &  E.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
38  Colo.  119,  88  Pac.  182.  Comi.— More- 
house V.  Throckmorton,  72  Conn.  449, 
44  Atl.  747.     Ga. — ^Harris  v.  Dover,  18 

Ga.  App.  320,  .89  S.  E.  351.    Haw Pii- 

piilani  «.  Houghtailing,  11  Hawaii  100. 
Ind.— ^Baker  v.  Kistler,  IS  Ind.  '63.  la. 
Junge  V.  Bowman,  72  Iowa  648,  "34  N. 
W.  612.  cKan. — Kansas  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Quinton,  57  Kan.  750,  48  Pac.  20;  St. 
Louis,  Ft.'S.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Grove,  39 
Kan.  731,  18  Pac.  958;  Stevena  v. 
Thompson,  5  Kan.  805,  distingvisii^g 
Marley  >v.  Smith,  4  Kan.  183.  Ia. 
Da-vifl  V.   Basis'  Syndic,  17   La.   259;; 
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ment,^^  can  be  given  iundear  general  issue.    This  is  rule  even  when  the 
particular  defense  Telied  upon  is  the  presumption  of  payment  arising 
from  the  lapse  of  time."     On  the  other  hand,  when  payment  is  not ' 
an  affirmative  defense,  not  new  matter,^'  it  need  not    be    specially 
pleaded ;  it  may  be  proved  under  a  genea^al  denial.^"    Such  is  the  rule 


EuUman  t).  Smith,  15  La.  Ann.  670. 
Minn. — Marshall  &  Ilsley  Bank  v. 
Child,  76  Minn.  173,  78  N.  W.  1048.  , 
Miss. — Sivley  v.  Williamson,  112  Miss,  i 
276,  72  So.  1008.  Mo.^Ferguson  u.  Da-  ! 
vidson,  158  Mo.  323,  59  B.  W.  88;  lEd- 
wards  v.  Giboney,  51  Mo.  129;  People's 
Bank  v.  Stewart,  136  Mo.  Aj)p.  24,  117  , 
S.  W.  99.  Neb.— Hudelson  v.  Vixst  Nat.  ; 
Bank,  51  Neb.  557,  71  JST.  W.  304;  Ash-  j 
land  Land  &  Live-Stock  Co.  v.  May,  51  j 
Neb.  474,  71  N.  W.  67;  Mullen  v.  Mor- 
ris, 43  Neb.  596,  62  N.  W.  74.  N.  Y. 
Conkling  v.  Weatherwax,  181  N.  T.  258,  , 
73  N.  E.  1028;  Patterson  v.  J.  W.  Gage  ' 
Realty  Co.,  164  App.  Div.  787,  150  N. 
Y.  Supp.  215;  Stumpf  v.  Cohen,  78 
Misc.  158,  137  N.  Y.  Supp.  905.  N.  I>. 
Tolerton  &  Warfield  Co.  v.  Suit,  33  N. 
D.  263,  156  N.  W.  939.  OMo.— Lord  v. 
Graveson,  4  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  268; 
Flowers  v.  Slater,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (-Re- 
print) 336.  Okla.— 'Standard  Fashion 
Co.  V.  Joels,  159  Pae.  846.  Ore.— Far- 
mers' &  Traders'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hun- 
ter, 35  Ore.  188,  57  Pac.  424;  Clark  v. 
Wiek,  25  Ore.  446,  36  Pac.  165;  Benicia 
Agricultural  Wka.  v.  'Creighton,  21  Ore. 
495,  28  Pac.  775,  30  Pae.  676.  Pa. 
Christiana  Hdw.  &  Supply  Co.  v.  Sigte, 
22  Pa.  Dist.  647.  S.  C— Hopper  v. 
Hopper,  61  S.  C.  124,  39  S.  E.  366. 
S.  D. — Kimball  State  Bank  i;.  Harker, 
35  S.  D.  276,  152  N.  W.  100.  Tex. 
Hudgins  Produce  Co.  v.  J.  E.  Beggs  & 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185  S.  W.  :3a9,; 
Garrett  v.  Grisham  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
156  S.  W.  505;  Rutherford  v.  Gaines 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  118  S.  W.  866.  Vt. 
McDonald  v.  Place,  88  Vt.  80,  90  Atl. 
948.  Wash. — Palmer  v.  Parker,  91 
Wash.  683,  158  Pac.  1017;  Pickle  v.  An- 
derson, 62  Wash.  552,  114  Pac.  177. 
was.— Heber  v.  Heber'is  Baftate,  139 
Wis.  472,  121  N.  W.  328;  Gardner  v. 
Avery  Mfg.  Co.,  117  Wis.  487,  94  N. 
W.  292.  Can. — Gooderjnan  v.  Chal- 
mers, 1  TJ.  C.  Q.  B.  172. 

See  also  7  Standard  Pboc.  95. 

[a]  An  apparent  exception  to  the 
general  rule  that  payment  must  be 
specially  pleaded  occurs  when  a  case  is 
referred,  the  pleadings  then  being 
treated  as  adsiptad  (to  -the  facts  found, 


when  by  so  doing  no  new  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  hronght  in.  McDonald  v.  Place, 
88  Vt.  80,  90  Atl.  948. 

,[b]  Payment  as  a  defense  to  a 
.coiunteEclalm  must  be  pleaded  in  the 
repHcBtjon  oi  reply.  Mo. — Judy  dJ. 
Duncan,  21  Mo.  App.  548.  N.  Y.— Wil- 
cox V.  Joslin,  56  Hun  645,  10  N.  Y. 
■Supp.  342.  Tex.— Wooley  v.  Bell  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  68  S;  W.  71. 

17.  N.  Y.— McKyring  v.  Bull,  16  N. 
Y.  297,  69  Am.  Dec.  696;  Acharan  v. 
Samuel  Bros.,  144  App.  Div.  182,  128  N. 
Y.  Supp.  943.  S.  C— Hopper  v.  Hop- 
per, 61  S.  C.  124,  39  S.  E.  366.  Tex. 
Key  V.  Hickman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149 
S.  W.  275. 

[a]  Where  Both  Parties  Allege 
Part  Payment.' — Where  a  partial  pay- 
ment is  averred  in  the  complaint,  and 
payment  of  a  smaller  sum  affirmatively 
pleaded  in  the  answer,  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  the  plain- 
tiff's allegation.  Mullen  v.  Morris,  43 
Neb.  596,  62  N.  W.  74. 

18.  Ky.— Tibbs'  Heirs  v.  Clark,  5 
Mon.  526.  N.  J.— Gulick  v.  Loder,  13 
N.  J.  L.  ©8,  23  Am.  .Dec.  711.  N.  Y. 
House  V.  Carr,  125  App.  Div.  89,  109  N. 
Y.  Si^pp.  245.  Tenn; — Stanley  v.  Mc- 
Kinzer,  7  Lea  454. 

[a]  Payment  must  be  averred  di- 
rectiy,  and  the  presumption  relied  upon 
as  evidence  to  sustain  that  plea.  House 
n.  Cari;,  125  App.  Div.  89,  109  N.  Y. 
Supp.  245.  But  see  Austin  v.  Wilson, 
46  Iowa  362  (holding  that  evidence  of 
the  running  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions is  not  jroof  of  payment) ;  Hep- 
burn's  cas^,  3  Bland  (Md.)  95,  holding 
presumption  available  without  being 
specially  pleaded  in  any  form. 

[b]  Available  Under  the  Plea  of 
Payment.  —  Wingett's  Appeal,  122  Pa. 
486,  15  Atl.  863. 

19.  As  to  nature  of  payment  as  da- 
fense,  see  supra,  I,  B,  1. 

20.  Dak. — Brown  v.  Forbes,  6  Dak. 
273,  43  N.  W.  93.  N.  Y.— Patterson  v. 
J.  W.  Gage  Realty  Co.,  164  App.  Div. 
787,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  215;  Altman  v. 
Bungay  Co.,  161  App.  Div.  583,  146  N. 
Y.  *Supp.  949;  Acharan  v.  Samuel  Bros., 
144  App.  Div.  182,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  943. 
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in  actions  for  a  general  balance  due,^^  for  merchandise,^^  for  services 
rendered,^^  or  on  a  promissory  note.^*  So  also,  when  it  is  incumbent 
on  the  plaintiff  to  allege  and  prove  a  subsisting  indebtedness  at  the 
time  of  the  institution  of  the  action,  payment  may  be  proved  under 
a  general  denial  ;^°  the  same  is  true  when  by  proving  his  cause  of 
action  the  plaintiff  necessarily  opens  the  door  for  proof  of  payment.^" 
Of  course,  it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  payment  when  it  is  admitted 
in  the  plaintiff's  pleadings,^^  or  when  the  defense  is  that  the  debt 
never  existed.^* 

b.    Form  and  Sufficiency. — (!•)    in  General.     —A  general  plea  of 
payment,  as  a  rule,  is  sufScienti^'  without  specifying  the  time,  place, 


N.  I>. — Tolerton  &  Warfield  Co.  v.  Suit, 
33  N.  D.  283,  156  N.  W.  939.  Okla. 
Jones  V.  El  Eeno  Mill  &  Elev.  Co.,  26 
Okla.  796,  110  Pac.  1071,  Ann.  Gas. 
1912B,  486.  S.  D.— Kimball  State 
Bank  v.  Harker,  35  S.  D.  276,  152  N.  W. 
100. 

[a]  But  payment  made  after  action 
commenced  must  be  specially  pleaded. 
Oal.— Glascock  v.  Ashman,  52  Cal.  493. 
Fla.— Withers  v.  Sandlin,  36  Fla.  619, 
18- So.  856.  N.  M. — Bank  of  Commerce 
V.  Broyles,  16  N.  M.  414,  120  Pae.  670. 

21.  Brown  v.  Forbes,  6  Dak.  273,  43 
N.  W.  93.  See  Kimbell  State  Bank  v. 
Harker,  35  S.  D.  276,  152  N.  "W.  100. 

[a]  Reason  Stated.  —  "When  the 
complaint  sets  forth  a  balance  in  ex- 
cess of  all  payments,  owing  to  the 
structure  of  the  pleading,  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  al- 
legation as  made  and  this  leaves  the 
amount  of  the  payments  open  to  the 
defendant  under  a  general  denial." 
Conkling  v.  Weatherwax,  181  N.  Y. 
258,  268,  73  N.  E.  1028. 

[b]  For  Full  Amount.  —  If  the  ac- 
tion is  for  the  full  amount  of  goods 
sold  or  work  and  labor  performed,  and 
not  a  general  balance  due,  payment 
must  be  pleaded  by  defendant.  See 
the  following  cases:  Oolo. — Harvey  v. 
Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  44  Colo.  258,  99 
Pac.  31,  130  Am.  St.  Eep.  120.  Mo. 
Ferguson  v.  Davidson,  158  Mo.  323,  59 
S.  W.  88.  Neb. — Ashland  Land  &  Live 
Stock  Co.  V.  May,  51  Neb.  474,  71  N.  W. 
67;  Lamb  v.  Thompson,  31  Neb.  448,  48 
N.  W.  58;  Clark  v.  Mullen,  16  Neb.  481, 
20  N.  W.  642. 

22.  Tolerton  &  Warfield  Co.  v.  Suit, 
33  N.  D.  283,  156  N.  W.  939;  Jones  v. 
El  Eeno  Mill  &  Elev.  Co.,  26  Okla.  796, 
110  Pac.  1071,  Ann.  Cas.  1912B,  486. 

23.  Ala.— Pollak  v.  Winter,  166  Ala. 
255,  51  So.  998,  52  So.  829,  53  So.  339, 
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139  Am.  St.  Eep.  33  (dissenting  opin- 
ion); 188  Ala.  153,  66  So.  11,  second 
appeal.  Cal. — Brooks  v.  Ardizzone,  9 
Cal.  App.  215,  98  Pac.  393.  Colo.— Mott 
V.  Baxter,  29  Colo.  418,  68  Pac.  220. 
N.  M. — Cunningham  v.  Springer,  13  N. 
M.  259,  82  Pac.  232.  N.  Y.— White  v. 
Smith,  46  N.  Y.  418;  Quin  v.  Lloyd,  41 
N.  Y.  349. 

24.  Parker  «.  Mayes,  85  S.  C.  419, 
67  S.  E.  559,  137  Am.  St.  Eep.  912;  Key 
V.  Jones  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  191  S.  W. 
736. 

25.  Mickle  v.  Heinlen,  92  Cal.  596, 
28  Pae.  784;  Wetmore  v.  San  Francisco, 
44  Cal.  294;  Cunningham  v.  Springer, 
13  N.  M.  259,  82  Pac.  232. 

26.  Harder  v.  Continental  P.  &  P. 
Card  Co.,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  1001. 

[a]  In  an  action  on  an  assigned 
claim,  when  the  evidence  discloses  that 
the  assignment  was  made  under  cir- 
cumstances destructive  of  the  plain- 
tiff's cause  of  action,  that  situation  be- 
comes as  available  to  the  defendant  as 
though  a  special  plea  to  the  same  ef- 
fect had  been  interposed.  Penwell  v. 
Fliekinger,  46  Mont.  526,  129  Pae.  323. 

27.  Thompson  v.  Baird  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  146  S.  W.  354.     . 

28.  Marvin  v.  Mandell,  125  Mass. 
562. 

29.  U.  S. — Columbia  Digger  Co.  v. 
Eector,  215  Fed.  618;  Loveridge  v.  Lar- 
ned,  7  Fed.  294.  Ark.— See  Williams 
V.  Uzzell,  108  Ark.  241,  156  S.  W.  843. 
Cal.— Sprigg  V.  Barber,  122  Cal.  573,  55 
Pae.  419.  Ind.— See  Hollander  v. 
Fletcher,  62  Ind.  App.  149,  112  N.  B. 
847.  la. — Shawler  v.  Johnson,  52  Iowa 
473,  3  N.  W.  604.  Mass.— Goss  v.  Cal- 
kin's, 164  Mass.  546,  42  N.  E.  96;  Swett 
V.  Southworth,  125  Mass.  417.  Minn. 
Colter  V.  Greenhagen,  3  Minn.  126. 
Neb.— Crilly  V.  Euyle,  87  Neb.  367,  127 
N.  W.  251;  Keys  v.  Fink,  81  Neb.  571, 
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amount,  the  individual  to  -whom  or  by  whom  made,  or  other  details,'" 
although  in  some  jurisdictions,  the  plea  should  set  out  such  details.'^ 
The  circumstances  may  be  such  that  they  should  be  specifically  set 
out  in  order  to  apprise  the  plaintiff  of  their  nature  and  so  avoid 
surprise.'" 

Partial  payment  may  generally  be  shown  under  a  general  plea  of  pay- 
ment.'*   But  it  is  not  improper  to  file  a  special  plea  setting  out  the 


116  N.  W.  162.  N.  Y.— McLaughlin  v. 
Webster,  141  N.  Y.  76,  35  N.  E.  1081; 
Pattison  v.  Taylor,  8  Barb.  250,  1  Code 
Eep.  (N.  S.)  174. 

[a]  Necessity  of  direct  allegation, 
see  tJpton  v.  Paxton  (Iowa),  29  N.  W. 
809;  Farmers'  &  Traders'  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hunter,  35  Ore.  188,  57  Pae.  424. 

30.  Ind. — Johnson  v.  Breedlove,  104 
Ind.  521,  6  N.  E.  906;  Cranor  v.  Win- 
ters, 75  Ind.  301.  La. — Holmes  v.  He- 
plaigne,  23  La.  Ann.  238.  Mass. — ^Wol- 
cott  V.  Smith,  15  Gray  537.  Minn. 
Powers  V.  Bunnell,  121  Minn.  152,  140 
N.  W.  748.  Neb.— Keys  v.  Fink,  81 
Neb.  571,  116  N.  W.  162.  S.  D.— Fall  v. 
Johnson,  8  S.  D.  163,  65  N.  W.  909. 

[a]  Evidence  of  payment  to  a  third 
party  is  permissible  under  the  general 
plea  of  payment  which  goes  to  show 
the  legal  extinguishment  of  the  debt, 
such  as  payment  to  an  assignor,  to  an 
officer  holding  an  execution,  or  to  some 
one  on  the  request  of  the  creditor. 
Shriner  v.  Lamborn,  12  Md.  170;  Boyce 
V.  Young's  Exr.,  3  Har.  &  McH.  (Md.) 
84;  Pall  v.  Johnson,  8  S.  D.  163,  65  N. 
W.  909. 

31.  Ariz. — Eountree  v.  Clanton,  17 
Ariz.  107,  149  Pac.  58.  Ga.— Wortham 
V.  Sinclair,  98  Ga.  173,  25  S.  E.  414; 
O'Neal  V.  Phillips,  83  Ga.  556,  10  S.  E. 
352;  Lott  V.  Banks  (Ga.  App.),  94  S. 
E.  322;  Groves  v.  Sexton,  5  Ga.  App. 
160,  62  S.  E.  731.  Compa're  Talbotton 
E.  Co.  V.  Gibson,  106  Ga.  229,  32  S.  E. 
151.  Pa. — Hiestand  v.  Williamson,  128 
Pa.  122,  18  Atl.  427;  MoCracken  D.  First 
Reformed  Presby.  Cong.,  Ill  Pa.  106, 
2  Atl.  94. 

[a]  Application  of  payments,  when 
pleaded,  must  be  set  out  in  full.  Na- 
tional Deposit  Bank  of  Philadelphia  v. 
Mawson,  46  Pa.  Super.  85,  to  allege  a 
payment  "on  account"  is  uncertain 
and  indefinite  as  to  time,  amount,  and 
manner  of  payment. 

[b]  When  the  cause  of  action  con- 
sists of  various  debits  and  credits,  the 
affidavit  of  defense  must  definitely  set 
out  the  amounts  of  the  payments,  which 


the  defendant  expects  to  assert  and 
rely  upon  as  a  defense.  Hallowell  v. 
Paige,  46  Pa.  Super.  108.  As  to  the 
manner  of  averring  payment  in  affida- 
vits of  defense,  see  generally  1  Stand- 
ard Proc.  699. 

[c]  Unless  (1)  it  is  impossible  to  do 
so  and  the  defendant  alleges  a  suffi- 
cient excuse  for  the  omission.  I.  Ep- 
stein &  Bro.  Co.  V.  Thomas,  15  Ga.  App. 
741,  84  S.  E.  201.  See  also  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Hart  Lumber  Co., 
2  Ga.  App.  88,  58  S.  E.  316;  Com.  v. 
Magee,  224  Pa.  168,  73  Atl.  347.  It  is 
not  a  sufficient  excuse  (2)  to  aver  that 
defendant  cannot  make  an  allegation 
as  to  payment  by  deceased  because  of 
want  of  sufficient  information,  except 
that  decedent  paid  his  board  monthly, 
as  his  habit  was,  and  that  he  had  am- 
ple money  all  the  time  to  pay  his  debts, 
and  was  prompt  to  pay  what  he  owed 
at  maturity.  Ginn  v.  Carithers,  14  Ga. 
App.  298,  80  S.  E.  698. 

32.  See  Williams  v.  Uzzell,  108  Ark. 
241,  156  S.  W.  843. 

[a]  When  the  action  is  by  a  nom- 
inal plaintiff  to  the  use  of  another,  un- 
der a  statute  which  considers  the  bene- 
ficiary the  sole  party  to  the  record,  a 
plea  of  payment  must  allege  payment 
to  the  beneficial  plaintiff,  or  to  the  per- 
son entitled  thereto  before  the  one 
holding  the  beneficial  interest  acquired 
his  right.  Mobile  &  M.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Jurey,  111  U.  S.  584,  595,  4  Sup.  Ct. 
566,  28  L.  ed.  527. 

33.  Ala.— McCurdy  v.  Middleton,  90 
Ala.  99,  7  So.  655.  Conn.- Elm  City 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Mackenzie,  77  Conn.  1,  58 
Atl.  10.  lU.— Keyes  v.  Fuller,  9  111. 
App.  528.  Md.— Eohr  v.  Anderson,  51 
Md.  205.  Can — Gooderham  v.  Chal- 
mers, 1  U.  C.  Q.  B.  172. 

But  see  Shuman  v.  Shuman,  79  W. 
Va.  445,  91  S.  E.  264  (holding  that  par- 
tial payment  must  be  pleaded  specially 
or  by  way  of  account  or  bill  of  particu- 
lars);  also  Arnold  v.  Cole,  42  W.  Va. 
663,  26  S.  E.  312. 
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defense  of  partial  payment.^* 

A  1)111  of  particulars,  unless  required  bj  fitaiute,^'  need  not  .aceompa;ny 
ihe  plea  of  payment.^'  In  a  proper  case,  a  bill  of  particulars  may 
be  directed,  however.®^ 

(II.)  Payment  in  Money  or  Its  Equivalent.  —  (A.)  In  General —  Former- 
ly, when  a,  claim  of  payment  was  based  on  a  special  agreement,  it  was 
necessary  to  plead  the  facts,  a  general  plea  of  payment  being  in- 
sufficient,^' and  this  rule  is'  still  adhered  to  in  some  jurisdictions;^* 
but  the  general  rule  is  that  such  a  plea  is  sufficient,  whether  the  claim 
is  based  on  the  payment  of  rmoney  or  its  egaiivalent,  or  a  discharge 
by  reason  of  a  special  agreement  between  the  parties.*" 


34.  Somerville  v.  Stewart,  48  N.  J. 
L.  116,  3  Atl.  77. 

[a]  In  an  action  on  an  assigned 
claim,  a  plea  by  the  defendant  of  pay- 
ment to  -the  assignor  before  the  assign- 
ment of  a  certain  amount,  less  than  the 
sum  claimed,  is  a  plea  of  partial  pay- 
ment and  not  a  counterclaim.  Clark  v. 
Bell,  14  Cal.  App.  326,  111  Pac.  1037. 

35.  See  the  statutes,  and  Eussell  v. 
Fabyan,  28  N.  H.  543,  61  Am.  Dee.  629, 
(covenant  for  rent);  also  the  cases 
cited  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Where  the  defense  is  payment 
of  various  items,  it  is  sometimes  ncjos- 
sary  to  attach  an  itemized  account  or 
bill  of  particulars  thereof.  Ariz. — Cheda 
V.  Skinner,  6  Ariz.  196,  57  Pac.  64. 
Miss. — Miller  v.  Brooks,  4  Smed.  &  M. 
175;  Webster  v.  Tiernan,  4  How.  392. 
Tex.— Grothans  v.  Witte,  72  Tex.  124, 
11  S.  W.  1032;  Hahn  v.  Broussard,  3 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  481,  23  S.  W.  88. 

'[b]  Application  of  Particular 
Items.  —  Sehroeter  v.  Bowdon,  53  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  135,  115  S.  W.  331. 

[c]  Supplementing  General  Denial. 
Richmond  City  &  S.  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  John- 
son, 90  Va.  775,  20  S.  E.  148;  Rice's 
Ext.  v.  Annatt'B  Admr,  8  Gratt.  {^ 
Va.)   557. 

36.  Dal.— State  *.  Xobb's  Admr.,  3 

Harr.  421.     lU Hays  v.  .Smtth,  4  111. 

427.  Mass. — Wilby  .v.  Harris,  13  Mass. 
496.  ]V[lss. — Price  v.  Sinclair,  5  Sm«d. 
&  M.  254.  Tex.— Able  v.  Lee,  6  Tex. 
427.  W.  Va— Lawson  v.  Zinn,  48  "W. 
Va.  312,  37  S.  E.  612. 

Compare  4  Standard  Pboo.  .389,  et 
■seq. 

37.  Seely  v.  Breakwater  Ce.,  144  N. 
T.  Supp.  771. 

38.  McKyring  v.  Bull,  16  N.  T.  297, 
69  Am.  Dec;  696;  Uvalde  Asphalt  P., 
Co.  V.  National  Trading  Co.,  135  App. 
Div.  391,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  11;.  Morley 
V.  Culverwell,  7  Mees.  &  W.  (Eng.)  174. 
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39.  Mass.— Ulsch  v.  Muller,  143 
Mass.  579,  9  N.  E.  736;  Wheaton  v. 
Nelson,  11  Gray  15.  But  see  Howe  v. 
Mackay,  5  Pick.  44,  holding  that  un- 
der a  general  plea  of  payment  in  debt 
on  a  judgment  it  may  be  shown  that 
the  judgment  had  been  paid  by  trans- 
fer of  real  estate  of  equal  value.  Sao. 
People's  Bank  v.  Stewart,  136  Mo.  App. 
24,  117  S.  W.  99,  152  Mo.  App.  314,  133 
6.  W.  70;  Moore  v.  Keniek,  95  Mo.  App. 
•202,  08  S.  W.  936;  Rider  v.  Culp,  68 
Mo.  App.  527.  But  s«e  White  v.  Black, 
115  Mo.  App.  28,  90  S.  W.  1153.  Pa. 
Lovegrove   v.   Christman,   164   Pa.   39Q, 

30  AH.  385;  Steiner  v.  Erie  D.  S.  & 
Loan  Co.,  98  Pa.  591;  Covely  v.  Fox, 
11  Pa.  171.  Tex.- Able  v.  Lee,  6  Tex. 
427. 

[a]  To  justice  court  practice  the 
rule  is  not  applicable.  Rider  v.  Culp, 
'68   Mo.  App.   527. 

[b]  An  agreement  by  which  the 
acceptance  of  certain  wood  operated 
as  a  satisfaction  of  the  contract,  and 
the  delivery  and  receipt  of  the  wood 
by  the  plaintiff  under  this  agreement, 
are  substantive  facts,  which  should 
Tie  set  forth  in  the  answer.  Ulsch  v. 
Muller,  143  Mass.  379,  9  N.  E.  736. 

[c]  The  substantial  facts  of  the 
accord  and  satisfaction  should  be  al- 
leged. People's  Bank  v.  Stewart,  136 
Mo.  App.  24,  117  S.  W.  99,  152  Mo. 
App.  314,  133  8.  W.  70;  Moore  v.  Ren- 
ick,  95  Mo.  App.  202,  68  S.  W.  936.  See 
also    Carroll  v.   Weaver,   65   Conn.    76, 

31  Atl.  489;  Salomon  v.  Pioneer  Go-op. 
Co.,  21  Fla.  374,  58  Am.  Rep.  667. 

40.  Ark. — Dawson  v.  Owen,  78  Ark. 
93,  93  S.  W.  067;  Bush  «.  Sproat,  43 
Ark.  416.  €onn — Morehouse  v.  North- 
rop, 33  Conn.  380,  89  Am.  Dec.  211.  Del 
Mitchell  V.  Conrad,  1  Marv.  417,  41  Atl! 
77.  Ind. — Wolcott  v.  Ensign,  53  Ind. 
70;  Hart  v.  Crawford,  41  lud.  197.  la. 
State  Bank  of  Tabor  v.  Kelly,  109  Iowa 
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(B.)    Alleging  Acceptance  op  Note,  Payment  op- Check,  etc.  Where 

the  declaration  or  complaint  avers  that  the  debt  was  paid  with  a 
certain  note,  it  must  also  aver  that  the  note  was  accepted  as  pay- 
ment.*i  If  payment  by  check  is  alleged,  it  has  been  held  that  pay- 
ment thereof  should  also  be  averred.*^  So  also,  where  an  order  on 
a  third  party,*'  or  services  rendered,**  is  averred  as  payment,  it  must 
be  averred  that  the  same  were  accepted  as  such. 

c.  Construction,  Operation  and  Effect.  —  The  construction  of  a  plea 
of  payment  follows,  as  a  general  rule,  the  ordinary  rules  of  plead- 
ing.*'*  It  does  not  put  in  issue  the  debtor's  original  liability,*^  but 
admits  the  material  allegations  of  plaintiff's  complaint,*'  and  gives 
the  privilege  of  qjpeiiing  and  closing  to  the  party  pleading  it,  throw- 
ing upon  him  the  burden  of  proof.**     The  affirmative  allegation  of 


544,  80  N.  W.  520.  Ky. — Whittington 
V.  Roberts,  4  Mon.  173.  laa. — Mandell 
V.  Stephens,  9  Eob.  491.  liilinn. — Thomp- 
son-Houston Elee.  Co.  -v.  Palmer,  52 
Minn.  174,  53  N.  W.  1137,  38  Am.  St. 
Eep.  536.  IS'eb.— rHapgDod  Plow  Co.  v. 
Martin,  16  Neb.  2-7,  19  N.  W.  512.  N.  Y. 
McLaughlin  v.  Webster,  141  N.  Y.  76, 
35  N.  E.  1081  (provision  in  will) ;  New- 
comb  V.  La  Eoe,  160  App.  Div.  819,  146 
N.  Y.  Supp.  133;  Van  Ness  v.  Eansom, 
83  Misc.  178,  144  N.  Y.  Supp.  420.  :S.  C. 
Sullivan  &  Co.  v.  Sulliva^^  20  S.  C.  509. 
Utah.— Heath  v.  White,  3  Utah  474,  24 
Pac.  762.  Wa^.^Edmunas  -v.  Black, 
13  Wash.  490,  43  Pae.  330. 

41.  Blunt  V.  Williams,  27  Ark.  374; 
Berlin  Iron  Bridge  Co.  iv.  Bonta,  180 
Pa.  448,  36  Atl.  867;  Philadelphia  v. 
Stewart,  9  Pa.  Dist.  :22i8.  See  also 
Blum  V.  Jurick,  83  Misc.  116,  144  N.  Y. 
Supp.  822;  Shattuck  v.  Buck,  77  Misc. 
95,  13B  N.  Y.  Supp.  103. 

42.  Meltznar  v.  Sehwarz,  19  Pa. 
Dist.  44.  See  also  Strong  v.  Stevens,  4 
Duer  (N.  Y.)  668,  holding  that  an  al- 
legation of  payment  by  cheek  ^wiiioh 
is  still  outBtanddng  is  insufSeifent. 

43.  Brandt  v.  Thitrber  &  Co.,  1 
Wlhite  &  W.  Civ.  'das.  (Tex.).,  §640. 

44.  Corbett  v.  Hughes,  75  lowia  281, 
39  N.  W.  500. 

45.  See  the  title  '  'iCtonstmctioin  and 
Theory  of  Pleadings." 

[a]  JPaxticiilar  statements  in  a 
plea  of  payment  will  control  llie  gen- 
eral.    Hewitt  V.  Poweis,  84  'Ind.  295. 

i6.    ;Lo0se  <».  Loose,  36  JPa.  538. 

47.  v.  S. — Murphy  i).  "SfytA,  Hempst. 
221,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,94Tb.  ->Ark. 
Day  ».  Lafferty,  4  A«k.  430.  Cal.— Caul- 
field  •».  Sanders,  17  Gal.  969.  lOolo. 
Mohr  V.  iBarnes,  4  'Oolo.  300.  iEUa — iRa- 
ney  v.  Baron,  1  Ma,  327.    HI.— Witter 


V.  McNiel,  4  111.  433.  Ind.— Pattison  v. 
Shaw,  82  Ind.  32.  Ky.— See  Harris  v. 
Merz  A.  I.  Wks.,  82  Ky.  200.  I.a. 
Jones  V.  Bishop,  12  La.  397;  Eobinson 
V.  Landrum,  10  La.  Ann.  539.  N.  D. 
Lokken  ii.  Miller,  9  N.  D.  512,  84  N. 
W.  368.  Pa.— Long  v.  Rhoads,  126  Pa. 
378,  17  Atl.  622.  Tenn. — Connecticut 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Dunscomb,  108  Tenn. 
724,  69  8.  W.  345,  91  Am., St.  Eep.  769, 
58  L.  R.  A.  694.  Tex. — Matossy  v. 
Frosh,  9  Tex.  610. 

[a]  Where  the  demand  is  unliqul- 
I  dated,  the  plea  does  not  admit  plain- 
tiff's right  to  recover  the  full  amount 
of  his  demand.  Haley  v.  Caller,  Minor 
(Ala.)    63. 

48.  Ala.— Pearce  v.  Walker,  103  Ala. 
250,  15  So.  568.  Ark.- Blass  v.  Law- 
horn,  64  Ark.  466,  42  S.  W.  1068.  Oal. 
Melone  v.  Buffino,  129  Cal.  514,  62  Pac. 
93,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  127.  Colo — Thomas 
V.  Carey,  26  Colo.  485,  58  Pac.  1093. 
Fla. — Interinational  Harvester  Co.  v. 
Smith,  51  Pla.  220,  40  So.  840.  Ga. 
Lanier  t).  Huguley,  91  Ga.  791,  18  S. 
E.  39.  111.— Ross  V.  Skinner,  107  111. 
App.  579.  la. — ^^Walker  v.  Russell,  73 
Iowa  340,  35  N.  W.  443.  Kan.— Na- 
tional Bank  *.  Hellyer,  53  Kan.  695,  37 
Pac.  130,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  316.  Ky. 
Harris  v.  Merz  A.  I.  Wks.,  62  Ky.  200. 
La. — Diggs,  Hobson  &  Co.  v.  Parish,  18 
La.  6.  Me. — Witherell  v.  Swan,  32  Me. 
247.  Mlcb. — Doolittle  v.  Gavigan,  74 
Mich  11,  41  N.  W.  846.  Mo.— Griffith 
V.  Creighton,  61  Mo.  App.  1,  1  Mo.  App. 
Eep.  295.  Neb.— Wessel  v.  Bishop,  76 
Neb.  74,  107  N.  W.  220.  N.  H.— Smith 
V.  iLeiwiston  Steam  Mill,  66  N.  H.  613, 
.34  Atl.  153.  N.  J.— iSmith's  Exrs.  v. 
Burnet,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  40.  N.  Y.— Dean 
r.  Pitts,  30  Johns.  35.  N.  C. — Vaughan 
n.  Lewellyn,  94  N.  C.  472.    N.  D.— Sat- 
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payment  by  the  defendant,  in  a  case  where  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to 
allege  non-payment,  merely  serves  as  notice  that  the  issue  of  non- 
payment is  to  be  raised.*®  The  effect  of  a  plea  of  payment  before  suit 
brought,  if  proved,  is  to  effectually  bar  the  plaintiff's  recovery j^"  but 
if  the  plea  is  payment  after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs.^^  Plaintiff,  by  joining  issue  on  the  plea 
of  part  payment  without  taking  judgment  for  the  part  unanswered, 
does  not  discontinue  his  action;  and  if  the  issue  is  resolved  in  his 
favor,  he  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  the  amount  of  his  demand."'' 
C.  Replication  or  Reply."'  —  A  replication  or  reply  to  a  defense 
of  payment  as  a  plea  of  new  matter  may,"*  or  may  not,""  be  necessary, 
depending  upon  the  rules  of  pleading  in  the  various  jurisdictions. 
No  reply,  of  course,  is  necessary  when  non-payment  is  an  essential 
allegation  in  the  complaint  and  issue  is  joined  with  a  general  denial,"* 
or  when  in  such  case  issue  is  joined  with  a  plea  of  payment  which  is 
in  effect  a  general  denial;"''  but  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  has 
pleaded  non-payment  does  not  meet  the  necessity  of  replying  to  the 


terlund  v.  Beal,  12  N.  D.  122,  95  N.  W. 
518.  Pa. — North  Pennsylvania  E.  Co. 
V.  Adams,  54  Pa.  94,  93  Am.  Dee.  677. 
S.  0. — Adger  &  Co.  v.  Pringle,  11  S.  C. 
527.  Tex. — Tinsley  v.  Mcllhenny,  30 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  352,  70  S.  W.  793.  Vt. 
Smith  V.  Woodworth,  43  Vt.  39.  Va. 
Moore  v.  Tate,  22  Gratt.  (63  Va.)  351. 
Wis. — Meyer  v.  Hafemeister,  119  Wis. 
539,  97  N.  W.  165,  100  Am.  St.  Eep.  900. 

As  to  right  to  open  and  close  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Opening  and 
Closing. ' ' 

As  to  burden  of  proof  on  the  plea  of 
payment  generally,  see  9  Ency.  of  Ev. 
700. 

49.  Smith  v.  State  Bank,  61  Mxse. 
647,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  56. 

50.  Slaughter  v.  Martin,  9  Ala.  App. 
285,  63  So.  689. 

51.  Slaughter  v.  Martin,  9  Ala.  App. 
285,  63  So.  689. 

52.  Beebe  v.  Hershy,  7  Ark.  428; 
Beebe  v.  Sutton,  7  Ark.  405. 

Effect  upon  action  and  subsequent 
pleading  by  failing  to  take  judgment 
for  a  part  of  demand  when  entitled  to 
it  generally,  see  the  title  "Keplica- 
tlon  and  Beply." 

53.  See  generally  the  title  "Eeplt 
cation  and  Seply." 

54.  Ind. — Hubler  v.  PuUen,  9  Ind. 
273,  68  Am.  Dec.  620.  Miss. — Bushing 
V.  Key,  4  Smed.  &  M.  191.  Mo.— Hut- 
chison V.  Patrick,  3  Mo.  65;  Manifee 
V.  D'Lashmutt,  1  Mo.  258;  Cordner  v. 
Boberts,  58  Mo.  App.  440.  Ohio. 
Knauber  v.  Wunder,  5  Ohio  Dee.  (Be- 
print)    516,  6  Am.  L.  Bee.   366.     Ore. 
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Minard  v.  McBee,  29  Ore.  225,  44  Pac. 
491;  Benieia  Agricultural  Wks.  v. 
Creighton,  21  Ore.  495,  28  Pac.  775,  30 
Pac.  676.  Pa. — See  Beale  v.  Buchanan, 
9  Pa.  123. 

[a]  Acceptance  of  payment  under 
duress  must  be  pleaded  in  the  replica- 
tion. Smith  V.  Cottrel,  8  Baxt.  (Tenn.1 
62. 

55.  la. — Kirk  v.  Woodbury,  55  Iowa 
190,  7  N.  W.  498.  Md.— MeCart  v.  Eeg- 
ester,  68  Md.  429,  13  Atl.  361.  N.  Y. 
Burke  v.  Thome,  44  Barb.  363;  Bracket 
V.  Wilkinson,  13  How.  Pr.  102;  Eeilay 
V.  Thomas,  11  How.  Pr.  266.  W.  Va. 
Kinsley  v.  Monongalia  County  Court, 
31  W.  Va.  464,  7  S.  E.  445;  Wellsburg 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kimberlands,  16  W. 
Va.  555;  Hickman  v.  Painter,  11  W.  Va. 
386. 

56.  la.— Burton  v.  HUl,  4  G.  Gr.  379. 
Ky. — Logan  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Barc- 
lay, 104  Ky.  97,  46  S.  W.  675;  Ermert 
V.  Dietz,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1639,  44  S.  W. 
138.  Minn.— McArdle  v.  McArdle,  12 
Minn.  98. 

57.  Frisch  v.  Caler,  21  Cal.  71;  Van 
Gieson  v.  Van  Gieson,  12  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
520. 

[a]  When  Plea  of  Payment  Not 
New  Matter.  —  That  a  replication  is 
necessary  to  negative  a  plea  of  new 
matter  has  no  application  to  an  un- 
necessary plea  of  payment,  for  when  it 
is  necessary  to  allege  nonpayment  in 
the  complaint;  a  plea  of  payment  is 
simply  a  denial  and  not  an  allegation 
of  new  matter.  Frisch  v.  Caler,  21  Gal. 
71. 
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defendant's  plea  of  payment  when  it  is  considered  an  affirmative  de- 
fense of  new  matter.** 

D.  Objections  to  Pi-eading.  —  As  a  rule,  a  plea  of  payment  is  not 
subject  to  a  general  demurrer;"'  but  when  defective,  it  may  be  ob- 
jected to  in  some  jurisdictions  by  a  special  demurrer,'"  or  by  motion 
to  make  more  definite  and  certain.'^ 

II.  TRIAL.  —  A.  In  General.  —  The  same  general  rules  govern- 
ing the  trial  of  all  civil  cases  obtain  when  payment  is  an  issue.'"' 

B.  Vakunce.*'  —  As  a  general  rule,  payment  must  be  proved  as 
alleged.'*  A  plea  of  payment  is  not  proved  by  evidence  of  tender," 
set-off,"  counterclaim,"  or  discharge."  An  accord  and  satisfaction 
may  in  some  jurisdictions,'^  but  not  in  other  jurisdictions,'"  be  shown 


58.  Benicia  Agricultural  Wks.  ■». 
Creighton,  21  Ore.  495,  28  Pac.  775,  30 
Pac.  676. 

59.  ni. — Sherman  v.  Gassett,  9  111. 
521.  Ind. — Epperson  v.  Hostetter,  95 
Ind.  583;  Hart  v.  Crawford,  41  Ind.  197. 
S.  o. — Buist  V.  ritzsimons,  44  S.  C.  130, 
21  S.  E.  610. 

Grounds  of  demurrer  generally,  see 
6  Standabd  Peoc.  888,  et  seq. 

60.  O'Neil  «.  Phillips,  83  Ga.  556, 
10  S.  E.  352.  See  also  Sherman  v.  Gas- 
sett,  9  HI.  521. 

61.  Del. — Tyre  v.  Mulvena,  2  Marv. 
295,  43  Atl.  172.  Ind.— Epperson  v. 
Hostetter,  95  Ind.  583;  Hart  v.  Craw- 
ford, 41  Ind.  197.  Minn. — Powers  v. 
Bunnell,  121  Minn.  152,  140  N.  W.  748. 
Neb.— CrUly  v.  Euyle,  87  Neb.  367,  127 
N.  W.  251.  N.  T. — ^Farmers'  &  Citi- 
zens' Bank  v.  Sherman,  33  N.  Y.  69, 
affirming  6  Bosw.  181.  Ohio. — Lewis  v. 
Smith,  2  Disney  434,  13  Ohio  Dec.  266. 

[a]  Time  of  payment  omitted.  Baer 
V.  Christian,  83  Ga.  322,  9  S.  E.  790. 

62.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial." 

63.  See  generally  the  title  "Vari- 
ance and  Failure  oif  Proof." 

64.  Ala. — TuBkaloosa  Cotton  -  Seed 
Oil  Co.  V.  Perry,  85  Ala.  158,  4  So.  635; 
Gilmer  v.  Wallace,  75  Ala.  220.  Ind. 
See  Braden  v.  Lemmon,  127  Ind.  9,  26 
N.  E.  476.  la.— Hoddy  v.  Osborn,  9 
Iowa  517.  La. — Gaude  v.  Gaude,  28  La. 
Ann.  181.  Md.— Staley  v.  Thomas,  68 
Md.  439,  13  Atl.  53.  Mass.— Canfield 
V.  Miller,  13  Gray  274;  Wheaton  i;.- Nel- 
son, 11  Gray  15.  Mich.— Judd  v.  Bur- 
ton, 51  Mich.  74,  16  N.  W.  237.  Minn. 
First  Nat.  Bank  of  Shakopee  v.  Strait, 
71  Minn.  69,  73  N.  W.  645.  N.  Y. 
Mann  v.  Morewood,  5  Sandf.  557;  Bon- 
ney  v.  Seeley,  2  Wend.  481.  Ohio. 
Brown  v.  Ginn,  39  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  660,  10 
Ohio  Cir,  Dec.  538.  S.  D.— Peter  Min- 
tener  Lumber  Co.  v.  Harvey,  27  S.  D. 


624,  132  N.  W.  252.  Bng.— Palmer  v. 
Costerton,  4  Q.  B.  525,  45  E.  C.  L.  525, 
114  Eng.  Eeprint  996. 

[a]  Proof  of  payment  in  money  or 
by  check  has  been  denied  under  an 
allegation  of  payment  by  note.  Can- 
field  V.  Miller,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  274. 
See  Talbotton  E.  Co.  ■».  Gibson,  106 
Ga.  229,  32  S.  E.  151. 

[b]  When  the  defendant  sets  up  an 
itemized  list  of  payments,  and  issue  it 
joined  thereon,  he  is  precluded  from 
showing  other  payments  outside  of 
those  set  out,  unless  he  amends  his 
pleading.  Lapham  v.  Kansas  &  T.  Oil, 
Gas  &  Pipe  Line  Co.,  87  Kan.  65,  123 
Pac.  863,  Ann.   Cas.  191 3D,  813. 

[c]  Where  the  date  of  payment  is 
pleaded,  evidence  of  payment  at  a 
time  subsequent  thereto  is  not  admis- 
sible. Denham  v.  Crowell,  1  N.  J.  L. 
467. 

[d]  But  where  payment  at  a  par- 
ticular place  is  averred,  proof  of  pay- 
ment at  a  different  place  may  be  shown. 
Brown  v.  Gooden,  16  Ind.  444. 

65.  Clark  v.  Mullenix,  11  Ind.  532. 

66.  Williams  v.  Uzzell,  108  Ark.  241, 
156  S.  W.  843;  Eowland  v.  Blaksley,  1 
Q.  B.  403,  2  G.  &  D.  734,  6  Jur.  732,  11 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  279,  41  B.  C.  L.  599,  113 
Eng.  Eeprint  1187. 

[a]  Based  on  Agreement  With 
Plaintiff's  Agent.  —  Williams  v.  Uzzell, 
108  Ark.  241,  156  S.  W.  843. 

67.  Wagener  &  Co.  v.  Mars,  20  S.  C. 
533. 

68.  State  v.  Beading's  Terre-Ten- 
ants,  1  Harr.   (Del.)   23. 

69.  Ark. — Turner  v.  Huggins,  14 
Ark.  21.  Conn. — McNerney  v.  Barnes, 
77  Conn.  155,  58  Atl.  714.  Ind.— Bra- 
den V.  Lemmon,  127  Ind.  9,  26  N.  E. 
476.  Vt.— Hadley  v.  Boro,  62  Vt.  285, 
19  Atl.  476. 

70.  Hardey  v.  Coe,  5  Gill  (Md.)  189. 
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under  a  general  plea  of  payment.. 

C.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact."  —  The  question  of  paymemt,'^ 
and  whether  the  same  was  volumtariljr  mad^^^^  is  for  the  court  A/hen 
the  facts  are  not  in  dispute.  But  under  confficting  evidence,  it  is.  fer 
the  jury  to  determine  the  fact  of  payment  in  whole/*  or  in  part," 
it  being  within  their  province  to  draw  proper  infereneea  and  pre- 
sumptions in  respect  thereto.''"  It  is  likewise  for  the  jury,  under  dis- 
puted facts,  to  pronounce  as  to  the  medium  of  payment;"  the  ap- 
plication or  appropriation  of  payments;"  and.  as  to  whether  a  note," 


71.  See  generally  the  title  "Prov- 
ince of  Judge  and  Jury." 

72.  Fidelity  Title  &,  Trust  Co.  v. 
Chapman,  226  Pa.  312,  75  Atl.  428; 
Richards  v.  Walp,  221  Pa.  412,  70  Atl. 
815. 

73.  Eslow  V.  City  of  Albion,  153 
Mich.  720,  117  N.  "W.  328,  22  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  872. 

74.  Ala.— Winter  v.  PoUak,  188  Ala. 
153,  66  So.  11;  166  Ala.  255,  51  So.  998, 
52  So.  829,  53  So.  339,  139  Am.  St.  Rep. 
33,  dissenting  opinion.  Ariz. — Albert 
Steinf-eld  &  Co.  v.  Wing  Wong,  14  Ariz. 
336,  128  Pae.  354.  Ark. — Lee  Wilson  & 
Co.  V.  Morgan,  121  Ark.  633,  180  S.  W. 
469;  Fidelity  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Click,  93  Ark.  162,  124  S.  W.  764.  CaJ. 
Light  V.  Stevens,  159  Cal.  288,  113  Pac. 
659;  Cowan  v.  Abbott,  92  Cal.  100,  28 
Pac.  213.  DeL — Hudson  v.  Williams,  6 
Penne.  550,  72  Atl.  985.  Haw.— Pratt 
V.  Ahin,  16  Hawaii  150.  Ind. — Louden 
V.  Birt,  4  Ind.  566.  Kan. — Tennison  v. 
Piatt,  50  Kan.  631,  32  Pac.  369.  Ky. 
Williamson  v.  McGinnis,  11  B.  Mon.  74, 
52  Am.  Dec.  561.  Mich. — Linsell  v. 
Linsell,  138  Mich.  64,  100  N.  W.  1009. 
K".  Y. — Fulton  Grain  &  M.  Co.  v.  AngUm, 
34  App.  Div.  164,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  632; 
Thompson  v.  Welde,  10  App.  Div.  125, 
41  N.  Y.  Supp.  819;  Clark  v.  Mt.  Gilead 
Baptist  Church,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  305. 
N.  0.— Model  Mill  Co.  v..  Webb,  164  N. 
C.  87,  80  S.  E.  232.  Pa.— Fidelity  Title  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Chapman,  226  Pa.  312,  75 
Atl.  428;  Reynolds  v.  Richards,  14  Pa. 
205;  Ransom  v.  Crawford,  44  Pa.  Super. 
592.  S.  C. — Simons'  Exrs.  v.  Walter's 
Exr.,  1  McCord  97.  Tex. — Buckley  v. 
Runge,  57  Tex.  Civ.  App.  322,  122  S. 
W.  596.  Wis. — Twohy  Merc.  Co.  v. 
McDonald's  Estate,  108  Wis.  21,  83  N. 
W.  1107. 

75.  Barrett  v.  Sipp,  50  Ind.  App. 
304,  98  N.  E.  310. 

76.  Ky. — Waters  v.  Waters>  1  Mete. 
519;  Shields  v.  Pringle,  2  Bibb  387. 
N.  Y. — Macaulay  v.  Palmer,  125  N.  Y. 
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742,  26  N.  E.  912;  Hall  V.  Roberts,  63 
Hun  473,  18  Is".  Y.  Supp.  480,  45  N.  Y. 
St.  35C.  KT.  C— Williams  v.  Peal,  20 
N.  C.  609.  Pa.— O'Hara  v.  Corr,  210 
Pa.  341,  59  Atl.  1099;  Lee  v.  Newell,  107 
Pa.  283.  Tenn. — Lyon  v.  Guild,  5 
Heisk.  175.  Vt.— Kimball  v.  Ives,,  17 
Vt.  430. 

i  [a]  Inferences  of  continued  indebt- 
edness from  partial  payment  may  be 
drawn  by  the  jury.  Broadway  v. 
Groenendyke,  153  Ind.  508,  55  N.  E. 
434;  Mozihgo  V.  Ross,  150  Ind.  688,  50 
N.  E.  867,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  387,  41  L. 
R.  A.  612;  Barrett  v.  Sipp,  50  Ind.  App. 
304,  98  N.  E.  310. 

[b]  Length  of  time  necessary  to 
raise  the  presumption  of  payment,  when 
not  settled  by  statute  or  otherwise,  is 
for  the  jury's  consideration.  Dox  v. 
Postmaster  -  General,  1  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
318,  320,  7  L.  ed.  160. 

77.  B^ich. — Just  v.  Porter,  64  Mich. 
565,  31  N".  W.  444.  N".  Y.— Hayden  v. 
Pierce,  144  N.  Y.  512,  39  N.  E.  638, 
aprming  71  Hun  593,  25  N.  Y.  Supp. 
55.  Ohio. — Ghase  v.  Brundage,,  58  Ohio 
St.  517,  51  N.  E.  31.  Tenn.— Union 
Bank  v.  Smiser,  1  Sneed  501. 

78.  Cal.— Clarke  v.  Scott,  45  Cal.  86, 
Ga. — Phillips  v.  McGuire,  73  6a.  517. 
m.— Drake  v.  Lux,,  233  HI.  522,  84  N. 
E.  693.,  la.— Bishop  v.  Hart,  114  Iowa 
96,  86  N.  W.  218.  Md.— Fowke  ®. 
Bowie,  4  Har.  &  J.  566.  Mo. — Wear 
Bros.  V.  Schmelzer,  92  Mo.  App.  314; 
Dick  Bros.  Q.  Brew.  Co.  v.  Finnell,  39 
Mo.  App.  276.  N.  Y.— Reich  v.  Reich, 
6  Misc.  628,  27  N.  Y.  Sup.p.  137.  Pa. 
Brown  v.  Burr,  160  Pa.  458,^  28  Atl.  828. 
S.  C. — Heyward- Williams  Co.  v.  Zeigler, 
106  a  C.  425,  91  S..  E.  298. 

79.  TJ.  S — Lyman  «.  Bank  of  United 
States,  12  How.  225,  13  L.  ed.  965; 
Leschen.  &  Sons  Rope  Co.  v.  Mayflower 
Gold  Min.  Co.,  173  Fed.  855,  97  C.  C.  A. 
465,  35  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1.  Ala.— Keel 
V.  Larkin,  72  Ala.  493;  Myatts  v.  Bell, 
41  Ala.  222.    Fla. — Salomon  v.  Pioneer 
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bill,'"  che€k,«i  or  order^^  was  taken  in  payment  of  the  debt,  or  as  a 
renewal,  or  simply  as  evidence  of  the  debt,  or  as  collateral  security, 
or  conditional  p^ymen't. 

D.  Instructions.^'  —  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule,  the 
court's  charge  should  be  in  harmony  with  the  law  applicable  to  the 
case,^*  relating,  e.  ff.,  to  the  application,  of  payments,^^  the  burden 
of  proving  payment,*^  presumption  of  payment,*'  what  does  or  does 


Co-op.  Co.,  21-  Fla.  374,  5»  Am,  Eep. 
667.  Gfa. — Standard  Cooperaige  Co-,  v. 
O'Neill,  146  Ga.  235,  91  S,  E.  82.  HL 
Archibald  v.  Argall,  53  in.  307;,  Crab- 
tree  V.  Eowand,  33  HI.  421;  RayfieM  v. 
Tincher,  180  111.  App.  454.  Kan. 
Webb  V.  Natioaal  Bani,  67  Kan.  62,  72 
Pac.  520.  Ky. — Bullen  v.  McGtiVlicuddy,, 
2  Dana  90.  Mass. — "Vieliary  v.  Eitchie, 
207  Mass.  318,  93  N.  E,  578;  Spaoner  v. 
Eoberta,  180  Mass.  191,  62  K.  E.  4; 
Casey  v.  Weaver,  141  Maas.  280,  6  N.  E. 
372.  Mica. — Bond  v.  McMahon,  94 
Mich.  557,  54  N.  W.  281 ;  Crad^ock  v. 
Dwight,  85  Mieh.  587,  48-  IST.  W.  644, 
IVtuui. — Combinatio-n  Steel  &  Iron.  Co. 
V.  St.  Paul  City  Ey.  Co.,  47  Minn.  207, 
49  N.  W.  744.  Miss. — Keerl  v.  Bridg- 
ers,  10  Smed.  &  M.  612.  Ma.— The 
Charlotte  v.  Hammond,  9  Mo.  59,.  42 
Am.  Dee.  536;  State  ex  rel.  Wa,ggoner 
V.  Lichtman-Goodman  &  Co.„  131  Ho. 
App.  65,  109  S.  W.  819.  N.  K.— Fos- 
ter V.  Hill,  36  N.  H.  526.  N.  Y.— Tobey 
V.  Barber,  5  Johns.  68,  4  Am.  Dec.  326. 
Okla. — Ohio  Cultivator  Co,  v.  Dunkin, 
168  Pae.  1002.  Fa.— E'amlaGt  v.  Wolf, 
178  Pa.  356,  35  Atl.  879;  Cake  v.  First. 
Nat.  Bank  of  Lebanon,  86  Pa.  303. 
Teim. — Union  Bank  of  Swiser,,  1  Sneed 
501.  W.  Va.— Bowyer  v.  Knapp,,  15  W. 
Va.  277.  Wis.— Grubbe  v.  Pierce,  156 
Wis.  29,  145  N.  W.  207,  Ann.  Cas.  1915- 
C,  1199,  51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  358. 

[aj  Note  of  a  TfMrd  Party.  —  la.. 
TJ'pton  If.  Paxton,  72  Iowa  295,  33  N,  W. 
773.  Mass. — Quimby  v.  Durgin,  148 
Mass.  104,  19  N.  E.  14,  1  L.  E.  A.  514. 
Miss — Crow  V.  Burgin,  38  So.  625.  N".  H. 
Wilson  V.  Hansoa,  2&  N.  H,  3^5.  N.  Y. 
Johnson  v.  Weed,  9f  Johns.  3T0,  &  Am. 
Dec.  279.  Pa. — Cridland  v.  Stevens^  9 
Pa.  Super.  41. 

80.  Mich, — Graddeek  v.  Dwigh*,  85 
Mieh.  587,  48  N.  W.  644.  N.  Y.— Hall 
V.  Stevens,  40  Hun  578,  2  N.  T.  St.  SOS, 
reversed  on  other  grounds,  116  N.  Y. 
201,  22  N.  E.  374,  5  L.  E.  A.  802.  Pa. 
Jones  V.  Johnson,  3  Watts  &  S.  2.76^  38 
Am.  Dec.  760. 
'  \  81.  Cal. — Western  Pac.  Land  Co.  v. 
Wilson,  19  Cal.  App.  338,  125  Pae.  1076. 


Minn. — Isaefcson  v.  Lovell,  115  Minn. 
481,  132  N.  W.  918;  Goodall  v.  Norton, 
88  Minn.  I,  92  N.  W.  445.  Pa.— Holmes 
V,  Briggs,,  131  Pa.  233,  18  Atl.  928,  17 
Am.  St.  Eep.,  804;  Lingenfelter  v.  Wil- 
liams, 7  Sad.  70,  9  Atl.  653.  R.  I.— Na- 
tfonal  Park  Bank  v.  Levy,  17  E.  I.  746, 
24  Atl.  777,  19  L.  R.  A.  475.  Va. 
Blair  v.  Wilson,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.)  165. 
Wash. — M-eg-rath  v.  Gilmore,  10  Wash. 
339,  80  Pac.  131. 

82.  Bond  v.  McMahon,  94  Mich.  557, 
54  N.  W.  281;  Bank  of  Iron  Eiver  v. 
Board  of  School  Directors,  91  Wis.  596, 
65  N.  W.  368. 

83.  See  generally  the  title  "In- 
stni'Ctiens. '' 

8i.  See  generally  13  Standard 
Peoc.  771. 

85.  Ala.— Ttirrentine  v.  Grigsby,  118 
Ala-  380,.  23  So.  666;  Boyd  v.  Jones,  96 
Ala.  305,  11  So.  405,  38  Am.  St.  Eep. 
lOff.  Cal,— Ray  v.  Borgfeldt,.  169  Cal. 
253,.  146  Pac.  679;  Light  v.  Stevens,  159 
Cal.  288,  113  Pac.  659.  Ga.— Lawton  v. 
BKtch,  83  Ga.  663,  10  S.  E.  353.  Til. 
Snell  V.  Cottingham,  72  111.  124.  la. 
Marshall  Dental  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Harkensen, 
84  Iowa  117',  50  N.  W.  559.  Ky.— Ditto 
V.  Hopkins,  164  Ky,  412,  175  8.  W.  658; 
Hoskins '  Admr.  v.  Brown,  27  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
216;  84  S.  W.  767.  Mtes.— Ives  v. 
F'armerS'  Bank,  2  Allen  236.  Tex. 
Eeed  «.  Corry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  61  S. 
W;  157.  Vt,— Lapham  v.  Kelly,  35  Vt. 
195. 

86.  111'.— Weakley  v.  MizelT,  193  111. 
App.  494;  Lasswell  v.  Gahan,  122  III. 
App.  513.  Miss. — Crow  v.  Burgin,  38 
Sa-.  625..    Pa. — Padige-  »;  Paiige-,  53   Pa. 

■  Super  311. 

87.  Ga.— Patterson  v.  Campbell,  136  Ga. 
664,  71  S.  E.  1117.  Ky.— Stockton's 
AAmr.  v.  Johnsan,  6  B.  Mon.  408.  Mo. 
Moore  o,  Eenick,  95  Mo.  App.  202,  68 
S.  W.  936.  N.  C— Spruill  v.  Daven- 
port, 27  N.  C.  663.  Okla — Caulk  v. 
(TarTson,  44  Okla.  532,  145  Pac.  335. 
Tenn^-^Beuder'  it.  Moirteomery,  8  Lea 
586; 

[al  Possession  of  a  note  br?  the  de- 
fendant,  of  which   payment  is  sought 
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not  constitute  payment,*'  and  what  is  or  is  not  material  to  ^the  proof 
of  payment.*'  The  instructions  should  be  in  harmony  with  the  issues,"" 
and  the  pleadings,'^  and  must  not  be  misleading,"^  nor  invade  the 
province  of  the  jury."' 

III.  VERDICT,  JUDGMENT  AND  REVIEW.  —  The  general  rules 
applicable  to  all  civil  actions  are  applied,  when  there  is  an  issue  of 
paynient,  to  the  verdict,"*  judgment,"^  and  review  on  appeal."' 


to  be  enforced  by  the  plaintiff,  is  or- 
dinarily a  prima  facie  presumption  of 
payment,  but  it  is  not  error  to  refuse 
an  instruction  to  that  effect  when  the 
defendant's  honesty  in  obtaining  pos- 
session of  the  note  has  been  drar/'n  in 
question.  Caulk  v.  Carlson,  44  Okla. 
532,   14.5  Pac.   335. 

88.  Cal. — Comptoir  T)  "Escompte  de 
Paris  V.  Dresbach,  78  Cal.  15,  20  Pac. 
28.  Mass. — Brown  v.  Bishop,  225  Mass. 
276,  114  N.  E.  316.  Mich.— Pennsyl- 
vania Min.  Co.  V.  Brady  &  Co.,  16 
Mich.  332.  Minn. — Isackson  v.  Lovell, 
115  Minn.  481,  132  N.  W.  918.  Mo.— 
McMurray  v.  Taylor,  30  Mo.  263,  77 
Am.  Dec.  611.  Pa. — Schilling  v.  Durst, 
42  Pa.  126. 

89.  Fletcher  v.  Young,  10  6a.  App. 
183,  73  S.  E.  38. 

90.  People's  Bank  v.  Stewart,  152 
Mo.  App.  314,  133  S.  W.  70,  136  Mo. 
App.  24,  117  S.  W.  99  (holding  that 
when  the  plea  raises  the  issue  of  pay- 
ment in  money  it  is  error  to  go  out- 
side of  that  issue  and  charge  on  an 
issue  of  payment  by  an  agreement) ; 
Sheldon  v.  Heaton,  22  App.  Div.  308, 
47  N.  y.  Supp.  1124. 

91.  Gulfport  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Jones 
(Ala.  App.),  73  So.  145,  holding  that 
in  the  absence  of  a  plea  of  payment 
there  should  be  no  charge  on  payment. 

[a]  Assuming  an  Issue. — Upton  v. 
Paxton  (Iowa),  29  N.  W.  809. 

92.  Ala.— Porter    v.    Watkins,     196 


Ala.  333,  71  So.  687.  Cal.— Low  v. 
Warden,  77  Cal.  94,  19  Pac:  235.  Ky. 
Stockton's  Admr.  v.  Johnson,  6  B. 
Mon.  408.  Mass. — Sullivan  v.  Sheehan, 
173  Mass.  361,  53  N.  B.  902.  Ore. 
Booths  V.  Scriber,  48  Ore.  561,  87  Pac. 
887,  90  Pac.  1002.  E.  I.— Earle  v. 
Berry,  27  E.  I.  221,  61  Atl.  671,  1  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  867.  Vt.— Belknap  v. 
Billings,  78  Vt.  214,  62  Atl.  56. 

93.  Benton  v.  Toler,  109  N.  C.  238, 
13  S.  E.  763;  Gay  v.  MeGufln,  9  Tex. 
501. 

[a]  Effect  of  a  Receipt.- Eagle 
Brew.  Co.  v.  Colaluca,  38  E.  I.  224,  94 
Atl.   680. 

94.  See  generally  the  title  "Ver- 
dict." 

95.  See  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

96.  See  infra  this  note,  and  gener- 
ally the  title  "Appeals." 

[a]  Harmless  Error. — Hinkle  v. 
Higgins,  83  Tex.  615,  19  S.  W.  147. 

[b]  Objections  on  Appeal.— Clark 
V.  Bell,  14  Cal.  App.  326,  111  Pac.  1037. 

[c]  Conclusiveness  of  Verdict 
Based  on  Conflicting  Evidence. — Smith 
V.  Camp,  84  Ga.  117,  10  S.  E.  539. 

[d]  Review  of  Questions  of  Fact 
Affirmed  by  an  Inferior  Appellate 
Court. — ^Drake  v.  Lux,  233  111.  522,  84 
N.  E.  693. 

[e]  Same  Tbeoiy  on  Appeal. — 
Crilly  V.  Euyle,  87  Neb.  367,  127  N. 
W.   251.  ' 


PAYMENT  INTO  COURT.  — See  Deposit  in  Court. 


PEACE. — See  Breach  of  the  Peace;  Quieting  Title;  Security  To 

Keep  the  Peace. 


PEDDLERS,  —  Sec  Hawkers  and  Peddlers. 
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Enforcement  of  in  particular  proceedings,  see  the  specific  titles  and 
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Informations  in  civil  cas'?s  generally,  see  12  Standard  Phoc.  704, 
et  seq. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standaed  Proc.  953,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

.  I,  DEFINITIONS  AND  DISTINCTIONS.  — A.  The  Teems  De- 
fined.—  1.  "Fine"  Defined. — Viewed  in  its  narrower  sense  a  fine 
is  a  pecuniary  punishment  for  an  offense  against  the  sovereignty,^  and 
in  the  commonly  accepted  legal  definition  it  applies  only  to  such  pun- 
ishments as  are  meted  out  by  the  court  after  conviction.^  It  has  been 
said,  too,  that  the  sole  purpose  of  a  fine  is  punishment.'  In  its  broader 
acceptation  it  is  any  moneys  paid  to  make  an  end  of  the  transaction,* 
and  is  not  necessarily  synonymous  with  pecuniary  punishment,  nor 
confined  to  such  recoveries  as  may  be  had  in  criminal  prosecutions.^ 

2.    "Forfeiture"  Defined.  —  In  its  strict  sense  forfeiture  is  the 


1.  1  Coke  on  Litt.  126b;State  v. 
Eobertson,  15  Eich.  L.   (S.  C.)  17. 

2.  N".  Y.— Village  of  Lancaster  v. 
Eichardson,  4  Lans.  136.  See  also 
City  of  Hudson  v.  Granger,  23  Misc. 
401,  52  N.  y.  Supp.  9.  N".  C— State 
V.  Addlngton,  143  N.  C.  683,  57  S.  E. 
398,  following  State  v.  Burton,  113 
N.  C.  655,  18  S.  E.  657.  See  also 
State  V.  Ostwalt,  118  N.  C.  1208,  24 
S.  E.  660.  Tex. — State  v.  Steen,  14 
Tex.  396. 

[a]  "The  piimary  definition  of  a 
fine  is  a  pecuniary  punishment  inflicted 
by  the  sentence  of  a  court  exercising 
criminal  jurisdiction.  And  this  is  the 
sense  in  which  the  term  is  used  in 
common    speech."      State    v.    Missouri 
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Pac.   E.   Co.,   64   Neb.   679,   90   N.   W. 
877. 

3.  State  V.  Steen,  14  Tex.  396.  See 
Sinclair  v.  District  of  Columbia,  192 
U.  S.  16,  24  Sup.  Ct.  212,  48  L.  ed. 
322;  United  States  v.  More,  3  Cranch 
(U.  S.)   159,  2  L.  ed.  397. 

[a]  Punishment  synonymous  with 
fine  when  used  by  jury  in  a  verdict 
assessing  the  "punishment"  at  a  spe- 
cified sum.  Beggs  v.  State,  122  Ind. 
54,  23  N.  E.  693. 

4.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
State,  22  Kan.  1. 

5.  Mass. — Hanscomb  v.  Eussell,  11 
Gray  373.  Mo.— State  v.  West  Plains 
Te}.  Co.,  232  Mo.  579,  135  S.  W.  20. 
N.  0.— State  v.  Addington,  143  N.  C. 
683,  57  S.  B.  398. 
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loss  of  particular  property  which  thereupon  becomes  vested  in  the 
person  injured  as  a  recompense  for  the  wrong  inflicted  upon  him.^ 

3.  "Penalty"  Defined.  —  A  penalty  or  penal  sum  is  a  sum  of 
money  payable  as  an  equivalent  or  punishment  for  an  injury/  In 
other  words  "penalty"  is  the  all  inclusive  term,  importing  not  only 
punishment  by  whatever  name  called,*  but  damages  as  well,*  and 
though  an  obligation  be  in  the  form  of  a  bond  or  security  it  may 
nevertheless  be  a  penalty.^"  By  penalty,  however,  punishment  is 
usually  understood,"  and  that  too  of  a  pecuniary  nature.^^  So  a 
statute  which  provides  for  imprisonment  does  not  in  the  strict  sense 
impose  a  penalty,^^  nor  is  a  license  tax  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty." 

4.  "Fine"  or  "Penalty"  as  Embracing  Costs.  —  The  terms  fine 
and  penalty  do  not  of  themselves  include  costs." 


6.  2  Bl.  Com.  267;  Wiseman  v.  Mc- 
Nulty,  25  Cal.  230.  See  also  Union 
Glass  Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank  No.  1, 
10   Pa.    Co.    Ct.    565. 

^'  [a]  Escheat  and  Forfeiture  Distin- 
guished.— 4  Kent's  ^Com.  426.  See 
Matthews  v.  Ward,  10  GUI  &  J.  (Md.) 
443. 

7.  Okla. — Rogers  v.  Bonnett,  2  Okla. 
553,  37  Pae.  1078.  Utah.— Haskins  v. 
Bern,  19  Utah  89,  56  Pae.  953.  W.  Va. 
Hall  V.  Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.,  44  W.  Va. 
36,  30  S.  B.   216. 

[al  "A  penalty  or  penal  sum  is  a 
sum  of  money  payable  as  an  equivalent 
for  an  injury."  E.  &  L.  Law  Diet., 
quoted  in  Eason  v.  Witcofskey,  29  S.  C. 
239,  7  S.  E.  291. 

[bl  Defining  "Penal  Statute"  and 
"Penalty." — In  Woolverton  v.  Taylor, 
132  111.  197,  23  N.  E.  1007,  the  court 
says:  "A  penal  statute  is  defined 
to  be  'one  which  imposes  a  forfeiture 
or  penalty  for  transgressing  its  pro-' 
visions,  or  for  doing  a  thing  pro- 
hibited' (Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes, 
p.  74).  A  penalty  'is  in  the  nature^ 
of  punishment  for  the  non-performance 
of  an  act  or  for  the  performance  of 
an  unlawful  act.  It  involves  the  idea 
of  punishment,  whether  enforced  by  a 
civil  or  criminal  liability.'  Anderson's 
Law  Diet.   763." 

8.  Mich. — Grover  v.  Huekins,  26 
Mich.  476.  See  also  Burrows  v.  Delta 
Transp.  Co.,  106  Mich.  582,  64  N.  W. 
501.  Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Eeid  v.  Wal- 
bridge,  119  Mo.  383,  24  S.  W.  457.  See 
also  State  ex  rel.  Henson  v.  Sheppard, 
192  Mo.  497,  91  S.  W.  477.  Vt.— Drew 
«.  Eussell,  47  Vt.  250.  Eng. — Eeg.  v. 
Smith,  9  Cox  C.  C.  110.  See  also 
Featherstone  v.  People,  194  111.  325,  62 
N.  E.  684;  Keg.  v.  Swan,  4  Cox  C,  C. 
108.  I 


9.  Huntington  V.  Attrill,  146  U.  S. 
657,  13  Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123; 
Tayloe  v.  Sandiford,  7  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
13,  5  L.  ed.  384;  Burrows  v.  Delta 
Transp.  Co.,  106  Mich.  582,  64  N.  W. 
501  (foUowing  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Eaymond,  70  Mich.  485,  38  N.  W. 
474) ;  Eobinson  v.  Miner,  68  Mich.  549, 
37  N.  W.  21. 

10.  United  States  v.  Montell,  Taney 
47,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15^798.  See  also 
Clark  V.  Barnard,  108  U.  S.  436,  2  Sup. 
Ct.  878,  27  L.  ed.  780;  State  v.  Egger- 
man,  81  Tex.  569,  16  S.  W.  1067;  Hill 
County  V.  Atchison,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
664,  49  S.  W.  141. 

11.  Taylor  v.  Matchell,  1  How. 
(Mi'ss.)   596. 

12.  €ity  of  Earlville  v.  Eadley,  141 
111.  App.  359.  See  Queen  v.  Justices 
of  Middlesex  (1882),  L.  E.  9  Q.  B. 
Div.  (Eng.)  41;  Eex  v.  Leech,  17  Ont. 
L.   E.    (Can.)    643,   662. 

13.  Village  of  Lancaster  v.  Eich- 
ardson,  4  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  136.  See  also 
Drew  V.  Eussell,  47  Vt.  250.  But 
compare  Hodge  v.  Queen,  L.  E.  9  App. 
Cas.  (Eng.)  117,  where  the  court  says: 
"Whether  the  word  'penalty'  is  well 
adapted  to  include  imprisonment  may 
be  questioned,  but  in  this  Act  it  is 
so  used.  .  .  .  'Penalty'  here  seems 
to  be  used  in  its  wider  sense  as  equiv- 
alent  to   punishment." 

14.  San  Luis  Obispo  County  v.  Hen- 
dricks, 71  Cal.  242,  11  Pae.  682,  quoted 
and  followed  in  City  of  Sacramento 
V.  Dillman,  102  Cal.   107,  36  Pae.  385. 

15.  Lord  V.  State,  37  Me.  177.  See 
also  Anglea  v.  Com.,'  10  Gratt.  (51 
Va.)  696,  where  it  was  held  a  pardon 
"from  all  pains,  penalties  atd  for- 
feitures" would  not  relieve  one  from 
the  payment  of  costs.  "The  fine  is 
imposed   for    the    purpose    of    punish- 
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5.  "Pine"  and  "Amercement"  Distinguished.  —  In  its  strict  com- 
mon law  use  "amercement"  differed  from  a  fine  mainly  in  the  method 
of  its  infliction.^^  In  its  more  modern  use  it  is  applied  to  statutory 
proceedings  against  officers  of  the  court  for  neglect  of  duty.^' 

B.  Fines,  Penalties  and  Forfeitures  Distinguished  From  Bach 
Oth-er.  —  In  theory  the  distinction  is  clear,  that  a  fine  is  pecuniary, 
a  forfeiture  applies  only  to  property  and  a  penalty  is  the  generic  term 
which  includes  both  the  others.  But  in  practice  the  three  terms  are 
often  used  interchangeably.^'  Whether  f orf eiture ,  and  fine  are  to  be 
considered  synonymous  depends  entirely  upon  the  context  in  which 
they  are  used.^'  Forfeiture  is  distinguishable  from  fine  in  that  it 
may  mean  the  sequestration  of  property  and  fine  does  not  necessarily 
carry  that  signification.^"  As  used  in  statutes  the  words  forfeiture 
and  penalty  are  usually  synonymous,^^  but  the  wording  of  the  par- 
ticular statute  will  of  course  govern.^^  A  distinction  is  sometimes 
drawn  between  a  fine  as  being  imposed  in  criminal  proceedings  and  a 
penalty  as  being  recovered  in  a  civil  action,^^  and  it  has  been  said  that 
the  imposition  of  the  fine  makes  it  a  penalty.^*  While  technically  these 
distinctions  may  be  sound  there  can  be  no  question  that  the  use  of  the 
word  "penalty"  frequently  imports  a  "fine"  in  the  stricter  sense.^^ 

II.  NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS  TO  ENFORCE.  —  A,  As  Being 
Civil  or  Criminal.  —  An  action  for  a  penalty  is  a  civil  proceed- 
ing,^"^ and  is  generally  considered  a  "civil  cause"  within  the  statutory 


meat."  The  costs  "are  exacted  sim- 
ply for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  to 
the  public  treasury  the  precise  amount 
which  the  conduct  of  the  defendant 
has  rendered  it  necessary  should  be  ex- 
pended for  the  vindication  of  the  pub- 
lie  justice  of  the  state  and  its  vio- 
lated laws." 

16.  See  4  Bl.  Com.  379;  Bacon's 
Abr.,  "Pines  and  Amercements." 

17.  See  the  following  cases:  Kan. 
Graves  v.  Bulkley,  25  Kan.  249.  Neb. 
Fire  Assn.  v.  Buby,  49  Neb.  584.  68 
N.  W.  939.  N.  J.— Patterson  Bank  v. 
Hamilton,  13  N.  J.  L.  158;  Stansbury 
V.  Patent  Clock  Mfg.  Co.,  5  N.  J.  L. 
433.  Ohio. — Wadsworth  v.  Parsons,  6 
Ohio  449;  Stone  v.  EufSn,  2  Ohio  503; 
Dawson  v.  Holcomb,  1  Ohio  275;  Busb- 
nell  V.  Eaton,   Wright  720. 

fa]  "An  amercement  is  a  penalty 
and  is  for  a  fixed  sum  without  regard 
to  the  little  or  much  of  the  plain- 
tiff's damage."  Thompson  v.  Berry, 
65  N.  0.  484.  See  also  Taylor  v. 
Ehyne,  65  N.  C.  530:  Frost  v.  Row- 
land, 27  N.  C.  385:  McLin  «.  Hardie. 
25  N.  C.  407. 

18.  Gosselink  v.  Campbell,  4  Iowa 
296,  citing  Webster's  Diet,  and  Jao. 
Law  Diet.  See:  Ky. — Com.  v.  French, 
130   Ky.   744,   114   S.   W.   255.     N.   H. 
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State  V.  McConnell,  70  N.  H.  158,  46 
Atl.  458.  Wis.— State  v.  Hamley,  137 
Wis.  458,  119  N.   W.  114. 

19.  See  Eva  parte  Alexander,  39  Mo. 
App.  108. 

20.  Eosebaugh  v.  S&Mn,  10  Ohio  31. 

21.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Maelin 
V.  Wilson,  21  Ala.  670."  Pa. — Crawley 
V.  Com.,  123  Pa.  275,  16  Atl.  416.  S.  C. 
Butler  V.  Butler.  62  S.  C.  165,  40  S.  E. 
138.  Can. — Shrigley  v.  Taylor,  4  Ont. 
Bep.  396. 

22.  See  Hawkins  v.  Furnace  Co.,  40 
Ohio  St.  507;  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v. 
Com.,  92  Va.  59,  22  S.  E.  809. 

23.  Ind. — Common  Council  v.  Fair- 
child,  1  Ind.  315.  N.  y.— City  of  Hud- 
son V.  Granger,  23  Misc.  401,  52  N.  Y. 
Supp.  9.  N.  C. — Board  o'f  Education 
V.  Henderson,  126  N.  C.  689,  36  S.  E. 
158. 

24.  Wilcox  V.  KnoxviUe  Borough.  12 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  641. 

25.  See:  U.  S.— United  States  v. 
Eeiainger,  128  XJ.  S.  398,  9  Sup.  Ct.  99, 
32  L.  ed.  480.  Minn. — State  v.  Hor- 
gan,  55  Minn.  183,  56  N.  W.  688. 
N.  H.— State  v.  Marshall,  64  N.  H. 
549,   15  Atl.   210. 

26.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  173  Fed.  764,  98 
C.  C.  A.  110;  United  States  i\  Louis- 
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and  constitutional  provisions.^'  It  is  sometimes  said  to  be  only  ' '  quasi 
civil"  in  its  nature,^*  and  it  is  clearly  to  some  extent  criminal  in  its 
nature.^'  Of  course  the  wording  of  the  statute  as  a  whole  determines 
the  nature  of  the  proceedings  provided  therein.^"  In  other  words  the 
use  of  particular  technical  terms  is  not  necessarily  conclusive.'^ 

It  has  been  said  that  an  action  in  the  name  of  the  state  for  a 
penalty  is  criminal  though  civil  in  form,'^  and  that  the  true  test  is  to 


ville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  167  Fed.  306,  93 
C.  C.  A.  58;  United  States  u.  South- 
ern Pae.  Co.,  172  Fed.  909;  United 
States  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  K.  Co.,  170 
Fed.  456;  United  States  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  162  Fed.  412.  lU.— People  v. 
Blue  Mountain  Joe,  129  111.  370,  21 
N.  E.  923;  Town  of  Partridge  v.  Sny- 
der, 78  111.  519;  Webster  v.  People, 
14  111.  365;  Caldwell  v.  Wright,  25 
111.  App.  74.  Md. — State  v.  Mace,  5 
Md.  337.  Ma^. — Eoberge  v.  Burnham, 
124  Mass.  277.  Mich.— People  v.  Hoff- 
man, 3  Mich.  248.  N.  H. — Dow  v. 
Norrig,  4  N.  H.  16.  Neh.— Mitchell 
V.  State,  12  Neb.  538,  11  N.  W.  848. 
N.  C. — City  of  Wilmington  v.  Davis, 
63  N.  C.  582.  Eng.— Wilson  v.  Eostall, 
4  T.  E.  753,  100  Eng.  Eeprint  1283; 
Ateheson  v.  Everitt,  1  Cowp.  382,  98 
Eng.  Eeprint  1142. 

See  9  Enct.  op  Ev.  749;  5  Enct. 
OP  Ev.  835. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Peoc. 
420,  note  49. 

[a]  Within  the  rule  as  to  removal 
of  causes,  see  Gruetter  v.  Cumberland 
Tel.  &  Tele.  Co.,  181  Fed.  248,  and  the 
title  "Removal  of  Causes." 

[b]  A  qui  tam  action  is  a  civil  ac- 
tion. Brophy  v.  Perth  Amboy,  44  N. 
J.  L.  217. 

27.  See  Grenada  Lumb.  Co.  v.  State, 
98  Miss.  536,  54  So.  8;  Mobile  &  O.  E, 
Co.  V.  State,  51  Miss.  137;  Dow  v. 
Norris,  4  N.  H.  16.  But  see  Bllmore 
V.  Hoffman,  2  Ashm.  (Pa.)  159,  where 
an  action  for  a  penalty  is  said  not  to 
be  a  "civil  cause  of  action"  within 
the  clause  of  a  statute  defining  juris-' 
diction.    Compare  5  Enct.  op  Ev.  835. 

28.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  "'Proceedings  for  offenses  pun- 
ishable by  fine  only  axe  of  a  quasi 
civil  nature  and  hence  statutes  per- 
mitting informations  therein  are  not 
unconstitutional,"  under  a  constitu- 
tion forbidding  informations  for  in- 
dictable offenses.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Com.,  112  Ky.  635,  66  S.  W. 
505.  See  also  Equitable  Life  Assur. 
Soe.  V.   Com.,  113  Ky.  126,  67  S.  W. 


388;  Com.  v.  Avery,  14  Bush  (Ky.) 
625.  Compare  American  Express  Co. 
V.  Com.    171  Ky.  1,  186  S.  W.  887. 

29.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  action  to  recover  a  penalty 
is  a  civil  proceeding,  though  to  some 
extent  criminal  in  its  nature.  Hepner 
V.  United  States,  213  U.  S.  103,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  474,  53  L.  ed.  720;  United 
States  V.  Zucker,  161  U.  S.  475,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  641,  40  L.  ed.  777;  Lees  v. 
United  States,  150  U.  S.  476,  14  Sup.. 
Ct.  163,  37  L.  ed.  1150;  Boyd  v.  United 
States,  116  U.  S.  616,  6  Sup.  Ct.  524, 
29  L.  ed.  746;  Coffey  v.  United  States, 
116  U.  8.  436,  6  Sup.  Ct.  437,  29  L, 
ed.  684;  United  States  v.  Illinois  Cent, 
E.  Co.,  170  Fed.  542,  95  C.  C.  A.  628 
United  States  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W, 
E.  Co.,  159  Fed.  33,  86  C.  C.  A.  223; 
Ateheson  v.  Everitt,  1  Cowp.  382,  98 
Eng.  Eeprint  1142.  See  also  Eoberge 
V.  Burnham,  124  Mass.  277;  Hitchcock 
V.  Munger,  15  N.  H.  97. 

30.  State  v.  West  Plains  Tel.  Co., 
232  Mo.  579,  135  S.  W.  20:  Wells  v. 
Com.,  107  Va.  834,  57  8.  E.  588,  dis- 
tingmsMng  Jernigan  v.  Com.,  104  Va. 
850,  52  S.  E.  361,  and  Ex  parte  Marx, 
86  Va.  40,-  9  S.  E.  475. 

31.  State  V.  McConnell,  70  N.  H. 
158,  46  A'tl.  458,  citing  State  v.  Pate, 
44  N.  C.  244.  See  United  States  v. 
Elliott,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,043. 

[a]  The  mere  "inaccurate  use"  of 
the  word  "fined"  does  not  warrant  the 
assumption  that  the  proceedings  are 
criminal.  Kelly  v.  Davis,  1  Head 
(Tenn.)    71. 

32.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  action  in  the  name  of  the 
commonwealth  to  recover  a  penalty  is 
not  a  civil  action  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statutes  making  judgments 
of  common  pleas  final  but  is  review- 
able on  certiorari.  While  civil  in  form  it 
is  a  proceeding  for  a  criminal  offense. 
Coin.  V.  Betts,  76  Pa.  465,  approved 
and  followed  in  Com.  v.  Butler,  39  Pa. 
Super.  125.  Compare  Mahoney  Boro  v. 
Wadlinger,  142  Pa.  308,  21  Atl.  823. 
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inquire  whether  the  proceeding  is  by  indictment  or  action.^^  But  on 
the  other  hand  it  has  been  held  that  the  character  of  the  proceeding 
is  not  changed  or  affected  by  such  considerations.^*  It  seems  the  true 
test  is  that  the  procedure  adopted  as  a  whole  determines  the  nature 
of  the  proceedings.^'  Where  the  purpose  of  the  proceeding  is  the 
personal  conviction  and  sentence  of  the  defendant,  it  is  clearly  crim- 
inal.'^ Therefore  if  a  statute  provides  a  penalty  of  fine  or  imprison- 
ment, or  both,  the  procedure  for  its  enforcement  must  be  b^  criminal 
proceedings  and  not  civil  action."  Similarly  the  prosecution  must  be 
.according  to  criminal  procedure  where  not  only  a  fine  is  imposed  but 
the  offender  is  put  under  bonds  not  to  repeat  the  offense.'* 

Actious  To  Enforce  Municipal  Ordinances.  —  In  many  jurisdictions  pro- 
ceedings to  enforce  municipal  ordinances  are  considered  merely  civil 
proceedings,  notwithstanding  the  procedure  is  to  some  degree  that 
applicable  to  criminal  proceedings.'^ 

B.  As  Being  Ex  Contractu  or  Ex  Delicto.  —  Though  in  form 
ex  contractu  the  action  for  a  penalty  is  in  substance  ex  delicto,*"  the 
weight  of  opinion  having  repudiated  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  BlaCk- 
stone,  that  the  action  arises  out  of  the  implied  contract  between  the 
individual,  and  the  community,*^  though  that  theory  is  stiU  sometimes 


33.  Mitchell  v.  State,  12  Neb.  538, 
11    N.    W.    848. 

[a]  An  information  qui  tarn  is  a 
criminal  proceeding  while  an  action 
qui  tam  is  civil.  Canfield  v.  Mitchell, 
43  Conn.  169.  But  see  Ward  v.  Tyler, 
1   Nott   &   McG.    (S.   C.)    22. 

34.  Brophy  v.  Perth  Amboy,  44  N. 
J.  L.  217,  the  court  holding  a  qui  tam 
action  to  be  civil,  says:  "The  distinc- 
tion suggested  ^hat  the  proceeding  is  to 
be  regarded  as  criminal  where  the  act 
prohibited  is  punishable  by  indictment 
or  other  criminal  procedure,  but  other- 
wise as  civil,  is  not  allowable.  The 
character  of  the  proceeding  for  the 
recovery  of  the  pecuniary  penalty  is 
not  changed  or  affected  by  such  con- 
siderations. ' ' 

35.  Mo.— State  v.  Ford,  70  Mo.  469. 
N.  Y.— City  of  Hudson  v.  Granger,  23 
Misc.  401,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  9.  Vt. 
Waters  v.  Day,  10  Vt.  487. 

36.  See  Dobbins  Distillery  v.  United 
States,  96  U.  S.  395,  24  L.  ed.  637; 
People  V.  Briggs,  114  N.  Y.  56,  20 
N.  E.  820. 

37.  Coffey  v.  United  States,  ll6  U. 
S.  436,  6  Sup.  Ct.  437,  29  L.  ed.  684; 
United  States  v.  Claflin,  97  U.  S.  546. 
24  L.  ed.  1082.  See  also:  XT.  S.— United 
States  V.  Morin,  4  Biss.  93,  26  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  15,810.  Wash.— Fowler  v. 
United  States,  1  Wash.  Ter.  3.  Wyo. 
Fein  v.  United  States,  1   Wyo.   246. 

[a]    The  prosecuting  attorney  may 
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not  waive  the  punishment  by  proceed- 
ing in  a  civil  action  to  collect  the 
money  penalty.  United.  States  v. 
Morin,  4  Biss.  93,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,810. 

38.  Pardee  v.  Smith,  27  Mich.  33. 

39.  See  the  title  "Municipal  Cor- 
porations." 

40.  U.  S.— Chaffee  v.  United  States, 
18  Wall.  516,  21  L.  ed.  908.  Ala. 
Wright  V.  Sample,  162  Ala.  222,  50  So. 
268.  See  also  Crawford  v.  Slaton,  133 
Ala.  393,  31  So.  940;  Higdon  v.  Ken- 
nemer,  120  Ala.  193.  24  So.  439;  Wil- 
liams V.  Bowden,  69  Ala.  433.  G-a. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  8i 
Ga.  408,  11  S.  E.  396.  HI.- Bowers 
V.  Green,  2  111.  42;  Coles  v.  Madison 
County,  1  111.  154.  Ind. — Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Young,  93  Ind.  118. 
N.  Y. — McCoun  v.  New  York  Cent.  & 
S.  R.  B.  Co.,  7  Lans.  75.  Pa.— Schaf- 
fer  V.  M'Namee,  13  Serg.  &  B.  44; 
Zeigler  v.  Gram,  13  Serg.  &  B.  102. 

[a]  Penalty  for  Failure  To  DeUver 
Telegram. — Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Bright,  90  Va.  778,  20  S.  E.  146. 

41.  See  cases  in  preceding  note, 
[a]     Doctrine    of    Blackstone.  —  In 

Hitchcock  V.  Munger,  15  N.  H.  97,  in 
discussing  the  nature  of  a  qui  tam 
action  the  court  says:  "In  Hill  v. 
Davis,  4  Mass.  140  (137),  following 
the  doctrine  of  Blackstone,  3  Comm. 
117,  161,  the  court  considered  the  action 
as  ex  contractu.     But  in  Hardyman  v. 
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met  with.^?    Information  qui  tam  for  a  penalty  has  been  said  to  be  in 
nature  an  action  of  tort.*' 

III.  JURISDICTION.  —  A.  Extraterritorial  Jurisdiction. 
Penal  laws  have  no  extraterritorial  force,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
enforced  as  against  persons  not  within  the  state,**  but  a  penalty  may 
be  enforced  though  part  of  the  transaction  on  which  it  is  based  took 
place  without  the  state.*^  The  law  is  fundamental  that  no  country 
will  enforce  the  penal  laws  of  another  country.*"  Pursuant  to  this 
rule  the  courts  of  one  state  will  not  enforce  the  penal  laws  of  a  sister 
state,*^  and  the  courts  of  the  respective  states  will  not  enforce  the  penal 
laws  of  the  United  States.**    The  term  "penal"  law  is  here  used  in  its 


Whitaker,  2  East  573  (n),  it  was  held 
to  b«  founded  upon  a  tort.  And  such 
is  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  Powers 
V.  Speer,  3  N.  H.  35." 

42.  Katzenstein  v.  Ealeigh  &  D.  E. 
Co.,  84  N.  C.  688.  See  also  Doughty 
V.  Atlantic,  etc.  R.  Co.,  78  N.  C.  22; 
Town  of  Edenton  v.  Wool,  65  N.  C. 
379;  City  of  Wilmington  v.  Davis,  63 
N.  C.  582.  Compare  Wartman  v.  Em- 
pire Loan  Co.,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  469. 
101  S.  W.  499. 

43.  United  States  v.  Elliott,  25  Fed. 
Cas.No.  15,043. 

44.  Jones  v.  Fidelity  Loan  &  Trust 
Co.,  7  S.  D.  122,  63  N.  W.  553.  See 
also  Western  Trans.  &  Coal  Co.  v.  Kil- 
derhousoj  87  N.  T.  430. 

45.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Pen- 
dleton, 95  Ind.  12,  the  sender  of  a 
telegram  may  recover  a  statutory  pen- 
alty   on    its   non-delivery   without    the 

46."  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  U.  S. 
657,  13  Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123; 
The  Antelope,  10  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  66, 
6  L.  ed.  268.  See  also:  U.  S. — Wis- 
consin V.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S. 
265,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed.  239; 
State  of  Indiana  v.  Alleghany  Oil  Co., 
85  Fed.  870.  Md.— First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Price,  33  Md.  487.  Mass. — Halsey 
V.  McLean.  12  Allen  438.  N.  J. — Der- 
rickson  v.  Smith,  27  N.  J.  L.  166.  Ohio. 
Kulp  V.  Fleming,  65  Ohio  St.  321,  62 
N.  E.  334.  Pa. — Aultman's  Appeal,  98 
Pa.  505. 

See  17  Standaed  Proc.  773,  note  77. 

47.  Thornton  v.  Dean,  19  S.  C.  583. 
See  also:  XJ.  S. — Stearns  v.  United 
States,  2  Paine  300,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,342.  HI.— Sherman  v.  Gassett,  9  HI. 
521.  Mass. — Gale  v.  Eastman,  7  Met. 
14.  Vt.— SlaeE  v.  Gibbs,  14  Vt.  357. 
Wis. — Bettys  v.  Milwaukee  &  St.  P. 
E.   Co.,  37   Wis.   323,  double  damages 


given  by  way  of  penalty  for  killing 
stock. 

See  IS  Standard  Proc.  648. 

[a]  This  rule-  extends  to  the  en- 
forcement of  a  judgment  based  on  a 
penal  statute  of  a  sister  state  notwith- 
standing the  constitutional  provision 
that  full  faith  and  credit  must  be 
given  to  such  judgments.  Wisconsin 
V.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S.  265,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed.  239,  citing 
.Wharton's  Conflict  of  Laws,  §833; 
Westlake's  International  Law  (1st  ed.), 
§388;  Piggott  on  Foreign  Judgments, 
§§209,  210;  2  Kames  on  Equity  (3rd 
ed.)  326,  366;  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws, 
§§600,  622,  and  disapproving  la. — In- 
diana V.  Helmer,  21  Iowa  370.  Mass. 
Healy  v.  Boot,  11  Pick.  389.  Ohio. 
Spencer  v.  Brockway,  1  Ohio  259,  in 
so  far  as  they  hold  the  contrary  on 
the  ground  that  when  these  decisions 
were  rendered  the  provisions  of  Ihe 
constitution  and  acts  of  congress  as 
to  full  faith  and  credit  had  not  been 
given  a  full  exposition  from  this  court. 
See  also  15  Standard  Proc.  648. 

48.  U.  S. — Eobertson  v.  Baldwin,  165 
U.  S.  275,  17  Sup.  Ct.  326,  41  L.  ed.' 
715.  Conn. — See  Ely  v.  Peck,  7  Conn. 
239  (where  it  was  attempted  under  an 
act  of  congress  to  enforce  a  penalty 
against  a  seaman  for  desertion) ;  Davi- 
son V.  ChampIiD,  7  Conn.  244,  where 
the  penalty  was  for  violation  of  the 
postal  laws.  Ky. — Haney  v.  Sharp,  1 
Dana  442.  Mass. — Ward  v.  Jenkins,  10 
Met.  583.  K  H.— State  v.  Pike,  15 
N.  H.  83.  N.  Y.— United  States  v. 
Lathrop,  17  Johns.  4;  Delafield  v. 
State,  2  Hill  159.  Wis.— Brigham  v. 
Claflin,  31  Wis.  607. 

[a]  Where  such  jurisdiction  has  been 
upheld  it  is  said  to  be  optional  with 
the  state  court  to  refuse  to  assume  it. 
Stearns  v.  United  States,  2  Paine  300, 
22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,341. 
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international  sense  as  distinguished  from  a  law  which  though  in  form 
a  penalty  is  remedial  in  its  nature.** 

The  United  States  courts  have  jurisdiction  to  entertain  actions  for 
the  recovery  of  penalties  given  by  state  statutes  to  individuals  to  com- 
pensate them  for  injuries  sustained,  but  will  not  entertain  jurisdiction 
of  a  cause  where  the  penalty  is  to  be  paid  to  the  state  treasury,  even 
though  part  thereof  goes  to  the  informer  or  person  suing  therefor.^" 
The  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  will  not  take  jurisdiction  of 
an  action  by  a  state  to  enforce  a  penalty  under  its  original  jurisdiction 
of  controversies  between  a  state  and  citizens  of  another  state,^^  nor 
will  that  court  lend  its  aid  to  enforce  such  penal  statutes  by  injunc- 
tion.'^ 

B.  JuEiSDiCTiON  OP  Equity  and  Admiralty  Codets.  —  It  is  a 
universal  rule  never  to  enforce*  either  a  penalty  or  a  forfeiture  in 
equity,^^  the  only  apparent  exceptions  to  this  rule  being  due  to  con- 
stitutional and  statutory  enactments  abolishing  the  distinctions  be- 
tween law  and  equity  courts.'* 

Jurisdiction  a^  at  Common  Law  or  in  Admiralty Where    a    seizure    is 

made  on  land,  the  United  States  district  court  sits  as  a  common  law 
court,  but  where  it  is  made  on  navigable  waters  the  court  sits  as  a 
court  of  admiralty.'' 

C.  Jueisdiction  of  Particulae  Courts  as  Dependent  on  Stat- 
utes. —  The  jurisdiction  of  particular  courts  to  try  actions  for  pen- 
alties and  forfeitures  is  to  be  determined  by  the  constitution  and 
statu;tes  of  the  particular  states,"'  or  by  the  constitution  and  statutes 


[b]  Jurisdiction  conferred  on  state 
by  act  of  congress  to  enforce  penalty 
created  by  the  act.  See  Missouri  Eiver 
Tel.  Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  74  III. 
217.  Compare  In  re  Second  Employers' 
Liability  Cases,  223  TJ.  S.  1,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  169,  56  L.  ed.  327,  and  17  Stand- 
AED  Peoc.  827. 

49.  See  Second  Employers'  Liabil- 
ity Cases,  223  XJ.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
169,  56  L.  ed.  327  {explaining  Claflin 
V.  Houseman,  93  TJ.  S.  130,  23  L.  ed. 
833);  Ordway  v.  Central  Nat.  Bank, 
47  Md.  217;  15  Standard  Pboc.  648. 

[a]  As  to  distinction  between  penal 
and  remedial  laws,  see  Huntington  i\ 
AttriU,  146  U.  S.  657,  13  Sup.  Ct.  224, 
36  L.  ed.  1123. 

50.  Younts  V.  Southwestern  Tel.  & 
Tele.  Co.,  192  Fed.  200.  See  also 
Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  U.  S.  657, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123;  Boston 
&  Maine  E.  Co.  v.  Kurd,  108  Fed.  116, 
47  C.  C.  A.  615;  United  Breweries  Co. 
V.  Colby,  170  Fed.  1008,  writ  of  error 
dismissed,  178  Fed.  1005. 

51.  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co., 
127  TJ.  8.  265,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L. 
ed.  239.  See  also  Oklahoma  v.  Gulf, 
C.   &  S.  P.  E.   Co.,  220  U.   S.   290,  31 
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Sup.  Ct.  437,  55  L.  ed,  469;  Hunting- 
ton V.  Attrill,  146  U.  S.  657,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123. 

52.  Oklahoma  v.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  P. 
E.  Co.,  220  TJ.  S.  290,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
437,  55  L.  ed.  469. 

53.  Woolverton  v.  Taylor,  132  111. 
197,  23  N.  E.  1007;  Queenan  v.  Palmer, 
117  111.  62,  619,  7  N.  E.  470,  613.  And 
see  the  title  "Equity  Jurisdiction  and 
Procedure." 

54.  See  Grenada  Lumb.  Co.  v.  State, 
98  Miss.  536,  54  So.  8. 

55.  "The  Sarah,"  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
391,  5  L.  ed.  644.  See  also  Shawnee 
Nat.  Bank  v.  United  States  (0.  C.  A.), 
249  Fed.  583. 

For  forfeiture  proceedings  in  ad- 
miralty, see  the  title  "Admiralty." 

56.  See  the  constitutions  and  stat- 
utes, and  the  following  cases:  Ky. 
Com.  V.  Sherman,  85  Ky.  686,  4  S.  W. 
790;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Com.,  5  Bush 
68.  Mo.— State  v.  Ford,  70  Mo.  469. 
E.  I. — State  V.  Slocum,  9  E.  I.  373. 
Tex. — State  v.  Eggerman  Co.,  81  Tex. 
569,  16  8.  W.  1067;  Aulanier  v.  The 
Governor,  1  Tex.  653;  Hill  County  v. 
J.  M.  Atkinson,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  664. 
49  S.  W.   141.  * 
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of  the  United  States." 

D.  Jurisdiction  of  Justices  and  Other  Inferior  Courts.  —  The 
jurisdiction  of  inferior  courts  such  as  justices  of  the  peace  depend 
entirely  upon  the  constitutions  and  statutes  and  upon  the  general 
principles  elsewhere  treated.^^  A  general  grant  of  civil  jurisdiction 
carries  jurisdiction  of  actions  for  penalties  in  the  absence  of  express 
contrary  intention.^^ 

E.  As  Affected  by  Amount  in  Controversy".  —  In  arriving  at 
the  minimum  or  maximum  jurisdictional  amount  the  general  rules, 
elsewhere  treated,  are  applied.^"  Where  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  suits 
for  a  particular  penalty  is  given  by  statute  to  a  justice's  court,  it  is 
not  ousted  of  jurisdiction  because  several  penalties  are  joined,  the 
aggregate  amount  of  which  exceeds  the  ordinary  jurisdictional  limit 
for  a  justice's  court.^^ 

IV.  VENUE.^^  —  At  the  early  common  law  actions  for  penalties 
were  transitory,"^  but  later  in  England,  °*  and  by  statute  in  most  of 


57.  Lees  v.  United  States,  150  TJ.  S. 
476,  14  Sup.  Ct.  163,  37  L.  ed.  1150. 

[a]  The  United  States  courts  have 
exclusive  jurisdiction  to  determine  a 
forfeiture  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States.  Gelston  v.  Hoyt,  3  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  246,  4  L.  ed.  381;  Sloeum 
V.  Mayberry,  2  Wheat.  (V.  S.)  1,  4 
L.  ed.  169.  See  also  the  title  "United 
States  Courts."- 

58.  See  the  titles  "Jurisdiction;" 
"Justices  of  the  Peace;"  also  17 
Standard  Peoc.  966,  and  the  following 
cases:  N.  J. — Koch  v.  Vanderhoof,  49 
N.  J.  L.  619,  9  Atl.  771.  Compare 
WooUey  v.  Bell,  69  N.  J.  L.  581,  55 
Atl.  66.  N.  Y.— Mayor,  etc.  of  New 
York  V.  Decker,  12  Daly  64.  Pa. — ^Ell- 
more  V.  Hoffman,  2  Ashm.  159,  follow- 
ing Zeigler  v.  Gram,  13  Serg.  &  E. 
102,  and  SchafEer  v.  M'Kaniee,  13  Serg. 
&  E.  44. 

[a]  Effect  on  justice's  jurisdiction 
of  title  to  land  being  drawn  in  (question 
in  action  of  debt  for  penalty  arising 
out  of  trespass  on  land,  see  Morrison 
V.  Bedell,  22  N.  H.  "234;  also  17  Stand- 
ard Proc.  967,  note  63  [a];  17  Stand- 
ard Proc.  946,  et  seq. 

[b]  Whether  jurisdiction  exclusive, 
see  Cal. — Smith  v.  Omnibus  E.  Co.,  36 
Cal.  281;  Eeed  v.  Omnibus  E.  Co.,  33 
Cal.  212.  Ill.-^People  v.  Young,  72 
111.  411.  N.  H. — Eocheister  v.  Eoberts, 
29  N.  H.  360.  N.  C— City  of  Wilming- 
ton V.  Davis,  63  N.  C.  582. 

59.  See  17  Standard  Proc.  866,  and 
following  cases:  111. — Indianapolis,  etc. 
E.  Co.  V.  People,  91  111.  452.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Conn.  E,  E.  Co.,  15  Gray  447. 
See  also  Hanseomb  v.  Eussell,  11  Gray 
373.     N.  J. — Koch  v.   Vanderhoof,  49 


N.  J.  L.  619,  9  Atl.  771.  N.  C— Kat- 
zenstein  v.  Ealeigh  &  G.  E.  Co.,  84 
N.  C.  688,  following  City  of  Wilming- 
ton V.  Davis,  63  N.  C.  582. 

60.  See  17  Standard  Proc.  831,  et 
seq. 

[a]  Where  several  penalties  are 
joined,  see  17  Standard  Proc.  864, 
867.  (1)  Where  the  offenS'e  is  com- 
pleted by  one  act,  additional  penalties 
for  further  acts  connected  therewith 
are  added  together  and  the  jurisdiction 
determined  by  the  sum  of  the  penalties. 
Conn.  —  Barkhamsted  v.  Parsons,  3 
Conn.  1.  Miss. — Mobile  &  O.  E.  Co., 
V.  State,  51  Miss.  137.  Can, — Eeg.  v. 
Plows,  26  Ont.  339.  Compare  Indian- 
apolis, etc.  E.  Co.  V.  People,  91  111. 
452;  and  17  Standard  Proc.  867.  (2) 
Where  the  aggregate  sum  is  above  the 
minimum  limit  of  its  jurisdiction,  the 
superior  court  has  jurisdiction.  Carter 
17.  Wilmington,  etc.  E.  Co.,  126  N.  C. 
437,  36  S.  E.  14.  See  also  Burrell  v. 
Hughes,  116  N.  C.  430,  21  S.  B.  971; 
Maggett  V.  Eoberts,  108  N.  C.  174,  12 
S.  E.   890. 

61.  Eeed  v.  Omnibus  E.  Co.,  33  Cal. 
212,  followed  in  Smith  v.  Omnibus  E. 
Co.,  36  Cal.  281. 

62.  See  generally  "Venue." 

63.  Conn. — Gilbert  v.  Marcy,  1  Kirby 
401.  Neb.— Omaha  &  B.  V.  E.  Co.  v. 
Brown,  29  Neb.  492,  46  N.  W.  39. 
N.  C. — Green  v.  Mangum,  7  N.  C.  39. 
Vt. — McLeod  v.  Connecticut,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  58  Vt.  727,  6  Atl.  648. 

See  also  Will's  Gould  on  PI.,  pp.  267, 
275,  282;  Bacon's  Abr.,  "Actions  Local 
and  Tran'sitory. " 

64.  St.  31  Eliz.,  ch.  5,  §2.  See  also 
21  Jac.  1,  ch.  4;  Whitehead  v.  Wynn, 
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the  states,  the  action  is  triable  in  the  county  where  the  offense  was 
committed."^  In  some  jurisdictions  the  statutes  specifically  permit  the 
action  to  be  brought  either  where  the  act  was  done  or  where  the  de- 
fendant is  found,""  or  in  the  case  of  forfeiture  of  property,  make  the 
venue  either  where  the  defendant  or  the  property  is  found."'  "Where 
there  is  no  statute  specifically  fixing  the  venue,  the  question  becomes 
one  for  local  construction  of  the  general  statutes  governing  venue."® 
Statutes  fixing  the  venUe  are  construed  to  be  mandatory,"^  and  it  has 
been  said  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  "subject-matter"  is  involved  so 
that  it  cannot  be  waived.'"  Where  recognizance  has  been  broken,  the 
action  is  properly  brought  in  the  county  where  the  recognizance  was 


5  M.  &  S.  427,  105  Eng.  Eeprint  1107; 
Barber  v.  Tilson,  3  M.  &  S.  429,  105 
Eng.  Eeprint  672;  Eobinsou  v.  Crarth- 
waite,  9  East  296,  103  Eng.  Eeprint 
586. 

But  by  the  "Judicature  Acts"  the 
importance  of  the  distinction  between 
local  and  transitory  actions  is  largely 
done  away  with.  Bacon's  Abr.,  "Ac- 
tions Qui  Tam, ' '  C. 

65.  See  the  statutes. 

66.  See  the  statutes,  and  act  of 
congress  March  3,  1911,  ch.  231,  §43; 
Ala.  Code,  1907,  §6110. 

[a]  Filing  Corporation  Reports. — (1) 
Proceedings  to  enforce  a  penalty 
against  a,n  officer  of  a  corporation  for 
making  and  filing  a  false  report  should 
ibe  begun  where  the  report  was  filed, 
and  not  where  a  debt  was  contracted 
on  which  the  right  to  forfeiture  was 
based.  Veeder  v.  Baker,  83  N.  Y.  156. 
(2)  Likewise  on  failure  to  file  reports 
a  corporation  should  be  sued  for  the 
penalty  in  the  county  where  the  re- 
port should  have  been  filed  and  not 
in  the  county  where  its  principal  office 
was  situated.  Com.  v.  Morrell  Eef. 
Car.  Co.,  129  Ky.  738,  112  S.   W.  860. 

[b]  A  corporation  disobeying  a<n 
order  to  do  an  act  in  a  county  other 
than  that  of  its  principal  office,  should 
be  sued  in  the  county  where  its  office 
and  officers  are  situated.  Central  E. 
Co.  V.  State,  104  Ga.  831,  31  S.  E.  531, 
42  L.  E.  A.  518. 

[c]  But  proceedings  against  a  cor- 
poration (1)  for  carrying  on  business 
without  first  complying  with  a  statute 
requiring  certain  statements  to  be  filed 
is  properly  begun  where  such  business 
is  carried  on  (Com.  v.  Grand  Cent., 
etc.  Bldg.  Com.,  97  Ky.  325,  30  S.  W. 
626),  and  (2)  the  same  rule  has  been 
applied  where  an  agent  failed  to  com- 
ply  with    certain   regulations.     Ithaca 

Vol.  XXI 


Eire  Dept.  v.  Beecher,   99  N.  Y.  429, 
2  N.  E.   154. 

[d]  Prosecution  for  accepting  re- 
bates, should  be  in  the  county  where 
they  were  given.  Com.  v.  Long,  17  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  207,  30  S.  W.  628. 

67.  See  1  Eem.  &  Bal.  Code  (Wash.), 
§966. 

68.  See  the  title  "Venue,"  and  the 
following  cases:  HI. — Crabb  v.  Young, 
146  111.  App.  48.  Miss. — Cox  v.  Boss, 
56  Miss.  481.  Neb. — MoNee  v.  Sewell, 
14  Neb.  532,  16  N.  W.  827.  Tex. 
Wartman  v.  Empire  Loan  Co.,  45  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  469,  101  S.  W.  499.  Vt. 
Slack  V.  Gibbs,  14  Vt.  357.  See  also 
McLeod  V.  Connecticut  &  P.  E.  E.  Co., 
58  Vt.   727,  6  Atl.  648. 

69.  Barton  v.  Hanauer,  4  Kan.  App. 
531,  44  Pac.  1007.  See  also  Ware  v.' 
Henderson,  25  S.  C.  385,  following 
Trapier  v.  Wa'ldo,  16  S.  C.  276.  Com- 
pare Morris  v.  Earrington,  133  Mass. 
466. 

['a]  See  as  construing  these  pro- 
visions generally:  Colo. — Denver  &  E. 
G.  E.  Co.  V.  Cahill,  8  Colo.  App.  158, 
45  Pae.  285.  Me. — Chesley  v.  Brown, 
11  Me.  143.  Neb. — Omaha  &  R.  V.  E. 
Co.  V.  Brown,  29  Neb.  492,  46  N.  W. 
39. 

[b]  Not  Applicable  to  Justice  Court. 
Fisher  V.  Bullard,  109  N.  C.  574,  13 
S.  B.  799.  Compare  Chesley  v.  Brown, 
11  Me.  143. 

[e]  The  statute  extends  to  acts  of 
omission  as  well  as  commission.  So 
held  in  Whitehead  v.  Wynn,  5  M.  & 
S.  427,  105  Eng.  Eeprint  1107,  the 
action  being  for  a  penalty  for  absent- 
ing oneself  from  a  certain  parish,  it 
was  contended  that  absenting  was  not 
committing  any  act. 

70.  Baltimore  &  0.  E.  Co.  v.  HoUes- 
iberger,  76  Ohio  St.  177,  81  F.  E.  184. 
See  the  titles  "Jurisdiction:" 
"Venue." 
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of  record  and  not  in  the  county  where  the  crime  was  committed.''^ 
Where  the  acts  constituting  the  offense  were  not  all  committed  in  one 
place,  the  question  of  venue  may  be  merely  one  of  determining  at 
what  point  in  the  chain  of  acts  the  offense  was  completed/^  or  may 
be  one  involving  simply  the  form  of  the  particular  proceeding.''* 
Where  the  cause  of  action  is  not  wholly  for  a  penalty  the  statute  does 
not  apply.''* 

V.  WHAT  IS  THE  PROPER  REMEDY.  —  A.  As  Detebmined 
BY  Statute.  —  Subject  only  to  constitutional  limitations  upon  that 
power  there  can  be  no  question  that  the  legislative  body  having  power 
to  enact  a  law  inflicting  a  penalty,  has  also  the  power  to  prescribe 
the  means  of  enforcing  the  penalty,'"  and  may  not  only  prescribe  a 
procedure  but  decree  in  whom  shall  be  the  right  of  enforcing  the 


71.  Smith  «.  Collins,  42  Kan.  259,  21 
Pac.  1058. 

72.  See  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co. 
1).  Territory,  25  Okla.  238,  105  Pae. 
677,  where  the  suit  was  for  a  penalty 
for  unlawfully  receiving  and  shipping 
game.  The  question  turns  upon  wTiether 
the  offense  was  committed,  under  the 
particular  statute,  when  the  game  was 
received  or  subsequently.  Compare 
Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  HoUens- 
berger,  76  Ohio  St.  177,  81  N.  E.  184. 

73.  See  Ah  Fong  v.  Sternes,  79  Cal. 
30,  21  Pac.  381;  People  v.  Piatt,  46 
Hun    (N.   Y.)    394. 

74.  Ah  Fong  v.  Sternes,  79  Cal.  30, 
21  Pac.  381;  Comrs.  of  Kearny  Co.  v. 
Eush,  44  Kan.  231,  24  Pae.  484. 

75.  U.  S. — Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
Humes,  115  TJ.  S.  512,  6  Sup.  Ct.  110, 
29  L.  ed.  463.  Ariz. — Miami  Copper 
Co.  V.  State,  17  Ariz.  127,  149  Pac. 
758,  762.  Ohio. — Markle  v.  Town  Coun- 
cil of  Akron,  14  Ohio  586.  Va.— South- 
ern Express  Co.  v.  Com.,  92  Va.  59,  22 
S.  E.  809.  'Wis. — State  v.  Zillmann, 
121  Wis.  472,  98  N.  W.  543. 

See  also  McFarland  v.  Mississippi 
Eiver,  etc.  E.  Co.,  175  Mo.  422,  75 
S.    W.   152. 

[a]  Statute  Construed  To  Permit 
Indictment  for  a  Mere  Penalty. — United 
States  V.  Craft,  43  Fed.  374,  following 
Unit'ed  States  v.  Moore,  11  Fed.  248; 
United  States  v.  James  Bougher,  6 
McLean  277,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,627. 
See  also  United  States  v.  Abbott,  24 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,416. 

[b]  Words  "forfeit  and  pay"  held 
to  indicate  civil  remedy  intended. 
United  States  v.  Claflin,  97  U.  S.  546, 
24  L.  ed.  1082. 

[c]  "Sued  for  and  recovered"  (1) 
has   been   held   to    be    primarily    ap- 


plicable to  civil  actions  (Stockwell  i). 
United  States,  13  Wall.  531,  20  L.  ed. 
491),  (2)  but  do  not  of  themselves 
preclude  a  criminal  proceeding.  United 
States  V.  Moore,  11  Fed.  248.  See  also 
Walsh  V.  United  States,  3  Woodb.  & 
M.  341,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,116.  But 
compare  State  v.  Helfrid,  2  Nott  & 
McC.   (S.  C.)   233. 

[d]  "Action  at  law"  construed  to 
mean  criminal  prosecution.  State  v. 
Carr,  6  Ore.  133. 

[e]  Fines  for  Offenses  May  Be  Re- 
covered by  CivU  Action. — Com.  v.  Sher- 
man, 85  Ky.  686,  4  S.  W.  790;  Com. 
V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  80  Ky.  291; 
Harp  V.  Com.,  22  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1792, 
61  S.  W.  467;  Com.  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.,  18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  610,  37 
S.  W.  589.  See  Equitable  Life  Assur. 
Soc.  V.  Com.,  113  Ky.  126,  67  S.  W. 
388;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Com., 
112  Ky.  635,  6F'S.  W.  505. 

[f]  Construing  "fines"  and  "pen- 
alises" as  indicating  civil  or  criminal 
form  of  proceeding  intended  by  stat- 
ute, see  111. — Carle  v.  People,  12  111. 
285.  Minn. — State  v.  Horgan,'55  Minn. 
183,  56  N.  W.  688.  Neb.— State  v.  Mis- 
souri Pac.  E.  Co.,  64  Neb.  679,  90  N. 
W.  877.  N.  H.— State  v.  Marshall,  69 
N.  H.  549,  15  Atl.  210.  Va.— Eussell 
V.  Louisville,  etc.  E.  Co.,  93  Va.  322, 
25  S.  E.  99.  Wis.— State  v.  Hamley, 
137  Wis.  458,  119  N.  W.  114.  See  also 
Stoltman  v.  Lake,  124  Wis.  -  462,  102 
N.  W.  920;  Ogden  v.  City  of  Madison, 
111  Wis.  413,  87  N.  W.  568;  Chafln 
V.  Waukesha  Co.,  62  Wis.  463,  22  N. 
W.  732;  City  of  Oshkosh  v.  Schwartz, 
55  Wis.  483,  13  N.  W.  552;  State  v. 
Hayden,  32  Wis.  663. 

[g]  Changing  form  of  remedy  con- 
strued not  to  change  grade  of  offense. 
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penalty,  and  to  whom  the  penalty  shall  belong  when  recovered/* 

Exclusiveness  of  Statutory  Remedy.  —  Generally  the  method  of  enforc- 
ing a  penalty  prescribed  by  the  statute  creating  a  penalty,  fine  or 
forfeiture  is  exclusive,"  especially  where  the  statute  creates  a  new 
oifense,  prescribes  a  penalty  and  a  method  of  enforcing  that  penalty.^* 
If  the  offense  was  formerly  punishable,  but  a  statute  creates  a  new 
method  of  punishment,  the  new  method  is  merely  cumulative.^®    The 


State  V.  Maze,  6  Humph.   (Tenn.)   17. 

[h]  Use  of  Words  "Bill,  Plaint  or 
Information." — By  weight  of  opinion 
indictment  lies  as  well  as  civil  action. 
Wiley  V.  Tale,  1  Met.  (Mass.)  553; 
State  V.  Meyer,  1  Spears  (S.  C.)  305; 
State  V.  Helfrid,  2  Nott  &  McC.  (S.  C.) 
233,  explaining  State  v.  Matthews,  2 
Brev.  82.  But  to  the  contrary,  see 
State  V.  Corwin,  4  Mo.  609;  Journey  v. 
State,  1  Mo.  428. 

[i]  That  word  '  'bill' '  means  '  'debt,' ' 
hence  action  of  debt  lies.  Sims  v. 
Alderson,  8  Leigh   (35  Va.)   479.  | 

[j]  Penalties  for  acts  not  criminal 
a,t  common  law  need  not  be  prosecuted 
by  criminal  charge  under  the  constitu- 
tion. Railway  Co.  v.  State,  56  Ark. 
166,  19  S.  W.  572.  See  also  Kansas 
City,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  State,  63  Ark.  134, 
37  S.  W.  1047;  Railway  Co.  v.  State, 
55  Ark.  200,  17  S.  W.  806. 

76.  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  Com.,  92 
Va.  59,  22  S.  E.  809,  giving  fines  to 
a  particular  fund. 

[a]  In  absence  of  statute  no  part  of 
fine  can  be  given  to  informer.  State 
V.  Sinnot,  15  Neb.  472,  19  N.  W.  613. 

[b]  Permitting  Any  One  To  Sue. 
Coustitu<tionallty. — Acts  giving  the  pen- 
alty prescribed  for  a  violation  of  a 
statute  to  anyone  who  will  sue  for  the 
same  are  constitutional.  Goodwin  v. 
Caraleigh  Fertilizer  Works,  119  N.  C. 
120,  25  S.  E.  795;  Sutton  v.  Phillips, 
116  N.  C.  502,  21  S.  E.  968. 

77.  Cal. — Reed  v.  Omnibus  R.  Co., 
33  Cal.  212,  followed  in  Smith  v.  Omni- 
bus E.  Co.,  36  Cal.  281.  Mass.— Wiley 
».  Tale,  1  Met.  553.  Mo. — State  v. 
Corwin,  4  Mo.  609.  See -also  Journey 
V.  State,  1  Mo.  428.  S.  C— State  v. 
Meyer,  1  Spears  305;  State  v.  Helfrid, 
2  Nott  &  McO.  233;  State  v.  Matthews, 
2  Brev.  82.  Va. — Sims  v.  Alderson,  8 
Leigh  (35  Va.)  479. 

78.  V.  S.— United  States  v.  Laeski, 
29  Fed.  699:  Pentlarge  v.  Kirby,  19 
Fed.  501.  Cal.— People  v.  Craycroft, 
2  Cal.  243,  cited  with  approval  in  Coun- 
ty of  Monterey  v.  Abbott,  77  Cal.  541, 
20  Pac.   73,   18  Pac.   113.     Ky.— Com. 
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V.  Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co.,  18  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  610,  37  S.  W.  589.  Neb.— State 
iy.  Sinnott,  15  Neb.  472,  19  N.  W.  613. 
N.  C— State  v.  Snuggs,  85  N.  C.  541; 
State  V.  Loftin,  19  N.  C.  31.  Eng. 
Millar  v.  Taylor,  4  Burr.  2303,  2323, 
98  Eng.  Reprint  201.  See  also  The 
Queen  v.  Buchanan,  8  Q.  B.  888,  115 
Eng.  Reprint  1107;  Rex  v.  Wright,  1 
Burr.  543,  97  Eng.  Reprint  441;  Eei 
V.  Davis,  1  Sayer  163,  96  Eng.  Reprint 
839;  Castle's  Case,  Cro.  Jac.  644,  79 
Eng.  Reprint  555;  The  Queen  v.  Hall. 
L.  E.  (1891),  1  Q.  B.  747. 

79.  CaJ. — People  v.  Craycroft,  2  Cal. 
.243,  cited  with  approval  in  County  of 
Monterey  v.  Abbott,  77  Cal.  541,  20 
Pac.  73,  18  Pac.  113.  Neb.-— State  v. 
Sinnott,  15  Neb.  472,  19  N.  W.  613. 
N.  C— State  v.  Loftin,  19  N.  C.  31. 
S.  C. — Gibbes  v.  Town  Council  of  Beau- 
fort, 20  S.  C.  213.  Eng.- Rex  v.  Rob- 
inson, 2  Burr.  800,  97  Eng.  Reprint 
568.  See  also  Rex  v.  Boyall,  2  Burr. 
832,  97  Eng.  Reprint  586;  Rex  v. 
Davis,  1  Sayer  163,  96  Eng.  Reprint 
839;  Queen  v.  Hall,  L.  E.  (1891),  1 
Q.  B.  747;  Reg.  v.  Lovibond,  1871,  24 
L.  T.  357.  * 

[a]  Presumption  as  to  Intent  To 
Create  New  Remedy. — ^In  the  absence 
of  language  showing  a  clear  intention 
so  to  do,  it  will  not  be  presumed  that 
it  was  the  intention  by  a  new  statute 
to  take  away  the  well  recognized  meth- 
od of  enforcing  a  penalty  by  indict- 
ment. United  States  v.  Stevenson,  215 
U.  S.  190,  80  Sup.  Ct.  35,  54  L.  ed. 
153;  Snowden  v.  State,  69  Md.  203,  14 
Atl.  528.  Compare  United  States  v. 
James  Bougher,  6  McLean,  277.  24  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  14,627. 

[b]  Effect  of  Prescribing  Penalty 
in  Subsequent  Clause.— Since  the  do- 
ing of  an  act  forbidden  by  law  is  a 
misdemeanor  at  common  law,  it  has 
been  held  that  indictment  lies  where 
the  mode  of  procedure  is  specified  only 
in  a  subsequent  statute  or  subsequent 
substantive  clause  of  the  same  statute. 
Phillips  V.  State,  19  Tex.  158.  See  also 
Moore  v.  State,  9  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  353. 
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rule  applies  not  only  to  the  extent  of  forbidding  criminal  procedure 
where  a  civil  action  is  prescribed  by  the  statute,^"  and  conversely  that 
a  civil  action  will  not  lie  where  a  criminal  proceeding  is  specified,^^ 
but  applies  also  to  the  particular  form  of  the  civil  action  to  be  used.^^ 
The  character  of  the  procedure  is  not  to  be  determined  merely  by  the 
classification  of  the  statute  in  a  re-compilation.^^  The  statutes  some- 
times provide  that  the  remedy  shall  not  be  exclusive.^* 

B.  Rules  "Where  No  Pkocbduee  Is  Prescribed.  —  1.  Oommon 
Law  Remedy  by  Indictment.  —  If  a  statute  fails  to  prescribe  any 
method  of  enforcing  a  penalty  for  an  offense,  created  by  it,  indictment 
lies  at  common  law,^^  though  in  jurisdictions  which  do  not  recognize 


[c]  Prosecutions  of  Distinct  Com- 
mon Law  Offense. — The  giving  of  a 
penalty  and  prescribing  .a  remedy  does 
not  take  away  the  common  law  right 
to  prosecute  by  indictment  for  a  dis- 
tinct common  law  offense.  Stat©  v. 
Cole,  2  McCord  (S.  C.)  117. 

80.  Mo.— State  v.  Ford,  70  Mo.  469, 
Ohio. — State  v.  Chandler,  8  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)  322.  Tenn. — State  v.  Maze, 
6  Humph.  17;  Moore  v.  State,  9  Yerg. 
353.  Can. — Eex  v.  Hays,  14  Ont.  L.  E. 
201. 

[a]  Embargo  Act. — ^United  States  v. 
Allen,  4  Day  474,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,431.  See  also  United  States  v. 
Gadsby,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  55,  25  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  15,180;  United  States  v.  Ellis. 
1  Cranch  C.  C.  125.  25  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15.046. 

[b]  Keeping  a  Billiard  Table  With- 
out Iiicense. — State  v.  Fillyaw,  3  Ala. 
735.  See  also  State  v.  Matthews.  2 
Brev.    (S.    CI    82. 

[c]  Failure  To  Signal  at  Railway 
Crossing. — Kansas  City,  etc.  R.  Co.  v. 
State.  63  Ark.  134,  37  S.  W.  1047; 
Railway  Co.  v.  State,  55  Ark.  200.  17 
S.  W.  806. 

81.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  220  U.  S.  559,  578,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  612,  55  L.  ed.  582.  See  also  Hepner 
V.  United  States,  213  U.  S.  103.  29 
Sup.  CI  474,  53  L.  ed.  720;  Ward  V. 
Tyler,  1  Nott  &  McC.  (S.  C.)  22. 

82.  Confrey  v.  Stark,  73  HI.  187. 
Se«  also  Race  v.  Oldridge,  90  111.  250; 
Vaughan  v.  Thompson,  15  111.  39. 
Compare  Wiley  v.  Yale,  1  Met.  (Mass.) 
553. 

[a]  Where  the  statirtes  prescribe  an 
action  of  debt  for  the  enforcement  of 
a  town  ordinance  that  form  of  action 
must  be  used.  Israel  v.  Town  of  Jack- 
sonville. 2  HI.  290. 

83.  Wells  V.  Com.,  107  Va.  834,  57 
S.  E.  588,  putting  "Sunday  law"  in 


chapter  treating  of  offenses  against 
morality  and  decency.  See  also 
United  States  v.  Howard,  17  Fed.  638, 
where  putting  sections  in  the  same 
title  in  a  revision  was  held  not  to 
limit  the  method  of  proceeding.  But 
oomp<ir«  United  States  v.  Payne,  22 
Fed.  426,  and  In  re  Seagraves,  4  Okla. 
422,  48  Pac.  272,  where  the  same  stat- 
ute was  declared  to  provide  only  a 
penalty  recoverable  by  action  of  debt 
and  not  to  create  an  indictable  of- 
fense. 

84.  See  the  statutes,  and  State  v. 
Mackin,  51  Mo.  App.  129,  disUnguisMng 
State  V.  Amor,  77  Mo.  568.  See  also 
McFarland  v.  Mississippi  River,  etc'.  R. 
Co.,  175  Mo.  422,  75  S.  W.  152,  where 
a  penalty  recoverable  only  by  an  in- 
jured party  was  held  to  be  of  a  pri- 
vate nature  and  not  within  the '  stat- 
ute. 

85.  Mass. — Colburn  v.  Sweet,  1  Met. 
232.  R.  I.— State  v.  Smith,  35  R.  1. 
285,  86  Atl.  887;  State  v.  Providence 
Gas  Co.,  27  R.  I.  142,  61  Atl.  44.  S.  0. 
See  State  v.  Meyer,  1  Spears  305. 

[a]  Indictment  Proper.— In  State  v, 
McConnell,  70  N.  H.  158,  46  Atl.  458, 
quoted  with  approval  in  State  v.  Water- 
house,  71  N.  H.  488,  53  Atl.  304,  the 
court  says:  "A  forfeiture  prescribed 
by  statute  for  an  offense  created  by 
statute  is  properly  recovered  by  in- 
dictment or  information  when  no  per- 
son is  named  to  take  the  penalty." 
Both  cases  cite  State  v.  Tappan,  15 
N.  H.  91.  wherein  it  was  held  that 
the  statute  of  limitations  recoffniz<!d 
indictment  as  a  proper  mode  of  prose- 
cution in  behalf  of  the  state  where 
no  prosecution  was  instituted  by  an 
individual. 

[b]  Statute  prescribing  recovery  by 
"due  process" — indictment  lies.  Rans- 
dell  V.  Patterson,  1  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
489. 

Vol.  XXI 


272 


PENALTIES,  FORFEITURES  AND  FINES 


the  common  law,  such  a  statute  is  said  to  be  unenforceable.*'  If  no 
procedure  be  prescribed  where  an  act  is  declared  to  be  unlawful  and 
a  punishment  or  penalty  is  annexed  thereto,  the  sovereignty  may 
proceed  either  by  civil  action  or  by  indictment,  or  by  information.*' 

2.  Action  of  Debt.  —  Where  the  form  of  the  action  is  not  specified, 
it  has  been  almost  universally  held  that  debt  will  lie  for  the  recovery 
of  a  pecuniary  penalty;*^  but  it  has  been  held  that  debt,  assumpsit, 
tresspass,  or  case,  lies  as  the  particular  nature  of  the  wrong  or  injury 
may  require.*'  Also  from  its  nature,  debt  cannot  lie  unless  the 
penalty  prescribed  be  a  sum  certain'"  or  capable  of  being  eaisily  as- 


86.  State  v.  WilliamSj  7  Bob.  (La.) 
252. 

87.  TJ.  S. — United  States  v.  Steven- 
son, 215  U.  S.  190,  80  Sup.  Ct.  35,  54 
L.  ed.  153;  Lees  v.  United  Sta'tes,  150 
U.  S.  476,  14  Sup.  Ct.  163,  37  L.  ed. 
1150;  Adams  v.  "Woods,  2  Cranch  336, 

2  L.  ed.  297;  Walsh  v.  United  States, 

3  "Woodb.  &  M.  341,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
17,116;  United  States  v.  James  Bough- 
er,  6  McLean  277,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14.627.  Minn.— State  v.  Shelvin-Car- 
penter  Co.,  99  Minn.  158,  108  N.  W. 
935,  reaffirmed  in  102  Minn.  470,  113 
N.  W.  634,  114  N.  W.  738.  Neb. 
State  V.  Missouri  Pae. .  E.  Co.,  64  Neb. 
679,  90  N.  W.  877,  citing  State  v.  Sin- 
nott,  15  Neb.  472,  19  N.  W.  613; 
Mitchell  V.  State.  12  Neb.  538,  11 
N.  W.   848. 

88.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Tilden, 

28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,523;  United  States 
V.  James  Bougher,  6  McLean  277,  24 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,627.  See  also  Walsh 
V.  United  States,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  341, 

29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,116;  United  States 
V.  Elliott,.  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,043; 
United  States  v.  Allen,  24  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  14,431;  United  States  v.  Stoekwell, 
3  Cliff.  284,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,466; 
Jacob  V.  United  States.  1  Brock.  520, 
13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,157.  '  Ala.— Southern 
Car  &  F.  Co.  v.  Calhoun  County,  141 
Ala.  250,  37  So.  425,  following  Spence 
V.  Thompson,  11  Ala.  746.  Ariz. 
Miami  Copper  Co.  v.  State,  17  Ariz. 
127,  149  Pac.  758.  Conn.— Drakesly 
V.  Boots,  2  Boot  138.  Ga.— Western 
Union  Tel.   Co.  v.  Taylor,  84  Ga.  408, 

11  S.  B.  396.  111.— Vaughan  v.  Thomp- 
son, 15  ni.  39.  Ky.— Portland  Dry 
Dock,  etc.  Co.  v.  Trustees  of  Portland, 

12  B.  Mon.  77.  Me.— Eockland  v. 
Farnsworth,  87  Me.  473,  32  Atl.  1012. 
Itliss.— Mobile  &  O.  B.  Co.  v.  State, 
51  Miss.  137.  N.  H.— Craig  v.  Genrish, 
58  N.  H.  513.  Ohio.— Markle  v.  Town 
Council  of  Akron,  14  Ohio  586.    Tenia. 
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Wood  V.  Mayor,  ete.  of  Grand  Junc- 
tion, 5  Heisk.  440;  Meaher  v.  Mayor, 
ete.  of  Chattanooga,  1  Head  74;  Kelly 
V.  Davis,  1  Head  71.  Va. — Eussell  v. 
Louisville,  etc.  B.  Co.,  93  Va.  322.  25 
S.  E.  99;  Sims  v.  Alderson,  8  Leigh 
479.  W.  Va.— West  v.  Bawson,  40  W. 
Va.  48,  21  S.  E.  1019.  Can.— Church 
«.  Bichards,  6  U.  C.  Q.  B.  562. 

[a]  Though  the  act  complaiQed  of 
was  itself  a  trespass  (1)  the  penalty 
must  be  recovered  in  debt  and  not  in 
trespass  vi  et  armis  fMcKenzie  v.  Gib- 
son, 73  Ala.  204;  Eobley  v.  Culwell.  69 
111.  App.  272);  or  (2)  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit  (Ala. — Blackburn  id. 
Baker,  7  Port.  284.  Miss.— Elder  v. 
Hilzheim,  35  Miss.  231.  N.  H. — Jarvin 
V.  Scammon,  29  N.  H.  280;  Morrison 
V.  Bedell,  22  N.  H.  234.  N.  J.— Lett 
V.  Laventhal,  80  N.  J.  L.  216.  76  Atl. 
328,  following  Crane  v.  Case,  1  N.  .1. 
L.  53;  Cato  V.  Gill,  1  N.  J.  L.  11), 
or  (3)  trespass  on  the  case.  Eussell 
V.  Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co..  93  Va.  322. 
25   S.  E.   99. 

[b]  That  an  action  for  a  penalty 
would  fail  because  no  provision  was 
made  for  removing  the  cause  from  the 
justice  court  to  the  common  pleas  on 
title  t6  land  being  drawn  in  question, 
is  no  reason  for  assuming  that  the 
legislature  intended  to  give  an  action 
of  trespass  for  penalties  growing  out 
of  trespass  on  land  where  the  general 
statute  gives  justices  jurisdiction  of 
actions  of  debt  for  penalties.  Mor- 
rison V.  Bedell,  22  N.  H.  234. 

89.  Mapel  v.  John,  42  W.  Va.  30, 
24  a.  E.  608,  so  a  penalty  for  mining 
too  close  to  the  division  line  of  an 
adjoining  owner  may  be  recovered  by 
such  owner  in  case  which  is  a  statutory 
substitute  for  trespass. 

90.  Hepner  v.  United  States,  213 
U.  S.  103,  29  Sup.  Ct.  474,  53  L.  ed. 
720,  quoted  with  approval  in  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  B.  Co.  V.  United  States,  S20 
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eertainable.  The  matter  is  regulated  by  statute  in  some  states,^^ 
and,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  the  nature  of  the  punishment  demanded 
may  compel  the  adoption  of  criminal  procedure.^^  Therefore  the  rule 
is  frequently  stated  to  be  that  in  the  absence  of  special  provisions 
fines  are  recoverable  by  indictment  and  pecuniary  forfeitures  by  an 
action  of  debt,®'  and  this  distinction  will  sometimes  be  found  carried 
into  the  statutes.** 

3.  A  libel  in  rem  is  not  the  proper  remedy  to  enforce  a  penalty 
unless  the  statute  authorizes  it,'"  but  is  an  appropriate  method  of  en- 
forcing a  forfeiture.*^ 

4.  Information  To  Enforce  Forfeiture.  —  Procedure  by  informa- 
tion is  a  proper  remedy  to  enforce  a  forfeiture  even  where  the 
statute  does  not  specifically  so  provide." 

5.  Arbitration.  —  Under  the  compulsory  arbitration  acts  it  has 
been  held  that  whether  actions  for  penalties  could  be  arbitrated  de- 
pends upon  whether  the  purpose  of  imposing  the  penalty  be  strictly 
punitive  or  merely  compensatory.** 

VI.  MATTERS  PRELIMINARY  TO  RIGHT  TO  BRING  PRO- 
CEEDINGS. —  A.    Necessity  of  Previous  Conviction.  —  Where  the 


U.  S.  559,  31  Sup.  Ct.  612,  55  L.  ed. 
582.  See  also  Oceanic  Steam  Naviga- 
tion Co.  V.  Stranahan,  214  tJ.  S.  320. 
29  Sup.  Ct.  671,  53  L.  ed.  1013;  Chaffee 
V.  United  States,  18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  516. 
21  L.  ed.  908. 

[a]  Where  the  amount  of  the  fine 
is  discretionary  with  the  court  debt 
does  not  lie.  United  States  v.  Morin, 
4  Biss.  93,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15.810. 
See  also  People  v.  Craycroft,  2  Cal. 
243;  City  of  Hudson  v.  Granger,  23 
Misc.  401,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  9.  Contra, 
Eockwell  V.  State,  11  Ohio  130. 

91.  See  the  statutes,  and  Com.  v. 
Connecticut  R.  R.  Co.,  15  Gray  (Mass.) 
447.  See  also  Levy  v.  Goudy,  2  Allen 
(Mass.)  320,  the  statute  pres^ibes  ac- 
tions of  tort. 

92.  See  supra,  II,  A.  Compare  also 
caBes  distinguishing  and  defining  fines 
and  penalties,  supra,  I. 

93.  Minn. — State  v.  Horgan,  55 
Minn.  183,  56  N.  W.  688.  Neb.— State 
V.  Missouri  Pae.  R.  Co.,  64  Neb.  679, 
90  N.  W.  877.  N.  H.— State  v.  Mar- 
shall, 64  N.  H.  549,  15  Atl.  210. 

94.  See  the  statutes,  and  State  c. 
Slocum,  9  R.  I.  373.  See  also  State 
V.  Providence  Gas  Co..  27  R.  I.  142, 
61  Atl.  44. 

95.  United  States  v.  Church,  1 
Woods  275,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,762; 
The  James  D.  Parker,  13  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  7,193.  See  1  Standaed  Peoc.  420, 
note  50. 


96.  Se«  1  Standard  Proc.  420,  not* 
52,  and  The  Sarah,  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
391,  5  L.  ed.  644. 

97.  The  Bolina,  1  Gall.  75,  3  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  1,608.  See  United  States  v. 
Twenty-five  Barrels  of  Alcohol.  28  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,562;  United  States' ■;;.  Three 
Hundred  &  Ninetv-six  Barrels  Distilled 
Spirits,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,503. 

98.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  "A  criminal  proaecution,  wheth- 
er it  be  by  indictment  or  action,  is 
not  within  the  purview  of  the  com- 
pulsory arbitration  act;  as  in  the  case 
of  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  for 
a  breach  of  the  revenue  laws.  Buck- 
waiter  V.  United  States,  11  Serg.  & 
Eawle  193.  On  the  other  hand,  an  ac- 
tion for  a  penalty  which  is  imposed, 
not  to  punish  the  act  as  an  offense,  but 
to  compensate  the  party  aggrieved,  as 
in  the  case  of  a  penalty  for  omitting 
to  serve  notice  of  the  meeting  of  arbi- 
trators, which  is  strictly  a  private  in- 
jury, may  be  referred  at  the  option  of 
either  party.  The  Commonwealth  for 
the  use  of  Rogers  v.  Bennett,  16  Serg. 
&  R.  243."  So  it  was  held  that  a 
penalty  for  the  taking  of  illegal  fees 
by  the  sheriff  may  be  arbitrated.  Me- 
vay  V.  Edmiston,  1  Rawle  (Pa.)  457. 

[b]  A  voluntary  submission  to  arbi- 
tration by  one  who  had  not  commenced 
an  action  would  not  bar  proceedings 
by  some  other  party.  Middleton  v. 
Wilmington,  etc.  E.  ^o.,  95  N.  C.  167. ' 
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proceedings  are  in  rem  no  previous  conviction  is  necessary,^^  Though 
the  statutes  in  some  instances  clearly  make  conviction  a  condition 
precedent,^  the  mere  use  of  the  word  "convicted"  in  the  statute  does 
not  imply  that  there  must  have  been  a  previous  conviction  before  the 
action  lies  for  the  penalty  imposed.^  On  the  other  hand  the  civil 
action  for  the  penalty  is  sometimes  made  separate  and  distinct  from 
the  criminal  prosecution  for  the  same  act.' 

B.  Preliminaby  Complaint.  —  An  action  for  a  penalty  need  not 
be  preceded  by  a  formal  written  preliminary  complaint.* 

VII.  PARTIES. —  A.  Informer's  Eight  To  Sue.  —  1.  At  Com- 
mon Law.  —  At  common  law  actions  to  recover  penalties  were  often 
prosecuted  by  what  were  known  as  "common  informers. "°  At  the 
early  common  law  the  informer  began  the  proceeding  in  his  own 
name,^  but  by  the  later  common  law  the  action  was  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  sovereign  on  the  relation  of  the  reformer.'^ 

2.  Statutory  Authority  To  Sue  Necessary.  —  It  is  now  settled  that 
to  authorize  an  informer  to  prosecute  in  his  own  name  there  must 
be  statutory  authority  either  express,^  or  given  by  necessary  implica- 


99.  Dobbins  Distillery  v.  United 
States,  96  U.  S.  395,  24  1,.  ed.  637; 
The  Palmyra,  12  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  1,  6 
L.  ed.  531,  quoted  with  approval  in 
The  Three  Friends,  166  U.  S.  1,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  495,  41  L.  ed.  897.  See  also 
Jones  V.  Mason,  12  Ark.  687. 

1.  See  Tissot  v.  Dubuclet,  33  La. 
Ann.  703,  a  previous  conviction  was 
held  necessary  under  a  statute  directed 
against  treasurers  who  should  wilfully 
neglect  to  pay  warrants  which  read: 
"He  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor in  office,  and,  upon  convic- 
tion thereof,  shall  be  fined  in  a  sum 
not  less  than  five  hundred  dollars  for 
the  use  of  the  State,  and  shall  forfeit 
and  pay  to  the  holder  of  such  war- 
rants fourfold  the  amount  thereof,  to 
be  recovered  against  him  and  his  se- 
curity on  his  official  bond," 

2.  Ala. — Reagh   v.   Spann,    3    Stew. 

100.  Ga. — Payne  v.  Coursey,  20  Ga. 
585.  Pa. — Garmau  v.  Gamble,  10  Watts 
382.  See  also  Agnew  v.  McElhare,  18 
Pa.  484.  Tenn. — Meaher  v.  Mayor,  etc. 
of  Chattanooga,  1  Head  74. 

3.  People  V.  Waterbury,  44  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  493,  cited  with  approval  in 
People  V.  Snyder,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  415. 

4.  Durbin   v.   People,   54    111.    App. 

101,  a  resolution  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors directing  the  state's  attorney  to 
bring  suit  is  sufficient  on  which  to 
base  a  declaration. 

Preliminary  complaints  In  crimiual 
proceedings,  see  the  title  "Indictment 
and  Information." 
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5.  Williams  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co. 
Exp.,  177  Fed.  352,  101  C.  C.  A.  328, 
citing  3  Bl.  Com.  (Cooley's  ed.)  160. 
See  12  Standard  Pkoc.  87,  233. 

6.  O 'Kelly  v.  The  Athens  Mfg.  Co.. 
36  Ga.  51. 

7.  O 'Kelly  v.  Athens  Mfg.  Co.,  36 
Ga.  51,  offenders  procured  their  friends 
to  bring  the  action.  "This  abuse  of 
the  suit  producing  so-  much  collusion 
caused  the  enactment  of  4th  Henry 
7th,  ch.  20.  After  this  enactment, 
suits  to  recover  penalties  and  for- 
feitures were  brought  most  usually  in 
the  name  of  the  king  upon  the  rela- 
tion of  the  informer,  and  not  other- 
wise, unless  by  statutory  provision." 

8.  XT.  S. — Williams  v.  Wells,  Fargo 
&  Co.  Express,  177  Fed.  352,  101  C. 
C.  A.  328;  Parson  v.  Hunter,  2  Sumn. 
419,  18  Fed.  Cag.  No.  10,778.  HI. 
People  V.  Columbian  Nat.  L.  Ins.  Co., 
187  111.  App.  37.  Me.— Inhabitants  of 
Wiscasset  v.  Trundy,  12  Me.  204.  Mass. 
Smith  V.  Look,  108  Mass.  139;  Col- 
burn  V.  Swett,  1  Met.  232.  N.  Y. 
Seward  v.  Beach,  29  Barb.  239;  Town 
of  Stamford  v.  Calhoun,  125  N.  Y. 
Supp.  910.  Wis. — Lynch  v.  Steamer 
"Economy,"  27  Wis.  69.  Eng. — Davis 
V.  Edmonson,  3  B.  &  P.  382,  127  Eng. 
Eeprint  209;  Barnard  v.  Gostling,  2 
East  569,   102  Eng.  Eeprint  487. 

[a]  Compar^e  Megargell  v.  Hazleton 
Coal  Co.,  8  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  342, 
where  the  court  says:  "A  common  in- 
former may  bring  an  action  in  his 
own   name,  whether   the    penalty    be 
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tion.^  The  fact  that  one  may  have  a  duty  to  perform  in  connection 
with  the  matter  out  of  which  the  penalty  arises  is  not  sufficient  to  give 
him  authority  to  sue.^°  General  provisions  are  found  in  some 
states  governing  the  right  to  sue  where  the  particular  statute  does  not 
speeify,^^  but  a  distinction  has  been  drawn  between  such  statutes  and 
those  which  merely  prescribe  the  form  of  action  to  be  adopted,^^  or 
which  provide  what  official  shall  act.^^  The  mere  recognition  in  gen- 
eral provisions  of  the  statutes  that  informers  may  sue  in  their  own 
names  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  doing  so  under  a  statute  not  giving 
the  "right/** 

3.  Construction  of  Particular  Statutes  as  Giving  Right.  —  As  in 
other  cases  of  statutory  construction  the  intent  of  the  legislature  and 
not  the  particular  words  used,  governs.^''  Thus  while  the  mere  use 
of  the  term  "informer  "does  not  of  itself  imply  that  he  may  be  the 
plaintiff,^"  the  use  of  "prosecutor,"  or  "who  may  prosecute,"  and 
the  like,  has  generally  been  held  sufficient  to  confer  the  right  to  sue,^' 
as  is  the  use  of  such  words  as  "sue  for"  or  "to  be  sued  for,"^*  and 


given  to  him  in  whole  or  in  part,  and 
that  without  any  positive  direction  in 
the  Act  imposing  the  penalty.  But  in 
the  Act  on  whicTi  this  suit  is  brought, 
the  penalty  is  to  be  recovered  by  any 
person  suing  for  the  same." 

[b]  New  Hampshire. — Eight  of  pri- 
vate person  to  bring  action  is  abol- 
ished by  statute.  See  Laws,  1899,  ch. 
31;  Bartlett  v.  Mansfield.  76  N.  H. 
582,  85  Atl.   756. 

9.  Williams  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co. 
Exp.,  177  Fed.  352,  101  C.  C.  A.  328, 
35  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1034;  Bradlaugh 
V.  Clarke,  L.  B.  8  App.  Gas.  (Bng.) 
354. 

10.  Matthews  v.  Offley,  3  Sumn.  115, 
16  Fed.  Gas.  No.  9,290,  a  consul  can- 
not prosecute  in  his  own  name  an 
action  for  a  penalty  against  a  master 
for  refusing  to  transport  destitute  sea- 
men, although  the  statute  makes  it 
the  duty  of  the  consul  to  provide  for 
such   seamen. 

fa,]  Committee  charged  -with  duty  to 
prosecute  all  violations  of  a  statute 
could  not  bring  an  action  for  a  pen- 
alty provided  by  another  section 
wherein  a  popular  action  was  to  be 
brought  by  any  inhabitant.  Vinton  v. 
Welsh,   9  Pick.    (Mass.')    87. 

11.  See  the  statutes,  and  Mo. — Me- 
Farland  v.  Mississippi  Eiver,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  175  Mo.  422,  75  S.  W.  152;  Scott 
V.  Missouri  Pae.  E.  Co.,  38  Mo.  App. 
523.  N.  0. — Carter  v.  Wilmington,  etc. 
E.  Co..  126  N.  C.  437,  36  S.  B.  14; 
Goodwin  v.  Caraleigh  Fertilizer  Works, 
119  N.  C.  120,  25  S.  E.  795;  Sutton 
V.   Phillips,  116   N.   C   502,   21   8.   E. 


968;  Burrell  v.  Hughes,  116  N.  C.  430, 
21  S.  E.  971;  Hodge  v.  Marietta,  ete. 
E.  Co.,  108  N.  C.  24,  12  S.  E.  1041; 
Middleton  v.  Wilmington,  etc.  E.  Co.. 
95  N.  G.  167;  Norman  v.  Dunbar,  53 
N.  G.  317.  Ohio. — Cause  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  E.  Co.,  4  Ohio  Dee. 
(Eeprint)    369. 

12.  Colburn  v.  Swettj  1  Met.  (Mass.) 
232. 

13.  State  ex  rel.  Clay  County  v. 
Wabash,  St.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  89  Mo.  562, 
1  S.  W.  130,  "to  be  sued  for  by  the 
prosecuting  or  circuit  attorney  of  the 
proper  circuit"  was  not  so  much  to 
point  out  in  whose  name  the  suit 
should  be  brought  as  to  declare  whose 
official  duty  it  should  be  to  institute 
and  prosecute  the  action. 

14.  Omaha,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Hale,  45 
Neb.  418,  63  N.  W.  849.  See  also 
Seward  v.  Beach,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
239. 

15.  Drew  v.  Hilliker,  56  Vt.  641. 

16.  See  McEae  v.  Keller,  32  N.  C. 
398  (where  the  distinction  is  clearly 
shown  between  giving  the  informer  the 
right  to  sue  and  giving  him  merely 
the  i^en^flt  of  the  recovery),  explaining 
Fleming  «;.  Bailey,  5  East  313,  102  Eng. 
Eeprint  1090. 

17.  Phillips  V.  Bevans,  23  N.  J.  L. 
373;  Drew  v.  Hilliker,  56  Vt.  641, 
following  Hubbell  v.  Gale,  3  Vt.  266 
(where  the  language  used  was  "person 
or  persons  who  shall  inform  and  prose- 
cute"), and  Nye  v.  Lamphere,  2  Gray 
(Mass.)  295,  where  the  statute  recited 
"who  shall  prosecute  therefor." 

18.  McEae  v.  Keller,  32  N.  C.  398; 
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there  is  authority  that  those  words  or  words  of  like  import  must  be 
used." 

Change  of  Statute.  —  Who  is  the  proper  party  to  bring  an  action  for 
a  penalty  is  determined  by  the  law  as  it  exists  when  the  suit  is 
brought.^" 

4.  Right  to  the  Penalty  as  Implying  the  Right  To  Sue.  —  The  giv- 
ing of  a  part  of  the  penalty  to  a  particular  person  has  been  held  by 
many  authorities  to  be  of  itself  sufficient  authorization  to  him  to  pro- 
secute in  his  own  name,^^  and  this  rule  has  been  followed  even  where 
a  general  provision  of  the  statute  provides  for  an  action  by  the  state.^^ 
The  authorities  uniformly  hold  that  if  the  entire  penalty  be  given 
either  to  a  person  or  to  a  public  corp^oration,  that  person  or  corpora- 
tion has  the  right  to  sue  in  his  or  its  own  name.^'  On  the  other  hand 
where  only  part  of  the  penalty  is  given  to  the  informer  and  the 
statute  does  not  specify  which  of  the  parties  entitled  to  share  therein 
shall  sue,  it  has  been  said  that  the  rule  of  strict  construction  forbids 
the  recognition  of  either,^*  while  other  authorities  refuse  the  right  to 
the  informer  but  grant  it  to  the  state  on  the  theory  that  the  state  cannot 
be  assumed  to  have  delegated  its  rights  to  sue  except  upon  clear  and 
express  language.^® 


Lyneh  v.  Steamer  "Economy,"  27  Wis. 
69. 

19.  Gause  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E. 
Co.,  4  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  369. 

20.  Barker  v.  Phelps,  39  Mo.  App. 
288;  Hibbard  v.  Parmenter,  etc.  Co., 
70  N.  H.  156,  46  Atl.  683. 

21.  U.  S.^Williams  v.  Wells,  Fargo 
&  Co.  Exp.,  177  Fed.  352,  101  C.  C. 
A.  328.  Mass. — Ny«  v.  Lamphere,  2 
Gray  295.  K.  0. — Martin  v.  Martin, 
50  N.  C.  346.  Wis. — Lynch  v.  Steamer 
"Economy,"  27  Wis.  69. 

[a]  Any  one  of  a  class  for  whose 
special  benefit  a  penal  statute  is  en- 
acted has  a  right  of  action  for  injuries 
resulting  to  him  from  its  violation. 
Pocahontas  Oonsol.  Colliers  Co.  v.  John- 
son, 244  Fed.  368,  citing  Texas  &  P. 
E.  Co.  V.  Eigsby,  241  U.  S.  33,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  482,  60  L.  ed.  874. 

22.  Toledo,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Foster,  43 
111.  480;  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.  v.  How- 
ard, 38  111.  414. 

23.  Dexter  v.  Blaekden,  93  Me.  473, 
45  Atl. '525;  Eockland  v.  Farnsworth. 
87  Me.  473,  32  Atl.  1012;  Inhabitants 
of  Wiscasset  v.  Trundy,  12  Me.  204; 
Colburn  v.  Swett,  1  Met.  (Mass.)  232, 
citing  President  &  College  of  Physicians 
V.  Salmon,  1  Ld.  Eaym.  680,  682,  91 
Eng.  Eeprint  1353. 

[a]  Where  the  penalty  is  given  to 
the  person  injured  or  aggrieved  by  the 
act    or    omission    complained    of,    such 
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person  may  sue  therefor  in  his  own 
name.  N.  Y. — ^Thompson  v.  Howe,  46 
Barb.  287.  N".  0. — Katzensteiu  v.  Ea- 
leigh  &  Gaston  E.  Co.,  84  N.  C.  688. 
Temi.— Kelly  v.  Davis,  1  Head  71,  the 
provision  giving  the  penalty  "one- 
half  to  the  use  of  the  person  who 
shall  sue  for  the  sam«,  the  other  half 
to  the  use  of  the  owner."  does  not 
deny  to  the  owner  the  right  of  re- 
covery, but  merely  provides  that  if  a 
stranger  began  suit  before  the  owner, 
still  one-half  of  the  penalty  should 
inure  to  the  owner. 

24.     Seward  v.  Beach,  29  Barb.   (N. 
T.)   239. 

.25.  Gause  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E. 
Co.,  4  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint)  369,  hold- 
ing that  a  statute  providing  a  certain 
penalty  was  "to  be  recovered  in  an 
action  of  debt  upon  the  ■complaint  of 
any  person  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  in  any  county  in  which  sucH 
violation  may  occur;  one-half  of  the 
penalty  shall  go  to  the  complainant 
and  the  other  half  to  the  state  of 
Ohio  for  the  benefit  of  the  common 
schools,"  does  not  give  the  complain- 
ant the  right  to  sue  in  his  own  name. 
[a]  '  Informer's  Moiety  Goes  to  Him 
After  Recovery  by  State. — Ky. — Yocum 
V.  Daniel,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  14.  Me. 
Dexter  v.  Blaekden,  93  Me.  473,  45 
Atl.  525.  Mass. — Smith  v.  Look.  108 
Mass.  139.  See  also  Wheeler  v.  Gould- 
ing,  13  Gray  539.     Neb.— Omaha,  etc. 
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5.  Disability  To  Sue.  —  One  may,  of  course,  be  under  some  per- 
sonal disability  to  sue.^" 

B.  Eight  of  Commonwealth  To  Being  Suit.^'  —  Where  no 
other  remedy  is  provided,  the  right  to  prosecute  is  clearly  in  the  state 
or  commonwealth,  even  though  the  penalty  in  whole  or  in  part  may  be 
reserved  to  the  use  of  others  ;2*  but  where  the  penalty  is  to  go  to  a 
particular  specified  board,  the  state  is  not  interested  therein  and 
cannot  sue.^^  The  state  must  not  be  joined  where  under  the  statute 
it  clearly  is  not  entitled  to  be  a  party,='°  but  on  the  other  hand  where 
the  statute  only  contemplates  the  state  as  a  party  the  suit  cannot  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  an  informer.*^ 

C.  BxcLusivENEss  OF  STATUTORY  RiGHT  To  SuE.  —  Whether  the 
provision  of  the  statute  giving  the  right  to  prosecute  is  merely  per- 
missive, and  cumulative,  or  exclusive,  depends  upon  to  whom  the 
penalty  belongs.^^  That  the  statute  gives  a  particular  officer  a  right 
to  prosecute  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  a  private  person  may  not 
bring  an  action,^'  and  that  the  penalty  when  collected  is  to  be  paid 
into  the  treasury,  does  not  necessitate  bringing  suit  in  the  treasurer's 
name.^*    Where  different  sections  of  the  statute  give  different  officers 


E.  Co.  V.  Hale,  45  Neb.  418,  63  N.  W. 
849. 

26.  Anonymous,  Bayer's Eep.  (Eng.'i 
51;  The  Guardians  of  St.  Leonard  v. 
Franklin,  3  C.  P.  D.  (Eng.)  378,  39 
L.  T.  122,  26  W.  E.  882  (infancy); 
Garrett  v.  Eoberts,  10  Ont.  App.  (Can.) 
650. 

[a]  Non-residence  does  not  consti- 
tute such  disability.  Chaput  v.  Eob- 
ert,  14  Ont.  App.   (Can.)   354. 

27.  Remedy  by  indictment  where  no 
other  procedure  provided,  see  supra, 
V.  B,  1. 

28.  Smith  v.  Look,  108  Mass.  139; 
Colburn  v.  Swett,  1  Met.  (Mass.)  232; 
Hilton  V.  Morse,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint) 
292. 

[a]  This  rule  is,  however,  subject 
to  the  modification  that  where  there 
are  restrictive  statutes  prescribing  who 
shall  sue  depending  upon  who  is_  en- 
titled to  the  penalty  and  no  provision 
is  made  for  the  disposition  of  the  par- 
ticular penalty,  there  is  no  means  of 
enforcing  it.  People  v.  Belknap,  58 
Hun  241,  12  N.  T.  Supp.  143;  State 
V.  Messner,  9  N.  D.  186,  82  N.  W. 
737.  See  also  Town  of  Stamford  v. 
Calhoun,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  910;  People 
V.  Lamb,  32  N.  T.  Supp.  584. 

29.  Mobile  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  State,  51 
Miss.   137. 

30.  Higby  v.  People,  5  111.  165; 
Eyder  v.  Hulscher,  40  111.   App.   77. 

31.  McNair  v.  People,  89  111.  441; 


People  V.  Young,  72  111.  411,  under  a 
statute  which  did  not  in  terms  state 
in  whose  name  the  prosecution  should 
be  conducted  but  declared  the  offender 
might  be  indicted  or  sued  before  a 
justice   of   the  peace. 

[a]  Where  a  statute  expressly  re- 
oLuires  a  penalty  "to  be  sued  for  in 
the  name  of  the  State  of  North  Car- 
olina in  the  Superior  Court  of  Wake 
County,"  the  penalty  must  be  sued 
for  and  recovered  by  the  state,  and 
not  by  a  private  person.  Hodge  v. 
Marietta,    etc.    E.    Co.,   108    N.    C.    24, 

12  S.  E.  1041. 

32.  Com.  V.  Fahey,  5  Cush.  (Mass.) 
408.  See  also  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co. 
V.  Howard,  38  111.  414;  Com.  v.  Smith, 
111    Mass.    407;    Wheeler   v.    Goulding, 

13  Gray  (Mass.)  539.  Compare  Schuyler 
County  V.  Mercer  County,  9  111.  20. 

33.  Drew  v.  Hilliker,  56  Vt.  641. 
[a]    Where  a  statute  gives  a  right 

to  informers  to  sue  within  a  specified 
time  and  after  that  time  it  is  made 
the  duty  of  certain  officers  to  sue,  by 
necessary  implication  the  right  of  the 
informers  ceases  after  the  time  speci- 
fied. Fagan  v.  Armistead,  33  N.  C. 
433. 

34.  City  of  Brooklyn  v.  Nassau  Elec 
E.  Co.,  44  App.  Div.  462,  61  N.  Y. 
Supp.  33,  the  statute  provides  that  the 
penalty  thereunder  should  be  ' '  colleeted 
by  the  proper  city  authorities  and 
placed  in  the  county  treasury." 
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the  right  to  sue,  they  should  be  construed  to  give  the  right  to  both.'^ 

D.  '  Statutory  Eight  To  Sue  Is  Stbictlt  Construed.  —  The  priv- 
ilege of  claiming  or  enforcing  the  penalty  being  itself  one  of  statutory 
appointment,  is  to  be  strictly  construed.^°  Therefore  where  the  statute 
gives  the  right  to  one  person  a  joint  action  cannot  be  brought  by 
several,^'  though  it  has  been  held  that  a  joint  action  may  be  brought 
on  the  theory  that  the  defendant  is  not  injured  thereby.'*  Where  the 
statute  only  gives  the  right  to  persons,  corporations  cannot  sue  there- 
for,'^ unless  the  power  is  given  specifically  or  by  general  statute.*" 

E.  Amendment  oe  Substitution  op  Parties  Plaintiff.  —  Where 
one  has  instituted  a  suit  which  he  had  no  right  to  maintain,  he  cannot 
cure  the  error  by  amendment  substituting  the  proper  party  plaintiff.*^ 
Nor  can  one  be  substituted  as  plaintiff  who  was  not  himself  entitled  to 
bring  the  action  in  the  first  instance.*^  It  is  proper  to  amend  to  show 
who  are  the  real  parties  in  interest.*' 

F.  Joinder  of  Parties  Plaintiff.  —  Where  the  penalty  is  only 
given  in  part  to  the  informer,  by  the  weight  of  authority  he  must  sue 
qui  tam.**  But  one  charged  with  the  duty  of  collecting  a  moiety  on 
the  part  of  the  state  may  himself  sue  as  informer,  for  the  whole 
penalty .*°  A  private  person  entitled  to  the  whole  penalty  may  sue 
for  the  whole  in  his  own  name  and  need  not  sue  as  an    informer.** 


35.  Dukate  v.  Adams,  101  Miss.  433, 
58  So.  475. 

36.  Ferrett  v.  Atwill,  1  Blatchf.  151, 
8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,747;  Fleming  v. 
Baitey,  5  East  313,  102  Eng.  Eeprint 
1090. 

[a]  Subject  to  the  general  rule  of 
construction  that,  if  possible,  a  statute 
is  to  be  made  harmonious  in  all  its 
parts.  Dukate  v.  Adams,  101  Miss. 
433,  58  So.  475;  Jones  v.  Fidelity  Loan, 
etc.  Co.,  7  S.  D.  122,  63  N.  W.  553, 
following  Thomas  v.  Eeynolds,  29  Kan. 
304.  See  also  Deeter  v.  Crossley,  26 
Iowa  180. 

37.  Ferrett  v.  Atwill,  1  Blatehf.  151, 
8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,747.  See  also"  Vin- 
ton V.  Welsh,  9  Pick.  (Mass.)  87;  Hill 
V.  Davis,  4  Mass.  137;  Kent  v.  Gray, 
53  N.  H.  576;  Fowler  v.  Tuttle,  24 
N.  H.  9,  27. 

38.  Carter  v.  Wilmington,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  126  N.  C.  437,  36  S.  E.  14;  Chaput 
V.  Eoberts,   14   Ont.   App.    (Can.)    354. 

39.  Inhabitants  of  Wiseasset  v. 
Trundy,  12  Me.  204  {.eUmg  Bishop  of 
London  v.  Mercers  Co.,  2  Str.  925,  C3 
Eng.  Eeprint  946) ;  Ancient  City  Sports- 
man's  Club  V.  Miller,  7  Lans.  (N.  Y.) 
412. 

40.  See  the  statutes  (especially 
those  which  provide  that  "persons" 
includes  "corporations"),  and  In- 
habitants of  Wiseasset  v.  Trundy,  12 
Me.   204,   citing  Bishop  of  London  v. 
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Mercer's  Co.,  2  Str.  925,  93  Eng.  Ee- 
print 946. 

41.  O 'Kelly  v.  The  Athens  Mfg. 
Co.,  36  Ga.  51.  See  the  titles  "New 
Cause  of  Action  or  Defense;"  "Par- 
ties. ' ' 

42.  Hodge  v.  Marietta,  etc.  E.  Co., 
108  N.  C.  24,  12  S.  E.  1041,  county 
board  of  education  could  not  be  sub- 
stituted though  the  penalty  would  go 
to  public  schools. 

43.  Megargell  v.  Hazleton  Coal  Co., 
8  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  342,  plaintiff  should 
have  been  permitted  to  amend  by 
adding  "who  sues  as  well  for  himself 
as  the  treasurer  of  Northampton  coun- 
ty." See  also  Falk  v.  Curtis  Pub.  Co., 
98  Fed.  989. 

44.  Conn. — Dickinson  v.  Potter,  4 
Day  340.  See  also  Clark  v.  Turner,  1 
Boot  200.  -Compare  Blydenburgh  v. 
Miles,  39  Conn.  484.  Mass. — Vinton  v. 
Welsh,  9  Pick.  87.  N.  J.— Vandeventer 
V.  Vancourt,  2  N.  J.  L.  169. 

Contra,  Drake  v.  Preston,  34  U.  C. 
Q.  B.   257. 

[a]  It  is  a  proper  method  of  pro- 
cedure as  showing  the  true  situation 
even  though  strictly  the  other  person 
may  not  be  a  party.  Winne  v.  Snow, 
19  Fed.  507;  Inhabitants  of  Wiseasset 
V.  Trundy,  12  Me.  204. 

45.  Tarde  v.  Benseman,  31  Tex. 
277. 

46.  Blydenburgh  v.  Miles,  39  Conn. 
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Where  a  statute  prohibits  an  act  under  a  penalty,  and  gives  part  to  an 
informer  and  part  to  the  state,  the  state  may  prosecute  for  the  whole 
unless  an  informer  has  commenced  a  qui  tarn  suit.*^  Where  the  wrong 
has  been  committed  against  several,  any  one  of  them  may  sue  without 
joining  the  others  as  parties  plaintiff.** 

It  is  not  ground  for  dismissal  that  the  informer  and  th-e  sovereignty 
are  joined  as  plaintiffs,  though  the  matter  to  be  decided  invelves  a 
question  as  to  the  respective  rights  of  the  informer  and  the  govern- 
ment.*^ 

G.  Parties  Defendant.  —  1.  Wlio  May  Be  Sued.^"  —  It  had 
been  held  that  a  partnership  as  such  cannot  be  sued  for  a  penalty  un- 
der a  statute  forbidding  an  act  by  "any  person, "'^  and  a  partner 
cannot  be  sued  for  a  penalty  on  an  act  committed  by  his  co-partner.^^ 
Corporations,  or  the  members  thereof,  may  be  sued  to  the  same  extent 
as  for  other  wrongs  and  offenses.^^  Clearly  one  may  have  a  penalty 
imposed  upon  him  though  he  be  not  a  resident  of  the  municipality 
which  forbids  the  act.°* 

2.  Joinder  of  Defendants.  —  Where  the  wrongful  act  is  itself  sev- 
eral as  well  as  joint  the  action  may  be  brought  against  any  one  ©r  more 
of  the  defendants,^^  and  bringing  suit  against  one  only  of  joint  offend- 


484,  town  need  not  be  joined,  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  being  "to 
give  the  entire  penalty  to  him  -who 
should  sue  for  and  collect  the  same." 
[a]  One  who  had  succeeded,  by  con- 
tract, to  the  rights  of  the  municipality, 
may  sue  in  his  own  name  and  not  qui 
tarn  as  a  common  informer.  Lewis  v. 
Stein,  16  Ala.  214. 

47.  Conn. — State  v.  Bishop,  7  Conn. 
181.  III.— McNair  v.  People,  89  111. 
441.  Me.— State  v.  Smith,  64  Me.  423. 
Mass. — Com.  V.  Howard,  13  Ii&ss.  221. 

[aj  Mention  of  the  name  of  the  in- 
former in  the  information  is  not  neces- 
sary, as  he  is  not  a  party  to  the  suit, 
nor  is  he  entitled  to  be  heard,  as  such, 
at  any  stage  of  the  proceedings.  Con- 
fiscation Cases,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  454, 
19  L.  ed.  196.  See  also  State  v.  Smith. 
64  Me.  423. 

48.  Phillips  V.  Bevans.  23  N.  J.  L. 
373. 

49.  U.  S.— Winne  v.  Snow,  19  Fed. 
507;  The  Emulous,  1  Gall.  563,  8  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,479,  it  is  a  mere  irregular- 
ity. HI. — Indianapolis,  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
People,  91  111.  452,  it  may  be  treated 
as  surplusage.  Me. — Inhabitants  of 
Wiseasset  v.  Trundy,  12  Me.  204. 

[a]  It  is  harmless  error  for  the 
court  will  render  judgment  only  to 
those  entitled.  Carter  v.  Wilmington, 
efe.  E.  Co.,  126  N.  C.  437,  36  S.  E. 
14;  Warrenton  v.  Arrington,  10-1  N.  C. 
109,  7  S.  E.  652. 


50.  See  generally  the  title  "Pax- 
ties,"  and  other  titles  dealing  with 
particular  parties  and  relations. 

Iiiability  of  corporations  to  crim- 
inal prosecution,  see  5  Standard  Pboc. 
677. 

51.  Eargo  v.  Meyers,  4  Ohio  Cir; 
Ct.  275,  following  State  v.  Cincinnati 
Fertilizer  Co.,  24  Ohio  St.  611. 

52.  Porter  v.  Vance,  14  Lea  (Tenn.) 
629,  though  civilly  liable  for  the  mis- 
appropriation for  which  the  penalty 
was  imposed. 

53.  Falk  V.  Curtis  Pub.  Co.,  98  Fed. 
989,  a  corporation  may  be  sued  for  a, 
penalty  under  the  copyright  law. 

54.  Whitfield  i).  Longest,  28  N".  C. 
268;  City  Council  v.  Pepper,  1  Eich. 
L.  (S.  C.I  364. 

55.  Oonn. — Curtis  v.  Hurlburt,  2 
Conn.  309.  Me.— Frost  v.  Bowse,  2  Me. 
130.  Mass. — Burnham  v.  Webster,  5 
Mass.  266;  Boutelle  v.  Nourse,  4  Mass. 
431;  Hill  V.  Davis,  4  Mass.  137.  N.  Y. 
Warren  v.  Doolittle,  5  Cow.  678.  Eng. 
King  V.  Bleasdale,  4  T.  E.  809,  100 
Eng.  Eeprint  1314;  Bex  v.  Clark,  2 
Cowp.  610,  98  Eng.  Eeprint  1267.  Can. 
Drake  v.  Preston,  34  U.  C.  Q.  B.  257. 

[a]  Several  Prosecution. — ' '  The  rule 
at  common  law  is  universal  that  every 
crime,  as  far  as  respects  the  guilt  and 
punishment  of  the  parties  engaged  in 
the  perpetration  of  it  is  several;  and 
that  if  two  or  more  persons  concur  in 
the  commission  of  an  offense,  each  of- 
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ers  has  been  upheld  on  the  theory  that  the  action  is  in  effect  ex  delicto 
and  so  may  be  brought  against  any  one  of  the  joint  tortfeasors,^^  but 
of  course  the  plaintiff  can  have  but  one  satisfaction.^'  "Where  the 
offense  is  in  its  nature  only  several,  other  offenders  cannot  be'  joined/^ 

VIII.  PROCESS  AND  SEIZURE.=«  —  A.  Summons  or  Other 
Process.  —  Where  the  statute  has  made  no  specific  provisions  it  seems 
clear  the  process  should  be  as  in  other  like  cases.^"  State  statutes 
governing  the  process  in  actions  f«r  pelialties  will  be  followed  by  the 
federal  courts  under  the  conformity  act.^^ 

Indorsing  and  Minuting.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  where  the  complaint 
is  not  served  with  the  summons,  the  copy  of  the  summons  delivered  to 


fender  is  liable  ta  a  several  punish- 
ment. This  principle  extends  to  stat- 
Bte  ofEenses  as  well  as  to  those  which 
are  punishable  by  the  common  law; 
and  in  general  there  is  no  distinction 
in  the  application  of-  it  between  the 
higher  kinds  of  punishments  and  fines 
or  mere  pecuniary  penalties."  Palmer 
V.  Conly,  4  Denio  (N.  Y.)  374.  This 
case  was  followed  in  Peopl'e  v.  Girard, 
73  Hun  457,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  272,  judg- 
ment affirmed,  145  N.  Y.  105,  39  N. 
E.  823,  where  it  was  held  proper  to 
bring  an  action  against  one  of  two  co- 
partners to  recover  a  penalty  under 
a  statute  reading:  "If  any  person  by 
himself  or  another  shall  violate  .  .  . 
this  act  ...  he  shall  .  .  .  forfeit 
and  pay  a  fixed  penalty  of  two  hun- 
dred dollars  for  each  offense."  Sea 
also  Ingersoll  v.  Skinner,  1  Benio  (If. 
Y.)  540.  But  see  Warren  v.  Doolittle, 
5  Cow.   (N.  Y.)   678. 

Joinder  in  criminal  prosecution,  see 
the  title  "Indictment  and  Informsb- 
tion." 

[b]  Joint  Action  Without  License. 
In  Barnard  v.  Gostling,  2  East  569,  102 
Eng.  Eeprint  4^7,  two  persons  who 
had  acted  jointly  as  proctors  without 
obtaining  a  licenae  were  held  properly 
joined.  Following  Eardyman  v.  Whit- 
aker.  Bull.  N.  P.  189,  2  East  573n, 
102  Eng.  Eeprint  489. 

56.  N.  H. — Powers  v.  Spear,  3  N.  H. 
35,  one  of  joint  owners  of  horse  suf- 
fered to  go  at  large  upon  highway  may 
be  sued.  Bng. — Hardyman  v.  Whit- 
aker.  Bull.  N.  P.  189,  2  East  573ji, 
102  Eng.  Eeprint  489.  Can. — Drake  r. 
Preston,  34  U.  C.  Q.  B.  257. 

Compare  supra,  II,  B. 

57.  Boutelle  v.  Nourse,  4  Mass.  431. 

58.  N.  Y.— Marsh  v.  Shute,  1  Denio 
230,  as  where  the  penalty  is  inflicted 
for  an  omission  of  a  duty.    "The  duty 
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of  each  is  a  several  duty,  which  he 
alone  can  violate;  and  the  neglect  of 
each,  in  the  nature  of  things  must  in 
such  cases  also  be  several."  Tenn. 
Wilson  V,  Eogers,  8  Yerg.  213,  "shoot- 
ing at  a  mark."  Vt.— Slack  v.  Gibbs, 
14  Vt.  357,  grantor  and  grantee  of  a 
fraudulent  deed  could  net  be  joined  in 
an  action  to  enforce  a  penalty.  "The 
words  of  the  statute  are  that  'every 
of  the  parties,'  etc.  These  are  ap- 
propriate words  te  designate  a  several 
offense  and  a  several  penalty." 

59.  As  to  process  in  divil  suits  see 
the  title  "Process." 

As  to  seizure,  see  the  title  "Searcb 
and  Seizure." 

Requisites  of  process  in  criminal 
proceedings  generally,  see  the  title 
"Warrants." 

66.  Conn. — Merriam  v.  Langdon,  10 
Conn.  460,  upholding  service  of  a  copy 
of  the  information  by  an  indifferent 
person  under  order  of  "the  court.  N.  J. 
Rider  v.  Lakewood  Market  Co.  (N.  J.- 
L.),  88  Atl.  194,  including  in  the  sum- 
mons the  words  "who  sues  for  the  use 
of  the  state,"  is  at  most  surplusage. 
Pa.-^Com.  V.  Nice,  13  Pa.  Dist.  309, 
29  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  607,  holding  that  in  a 
civil  action  a  summons  should  issue 
and  that  it  was  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  the  magistrate  to  issue  a 
warrant. 

61.  Brown  v.  Pond,  5  Fed.  31.  See 
also  United  States  v.  Rose,  14  Eed.  681. 
Compare  United  States  v.  Bannister,  70 
Fed.  44,  where  the  New  Jersey  stat- 
ute regarding  process  was  held  not 
applicable  because  the  statute  express- 
ly limited  its  provisions. 

As  to  conformity  of  federal  to  state 
practice,  see  generally  the  title  "United 
States  Courts." 

\a]  Where  the  penalty  is  payable 
to  the  United  States  under  a  federal 
statute,  the  state  statute  does  not  ap- 
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the  defendant  must  be  indorsed  with  a  reference  to  the  statute  under 
which  the  penalty  is  claimed.^^  Reference  in  the  body  of  the  summons 
has  been  held  sufficient.^^  The  statute  applies  to  actions  brought  by 
the  people."* 

In  other  jurisdictions  the  process  must  be  indorsed  with  the  name 
of  the  prosecutor  and  the  title  of  the  statute.^'  The  indorsement  is  not 
required  where  the  prosecution  is  brought  by  a  state  official  by  virtue 
of  his  ofEice/"  nor  in  summary  proceedings  before  magistrates."' 

In  still  other  jurisdictions  the  writ  must  be  minuted  by  the  officer 
with  the  day  he  signed  it."*  The  minute  must  be  upon  the  perfected 
writ  and  not  merely  in  the  body  thereof,"*  and  must  be  made  at  the 


ply.     United  States  v.    Bannister^    70 
Fed.  44. 

62.  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1897. 
See  also  United  States  v.  Eose,  14 
Fed.  681;  Brown  v.  Pond,  5  Fed.  31; 
Perry  v.  Tynen,  22  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  137; 
Andrews  v.  Harrington,  19  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  343;  Hitchman  v.  Baxter.  34  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  271. 
"  [a]  It  is  sufficient  if  it  gives  such 
information  as  the  complaint  would 
have  given  if  served.  Prussia  v.  Guen- 
ther,  16  Abb.  N.  C.   (N.  Y.)   230. 

[b]  In  an  action  brought  by  an 
officer  in  his  official  capacity,  the  office 
being  created  and  the  penalty  imposed 
by  the  same  statute,  the  character  in 
which  the  officer  sues  is  a  sufficient 
notification  of  the  nature  of  -  the  ac- 
tion. Townsend  v.  Hopkins,  9  Civ.  Proe. 
(N.  Y.)    257. 

[e]  If  there  are  several  sections  of 
the  statute  under  which  the  penalty 
might  have  been  imposed,  a  mere  ref- 
erence by  title  would  not  be  sufficient. 
Young  V.  Gregg,  9  Civ.  Proc.  (N.  Y.) 
262,  distingwisUng  Schoonmaker  v. 
Brooks,  24  Hun  (N.  Y.)  553. 

[d]  If  the  causes  of  action  might 
properly  be  joined  in  one  complaint, 
it  has  been  held  that  there  is  no 
objection  to  referring  to  more  than  one 
section  of  the  statute  in  the  indorse- 
ment. Eipley  v.  MeCann,  34  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  112. 

[e]  Amendatory  Acts.  —  Eef  erence 
not  only  to  certain  sections  of  a  par- 
ticular "act  but  also  to  "  the  acts 
amendatory  thereof,"  is  not  objection- 
able. This  is  simply  further  matter 
of  description.  Eipley  v.  McCann,  34 
Hun   (N.   Y.)    112. 

[f]  Where  a  penalty  Is  sought  un- 
der a  city  ordinsMice  (1)  it  _  is  not 
necessary  to  print  such  verbatim.  Peo- 
ple V.  Justices,  12  Hun  (N.  Y.)  65; 
Mayor  v.  Eisler,  2  Civ.  Proe.  (N.  Y.) 


125.  (2)  Mentioning  an  ordinance 
and  giving  its  substance  is  sufficient. 
Mayor  v.  Wood,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  657. 

[g]  Rule  Under  Statute  ReoLuirlng 
"General  Reference." — Avery  v.  Slack, 
17  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  85;  Marselis  v.  Sea- 
man, 21  Barb.   (N.  Y.)   319. 

63.  Schoonmaker  v.  Brooks,  24  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  553,  the  court  questions  the 
soundness  of  this  rule  but  followed 
the  precedent  as  laid  down  in  Cox  v. 
New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  61 
Ba:rb.  (N.  Y.)  615,  and  People  v.  Bull, 
10  Jones  &   S.    (N.   Y.)    19.     See   also 

]  Young  V.  Gregg,  9  Civ.  Proe.   (N.  Y.) 
i  262.    'Compare  People  v.  Walters,  7  Civ. 
I  Proc.    (N.    Y.)    406,    15    Abb.     N.     C. 
461. 

64.  People  v.  O'Neil,  54  Hun  610, 
8  N.  Y.  Supp.  123,  following  Mayor 
V.  Eisler,  2  Civ.  Proc.  (N.  Y.)  125, 
disapproving  Townsend  v.  Hopkins,  9 
Civ.   Proc.    (N.   Y.)    257. 

65.  New  Jersey  Comp.  St.,  1910,  p. 
4120,   §219. 

[a]  If  more  than  one  statute  be  In- 
voked the  titles  of  both  must  be  en- 
dorsed. Hunter  v.  Erie  E.  Co.,  70  N. 
J.  L.  101,  56  Atl.  139. 

66.  Bryant  v.  Skillman  Hdw.  Co.,  76 
N.  J.  L.  45,  69  Atl.  23. 

67.  Johnson  v.  Barclay,  16  N.  J.  L. 
1,  quoted  with  approval  in  Minard  v. 
Dover  Gas  Co.,  76  N.  J.  L.  132,  68 
Atl.  910.  See  also  Williamson  v.  Mid- 
dlesex Common  Pleas,  42  N.  J.  L. 
386. 

68.  Vermont  Pub.  St.  (1906), 
§§2354,  2355;  Town  of  Brighton  v. 
Kelsey,  77  Vt.  258,  59  Atl.  833;  Bowen 
V.  Fuller,  2  Tyler   (Vt.)   85. 

69.  Town  of  Brighton  v.  Kelsey,  77 
Vt.  258,  59  Atl.  833;  following  State 
V.  Perkins,  58  Vt.  722,  5  Atl.  894, 
where  the  minuting  in  a  criminal 
prosecution  was  held  not  to  be  a  part 
of  the   complaint   but   a   "substantive 
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time  required  by  the  statute.'"' 

Generally  the  failure  to  observe  these  statutory  rectuirements  results  in  a 
dismissal  of  the  proceedings,  on  motion  seasonably  made.''^  A  motion 
to  set  aside  the  service  of  the  summons  need  not  be  made  until  the 
proceedings  in  the  action  show  that  its  object  is  to  enforce  a  penalty.'^ 
General  appearance  cures  defects  in  the  process/^  and  failure  to  object 
to  the  process  adopted  waives  the  right  to  object  to  the  form  thereof.'* 

B.  Necessity  op  Seizuee.  —  Generally  a  seizure  is  necessary  in 
order  that  jurisdiction  may  attach  to  the  res  against  which  the  for- 
feiture is  to  be  enforced/'  but,  this  is  subject  to  the  well  known  rule 
that  the  res  may  be  constructively  or  actually  in  the  possession  of  the 
court.''^  Where  a  seizure  is  necessary  the  jurisdiction  is,  lost  by  a 
voluntary  restoration  by  the  seizor.'' 

IX.    THE     PLEADINGS.'^  —  A.       Plaintiff's    Pleadings.  —  1. 


and  material  requirement   of   the  pro- 
ceedings. ' ' 

70.  Wheelock  v.  Sears,  19  Vt.  559 
(made  on  the  return  day,  it  was  in- 
sufficient), cited  with  approval  in  State 
V.  Perkins,  58  Vt.  722,  5  Atl.  894.  See 
also  Hill  V.  Morey,  26  Vt.  178;  Pol- 
lard V.  Wilder,  17  Vt.  48;  Montpelier 
17.  Andrews,  16  Vt.  604. 

[a]  If  not  made  at  that  time  the 
defect  cannot  be  cured  by  amendment. 
To  permit  such  endorsement  "would 
be  in  effect  to  permit  him  to  make  a 
certificate  where  none  had  in  fact  been 
made."     Pollard  v.  Wilder,  17  Vt.  48. 

71.  See  the  title  "Process;"  and 
see  also:  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Eose, 
14  Fed.  681.  N.  Y.— Delisser  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  1  Bosw.  382, 
20  Civ.  Proe.  312,  39  N.  Y.  St.  242. 
Vt.— School  Dist.  V.  Austin,  46  Vt. 
90;  "Wheelock  v.  Sears,  19  Vt.  559; 
Pollard  V.  Wilder,  17  Vt.  48;  Dassance 
V.   Gates,   13   Vt.   275. 

fa]  The  aflidavit  in  support  of  such 
a  motion  must  show  the  sources  of  in 
formation  on  which  affiant  bases  his 
belief  that  the  action  is  in  fact  one 
for  a  penalty.  Delisser  v.  New  York, 
N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  1  Bosw.  382,  20 
Civ.  Proc.  312,  39  N.  Y.  St.  242. 

72.  Delisser  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  & 
H.  E.  Co.,  1  Bosw.  382,  20  Civ.  Proc. 
312,  39  N.  Y.  St.  242. 

73.  U.  S. — Brown  v.  Pond,  5  Fed. 
31.  N.  J.— Hayes  v.  Storms,  64  N.  J. 
L.  514,  45  Atl.  809,  the  statutory  pro- 
vision as  to  indorsement  is  not  juris- 
dictional. N.  Y. — Bissell  v.  New  York 
Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  67  Barb.  385; 
Prussia  v.  Guenther,  16  Abb.  N.  C. 
230;  Vernon  v.  Palmer,  16  Jones  &  S. 
231. 

[.a]    It  Is  proper  to  enter  a  S'peclal 
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appearance  for  the  purpose  of  moving 
to  dismiss  where  the  defect  is  appar- 
ent from  the  process  and  return. 
United  States  v.  Bannister,  70  Fed.  44, 
following  School  Dist.  v.  Austin,  46  Vt. 
90,  and  Bent  v.  Bent,  43  Vt.  42. 

[b]  When  the  summons  does  not 
on  its  face  show  the  defect  one  does 
not  waive  his  right  by  appearance  and 
demanding  a  copy  of  the  complaint. 
Farmers'  &  Merchants'  State,  Bank  v. 
Stringer,  75  App.  Div.  127,  77  N.  Y. 
Supp.  410,  reversing  76  N.  Y.  Supp. 
303.  See  also  Lassen  v.  Aronson,  21 
N.  Y.  Supp.  452. 

74.  TMerriam  v.  Langdon,  10  Conn. 
460  (defendant  had  appeared,  made 
defense  and  been  fully  heard) ;  Eider 
V.  Lakewood  Market  Co.  (N.  J.  L.), 
88  Atl.  194,  defendant  went  to  trial 
on  the  merits  before  the  justice  and 
afterwards  appealed  to  the  common 
pleas. 

75.  Dobbins'  Distillery  v.  United 
States,  96  U.  S.  395,  24  L.  ed.  637, 
citing  "The  Brig  Ann,"  9  Cranch  (U. 
S.)  289,  3  L.  ed.  734. 

76.  "The  Brig  Ann,"  9  Cranch  (U. 
S.)  289,  3  L.  ed.  734.  See  also  United 
States  V.  Snowdrop,  30  Fed.  79-  The 
Missouri,  3  Ben.  508,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,652;  and  14  Standard  Proc.  147;  17 
Standard  Proc.  683,  685,  688,  691. 

77.  "The  Brig  Ann,"  9  Cranch  (U. 
S.)    289,   3   L.   ed.   734. 

[a]  Restoration  under  invalid  order 
does  not  deprive  the  court  of  juris- 
diction. The  Eio  Grande,  23  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  458,  23  L.  ed.  158.  Compare 
also  "The  Young  America,"  30  Fed. 
789. 

78.  See  titles  dealing  with  par- 
ticular penalties  or  forfeitures. 

Pleading  in  criminal  cases  generally, 
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In  General.  —  "While  it  has  been  held  that  a  greater  strictness  is  re- 
quired in  an  action  for  a  penalty  than  in  other  proceedings,'^  or,  as 
it  is  sometimes  stated,  the  same  strictness  as  is  required  in  indict- 
ments,^" the  better  rule  seems  to  be  that  the  same  strictness  is  de- 
manded as  in  other  causes  founded  upon  statute,*^  and  where  the 
proceedings  are  civil  in  nature,  the  rules  of  civil  proceedings  govern.*^ 
It  is  clear  that  no  greater  particularity  is  required  in  an  information 
for  a  forfeiture  than  in  an  indictment  for  statutory  crime.^^  The  suf- 
ficiency of  the  complaint  is  determined  by  the  rules  of  pleading  and 
not  by  indorsements  on  the  summons.** 

2.  Recitals  of  Statute.  —  A  direct  recital  of  the  statute  or  a  con- 
clusion "contra  formam  statuti"  is  necessary  under  the  strict  rules  of 
common  law  pleading,*^  but  a  more  liberal  rule  prevails  under  the  more 


see  the  titles  "Arraignment  and 
Plea;"  "Indictment  and  Informa- 
tion." 

In  admiralty,  see  the  title  "Admir- 
alty," and  particularly  1  Standabd 
Proc.  458. 

Violation  of  customs  laws,  see  6 
Standard  Proc.  356. 

Death  by  wrongful  act,  see  6  Stand- 
ard  PBGC.    457. 

Pleadings  to  enforce  game  and  fish 
laws,  see  8  Standard  Proc.  311. 

Penalty  or  forfeiture  for  gambling, 
see  8  Standard  Proc.  329,  334. 

Peddling  without  a  license,  see  8 
Standard  Proc.   975. 

Violation  of  health  regulations,  see 
8  Standard  Peoc.  984.  994. 

Obstructing  or  encroaching  Oin  high- 
way, see  11  Standard  Proc.  123,  163, 
168. 

79.  Manz  v.  St.  LouiB,  etc.  E.  Co,, 
87  Mo.  278. 

[a]  The  rule  as  to  particulars  is  to 
be  more  strictly  applied  in  favor  of 
a  defendant  to  a  penal  action  than 
to  an  action  ex  contractu  or  ex  delicto. 
Patriquin  v.  Covert,  42  Nova  Scotia 
66. 

80.  Ala.  —  Prigmore  v.  Thompson, 
Minor  420.  N.  Y. — Levy  v.  Cohen,  19 
N.  Y.  Supp.  912.  N.  C. — Harrington  e. 
McFarland,  1  N.  C.  476.  Tex.— Kan- 
sas City,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Cole  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  149  S.  W.  753. 

81.  Seaboard  Air  Line  Ey.  v.  Nims, 
61  Fla.  420,  54  So.  779  (no  greater 
strictness  is  required);  State  v.  Zill- 
mann,  121  Wis.  472,  98  N.  W.  543, 
explaining  that  the  rule  laid  down  m 
State  V.  Citizens  Ins.  Co..  71  "Wis.  411, 
37  N.  W.  348,  goes  no  further  than 
to  lay  down  the  rule  applicable  to  all 
civil  actions;  that  all  the  facts  neces- 


sary to  constitute  the  cause  of  action 
must  be  alleged. 

82.  See  14  Standard  Proc.  149, 
150. 

[a]  Bules  in  Civil  Proceedings  Gov- 
ern.— In  Fish  V.  Manning,  31  Fed.  340, 
the  court  in  an  action  for  a  penalty 
under  the  patent  laws,  says:  "The 
sufficiency  of  the  complaint  is  to  be 
determined  according  to  the  rules  ap- 
plicable to  civil  actions,  .and  accord- 
ing to  the  state  practice  in  similar  or 
analogous  actions  at  common  law,  and 
not  according  to  the  analogies  of 
criminal  procedure." 

83.  United  States  v.  Brig  Neurea,  19 
How.  (U.  S.)  92,  15  L.  ed.  931.  See 
also  United  States  v.  Three  Hundred 
and  Ninety-Six  Barrels  Distilled  Spir- 
its, 3  Int.  Eev.  Eec.  123,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
No.   16,503,  and  cases  there  cited. 

84.  Eipley  v.  McCann,  34  Hun  (N. 
Y.)    112. 

Generally  as  to  indorsements  on  sum- 
mons, see  supra,  VIII,  A. 

85.  U.  S. — Sears  v.  United  StaTes, 
1  Gall.  257,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,592. 
Oal. — Chipman  v.  Emeric,  5  Cal.  239. 
Fla. — Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v. 
State,  74  So.  595.  Ky. — Bell  v.  Norris, 
79  Ky.  48.  Mass.— Eead  v.  Chelmsford, 
16  Pick.  128;  Eeed  v.  Northfield,  13 
Pick.  94;  Peabody  v.  Hayt,  10  Mass. 
36.  N.  D. — Greenberg  v.  Union  Nat. 
Bank,  5  N.  D.  483,  67  N.  W.  597.  See 
also  Sheets  v.  Prosser,  16  N.  D.  180, 
112  N.  W.  72;  Erickson  v.  Citizens' 
Nat.  Bank,  9  N.  D.  81,  81  N.  W.  46. 
Pa. — Hall  V.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  257 
Pa.   54,  ,100   Atl.   1035. 

[a]  Indictments  and  Criminal  Com- 
plaints Distinguished. — ' '  Since  the  opin- 
ion in  Lee  v.  Clarke,  2  East's  E.  333, 
pronounced    in    1802,    it    has   been    in- 
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modern  system  of  pleading,  so  that  now  it  is  frequently  held  sufficient 
to  allege  merely  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action.®"  By  statute 
in  some  jurisdictions  a  mere  reference  to  the  statute  sought  to  be 
enforced  is  sufficient.®^ 

Sufficiency  of  Kecital.  —  Where  specific  counting  on  the  statute  is 
necessary  no  particular  set  form  of  words  is  required,®®  but  the  word- 
ing must  be  such  as  to  make  it  clearly  appear  that  a  statute  and  not 
merely  the  common  law  is  relied  upon.®^  Where  there  are  several 
statutes  involved  the  reference  must  not  be  in  the  singular,^"  and  a 
mere  general  reference  to  a  statute  has  been  held  not  sufficient  where 
there  are  several  sections  forbidding  different  acts,*^  and  different 


variably  held  by  subsequent  decisions, 
both  EnglisTi  and  American,  that  in  an 
action  on  a  penal  statute  the  declara- 
tion must  allege  the  fact  to  be  done 
contra  formam  statuti  or  in  language 
equivalent  thereto;  unless  the  same 
facts  would  constitute  an  offense  or 
ground  of  action  at  common  law.  .  .  . 
A  recent  statute  has  rendered  those 
words  immaterial,  in  indictments  and 
complaints,  but  penal  statutes,  not  be- 
ing therein  mentioned,  still  retain  that 
one  attribute  of  legal  strictness." 
Penley  v.  Whitney,  48  Me.  351. 

86.  See  Leone  v.  Kelly,  77  Conn.  569, 
60  Atl.  136;  Broschart  v.  Tuttle,  59 
Conn.  1,  21  Atl.  925,  11  L.  S.  A.  33. 
1  Compare  Blydenburgh  v.  Miles,  39 
Cenn.  484:  Town  of  Griswold  v.  Gal- 
lup, 22  Cfonn.  208.  Mass. — Levy  v. 
Goudy,  2  Allen  320.  Mo. — Emerson  v. 
St.  Louis,  etc.  E.  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  161,  19 
S.  W.  1113;  Eeynolds  v.  Chicago  & 
A.  B.  Co.,  85  Mo.  90.  Mont.— State  «. 
OwsJey,  17  Mont.  94,  42  Pac.  105.  N.  Y. 
In  People  v.  McCann,  67  N.  Y.  506, 
the  court  cites  Nellis  v.  New  York  Cent. 
R.  Co.,  30  N.  Y.  505,  as  settling  the 
question  that  the  statute  need  not  be 
specifically  pleaded.  Compare  supra, 
VIII,  on  the  necessity  of  reciting  stat- 
ute in  the  process.  N.  0. — Carson  v. 
Bunting,  154  N.  C.  530,  70  S.  E.  923. 
See  also  Currie  v.  Ealeigh  &  A.  Air 
Line  E.  Co.,  135  N.  C.  535,  47  S.  E. 
654;  London  v.  Headen,  76  N.  C.  72. 
See  also  Harshaw  v.  Crow,  33  N.  C. 
240;  Duffy  v.  Averitt,  27  N.  C.  455. 
S.  D. — See  Kirby  v.  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  4  S.  D.  463,  57  N.  W.  202. 

[a]  Texas. — "Courts  take  judicial 
cognizance  of  general  laws,  and  under 
our  system  of  pleading  it  is  only  neces- 
sary to  allege  the  facts  upon  which 
the  recovery  is  sought.  The  provisions 
of  general  statutory  iaw  governing  the 
rights  of  the  parties  upon  such  a  state 
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of  fact  need  not  be  alleged."  Martin 
V.  Johnson,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  628,  33 
S.  W.  306.  Compare  Kansas  City,  etc. 
E.  Co.  V.  Cole  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149 
S.  W.  753. 

[b]  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act. — 
Strout  V.  United  Shoe  Mach.  Co.,  195 
Fed.  313. 

[c]  Bule  under  particular  penal 
statutes  has  been  changed,  but  the 
general  common  law  doctrine  has  not 
been  changed  by  statute.  Atlantic 
Coast  L.  E.  Co.  v.  State  (Pla.),  74 
So.   595. 

87.  See  the  statutes,  an3  City  of 
Goshen  v.  Croxton,  34  Ind.  239.  See 
also  Green  v.  City  of  Indiankpolis,  25 
Ind.  490;  State  v.  Prosser,  16  N.  D. 
180,  112  N.  W.  72,  construing  Code 
(1905),  §7396,  as  requiring  at  least  a 
referfence  to   the   statute. 

88.  Barkhamsted  v.  Parsons,  3  Conn. 
1.  See  also  Town  of  Griswold  v.  Gal- 
lup, 22  Conn.  208;  Scroter  v.  Harring- 
ton, 8  N.  C.  192,  followed  in  Bun- 
combe Tpk.  Co.  V.  McCarson,  18  N.  0. 
S06. 

89.  Smith  v.  United  States,  1  Gall. 
261,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,122  {following 
Com.  V.  Morse,  2  Mass.  138),  a  con- 
clusion "contrary  to  the  law  in  such 
case  made  and  provided"  is  not  suffi- 
cient, since  "law"  might  refer  to  the 
common  law  and  is  not  the  same  as 
"act"  or  "statute." 

[a]  It  is  sufficient  to  recite  the 
facts  and  follow  with  a  reference  to 
the  act  itself.  Hall  v.  Pennsylvania 
E.  Co.,  257  Pa.  54,  100  Atl.  1035, 
following  Eees  v.  Emeriek,  6  Sere.  St 
R.    (Pa.)    286. 

90.  Drake  v.  Preston,  34  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
257. 

91.  Benalleck  v.  People,  31  Miclk 
200. 
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statutes  should  not  be  referred  to  without  specifying  which  is  relied 
upon.®^ 

Effect  of  Recital. —  That  the  statute  has  been  recited  may  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  whether  the  action  is  for  a  statutory  penalty 
or  for  a  common  law  liability.^' 

3.  Alleging  the  Offense.  —  In  Words  of  Statute.  —  It  is  generally 
held  sufficient  to  allege  the  act  in  the  words  of  the  statute,®*  subject,  of 
course,  to  the  rule  that  the  statute  must  itself  sufficiently  describe  the 
offense.®*  All  the  necessary  ingredients  of  the  offense  must  be  speci- 
fically set  forth,®^  and  nothing  must  be  left  to  implication  or  intend- 


92.  See  Fish  v.  Manning,  31  Fed. 
340,  which  says:  "The  common  law 
rule  was  the  same."  See  also  Eriek- 
Bon  V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  9  N.  D. 
81,  81  N.   W.  46. 

[a]  Compare  Blydenburgh  v.  Miles, 
39  Conn.  484,  where  a  general  refer- 
ence "contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statutes"  was  held  proper.  The  plead- 
er, being  uncertain  which  of  several 
statutes  the  particular  acts  were  for- 
■bidden  by,  "framed  his  declaration  so 
as  to  meet  the  proof  as  it  might  ap- 
pear." 

93.  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  H.  R.  Co  v. 
Hill,  11  111.  App.  248. 

94.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Brig 
Neurea,  19  How.  92,  15  L.  ed.  9.31; 
Winne  v.  Snow,  19  Fed.  507,  explaining 
United  States  v.  Morris,  2  Bond  23,  26 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,814,  following  Oli- 
phant  V.  Salem  Flouring  Mills,  5  Sawy. 
128,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,486.  Ark. 
Kirkpatrick  v.  Stewart,  19  Ark.  695. 
Conn. — Merriam  v.  Langdon,  10  Conn. 
460.  m.— Gebhart  v.  Adams,  23  111. 
345.  Me. — Berry  ».  Stinson,  23  Me. 
140.  Tenn. — Greer  v.  Bumpass,  Mart. 
&  Y.  94.  Va. — Sims  v.  Alderson,  8 
Leigh  (35  Va.)  479.  Can.— Church  v. 
Richards,  6  U.  C.  Q.  B.  562. 

See  12  Standabd  Proc.  447. 

95.  The  Mary  Ann,  8  Wheat.  (U. 
S.)  380,  5  L.  ed,  641.  See  also  Brig 
Caroline  v.  United  States,  7  Cranch 
(U.  S.)  496,  3  L.  ed.  417;  Schooner 
Hoppet  V.  United  States,  7  Cranch  (U. 
8.)  389,  3  L.  ed.  380;  United  States 
V.  Three  Hundred  and  Ninety-Six  Bar- 
rels Distilled  Spirits,  3  Int.  Rev.  Rec. 
123,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,503  (and  cases 
there  cited) ;  Duch  v.  The  Chief  Bur- 
gess, 7  Watts  (Pa.)  181. 

[a]  "If  there  Is  nothing  in  the 
context  or  in  other  parts  of  the  statute, 
or  in  statutes  in  pari  materia,  to  con- 
trol  or   modify   the   sense   and   mean- 


ing of  the  terms  in  which  the  offense 
is  defined,  then  it  may  be  presumed 
that  the  terms  in  the  complaint  are 
used  in  the  same  sense  with  those  in 
the  statute  and  whatever  that  pro- 
hibits the  complaint  charges.  In  such 
case  the  offense  may  be  described  and, 
charged  in  the  words  of  the  Statute. 
Otherwise  it  may  be  necessary  to  frame 
the  complaint  in  such  terms  as  to 
designate  the  offense  intended  with 
precision."  Com.  v.  Bean,  14  Gray 
(Mass.)  52.  See  also  Com.  v.  Bean, 
11  Cush.  (Mass.)  414. 

96.  U.  S.— The  Bolina,  1  Gall.  75, 
3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,608.  See  Jacob  v. 
United  States,  1  Brock.  520,  13  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  7,157.  Ala. — Reagh  v.  Spaun, 
3  Stew.  100.  ni.— Sexton  v.  School 
Comrs.,  19  111.  51;  Pace  v.  Vaughn, 
6  111.  30,  followed  in  Camp  v.  Ganley, 
6  111.  App.  499.  See  also  Russell  v. 
Hamilton,  3  111.  56;  Hamilton  v. 
Wright,  2  111.  582.  Me.— Maine  v. 
Androscoggin  R.  Co.,  76  Me.  411.  Miss. 
Dukate  v.  Adams,  101  Miss.  433,  58 
So.  475.  Mo. — Manz  v.  St.  Louis,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  87  Mo.  278;  St4te  v.  Wabash, 
St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  83  Mo.  lii;  Wood 
V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  59  Mo. 
App.    236. 

i;a]  Must  clearly  and  specifically  al- 
lege the  grounds  upon  which  the  statu- 
tory penalty  is  sought.  Dunlap  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  32  S.  D. 
581,   144  N.   W.   226. 

[b]  "Certainty  to  a  'certain  intent 
in  general'  is  required,  so  that  the 
words  used  may  not  mislead  either  by 
their  natural  or  artificial  sense."  Fair- 
banks V.  Antrim,  2  N.  H.  105. 

[c]  Need  Only  State  Such  Facts 
as  Clearly  Bring  It  Within  the  Statute. 
State  ex  rel.  Mo.,  etc.  Co.  v.  Nolte  (Mo. 
App.),  187  S.  W.  896,  following  Emer- 
son V.  St.  Louis  &  H.  R.  Co.,  ill  Mo. 
161,  19  S.  W.  1113. 
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ment.®''    The  facts,  and  not  mere  conclusions,  must  be  alleged.'* 
Negativing  Exceptions.  —  The  familiar  rule  of  pleading  applies  that 

exceptions  or  limitations  in  the  same  section  must  be  pleaded,  but 

those  in  another  section  or  statute  need  not  be.'^ 

Defects  Not  Cured  by  Verdict If  the  petition  does  not  state  the  facts 

to  bring  the  party  liable  under  the  statute  by  its  very  terms,  the 

defects  therein  are  not  cured  by  the  verdict.^ 

4.  Allegations  as  to  Right  to  Penalty  and  Capacity  To  Sue.  —  It 
is  not  necessary  to  aver  the  uses  to  which  the  forfeiture  is  to  be  applied.^ 
So  it  is  not  necessary  to  specifically  allege  that  one  is  suing  not  alone 
for  himself.'  There  must  be  averments  showing  the  existence  of 
persons  capable  of  taking.*  The  wording  of  the  statute  may  be  such 
as  to  require  allegations  showing  plaintiff's  capacity  to  bring  the  suit.' 

5.  Allegations  as  to  Damages.  —  Actual  damages  need  not  be  al- 
leged," and  it  has  been  held  incorrect  to  make  such  demand.''     It  is 


97.  People  ■;;.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co., 
72  111.  App.  569;  Everts  v.  Allen,  1 
D.  Chip.   (Vt.)   116. 

98.  Ala. — Blackburn  v.  Baker,  7 
Port.  284.  Conn. — Broschart  v.  Tuttle, 
59  Conn.  1,  21  Atl.  925,  11  L.  E.  A. 
33;  Larabee  v.  Tracy,  1  Root  273.  HI. 
People  V.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  72  111. 
App.  569.  La. — New  Orleans  v.  Gor- 
don, 12  La.  Ann.  749.  N.  Y. — Bigelow 
V.  Johnson,  13  Johns.  428;  Cole  v. 
Smith,  4  Johns.  193;  People  v.  Joline, 
65  Misc.  394,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  857. 
S.  D. — Kirby  v.  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  4,  8.  D.  463,  57  N.  W.  202.  Tenn. 
Greer  v.  Bumpass,  Mart.  &  Y.  94.  Vt. 
Ellis  V.  Hull,  2  Aik.  41. 

99.  U.  S.— Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co. 
V.  United  States,  195  Fed.  241,  115 
C.  C.  A.  193,  afjirmmg  judgment,  184 
Fed.  984.  Pla. — Seaboard,  etc.  E.  Co. 
V.  Nims,  61  Fla.  420,  54  So.  779.  lU. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Carter,  20 
111.  390.  Me.— Berry  v.  Stinson,  23  Me. 
140;  Smith  v.  Moore,  6  Greenl.  274. 
Mass. — WilliamB  v.  Hingham  &  Quincy 
Tpk.  Corp.,  4  Pick.  341.  N.  J.— Lett 
V.  Laventhal,  80  N.  J.  L.  216,  76  Atl. 
328;  Vandegrift  v.  Meihle,  66  N.'J.  L. 
92,  49  Atl.  16.  N.  Y.— Hart  v.  CleiB, 
8  Johns.  41.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Davenger, 
10  Phila.  478.  S.  C— Mills  v.  Kennedy, 
1  Bailey  17.  Eng.— The  President  & 
College  of  Physicians  v.  Salmon,  1  Ld. 
Eaym.  680,  91  Eng.  Eeprint   1353. 

See  the  title  "Indictment  and  In- 
formation." 

1.  Bradshaw  v.  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  150  Mo.  App.  711,  131  S.  W.  912, 
criticisinri  Wood  v.  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  59  Mo.  App.  236.  See  12  Stand- 
ard PBGC.  697. 
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2.  U.  S.— Seers  v.  United  States,  1 
Gall.  257,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,592. 
Me. — State  v.  Thrasher,  79  Me.  17,  7 
Atl.  814;  State  v.  Willis,  78  Mfe.  70, 
2  Atl.  848.  N.  C— Martin  v.  Martin, 
50  N.  C.  346. 

3.  Levy  v.  Gowdy,  2  Allen  (Mass.) 
320,  while  a  proper  and  usual  allega- 
tion it  is  not  necessary  for  the  court 
will  give  a  judgment  which  will  secure 
a  proper  disposal  of  the  penalty. 
Compare  supra,  VII,  A  and  B. 

4.  State  V.  Grand  Trunk  E.  Co.,  ffO 
Me.  145;   State  v.  Cottle,  15  Me.  473. 

5.  Barker  v.  Phelps,  39  Mo.  App. 
288,  so  where  a  suit  can  only  be  in- 
stituted by  a  taxpayer,  the  petition 
must  show  plaintiff  is  a  taxpayer. 

[a]  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
in  the  complaint  that  the  action  was 
caused  to  be  brought  by  the  officer 
charged  with  the  duty  of  so  doing, 
where  the  penalty  is  only  given  to 
the  people  and  such  officer  is  the  only 
person  who  can  bring  the  suit.  People 
V.  Lamb,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  584,  dis- 
tinguisUng  People  v.  Belknap,  58  Hun 
241,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  143,  holding  that 
where  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
action  was  commenced  by  someone  hav- 
ing authority  it  cannot  be  maintained. 

6.  Ark.— Little  Rock,  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Davis,  41  Ark.  79.  See  also  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Cobbs,  47  Ark.  344, 
1  S.  W.  558.  m.— Galena  &  Chicago, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Appleby,  28  Til.  283. 
Eng. — Pemberton  v.  Shelton,  Cro.  Jae. 
498,    79   Eng.   Reprint   425. 

7.  Barkhamsted  v.  Parsons,  3  Conn. 

[a]  But  Seems  Not  To  Be  Re- 
versiWe  Error.- Dowd  v.   Seawell,   14 
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proper  to  claim  only  nominal  damages.'    It  is  not  necessary  to  aver 
that  the  penalty  is  unpaid." 

6.  Joinder.  —  The  general  rules  of  joinder  apply  in  this  class  of 
cases."  Whether  a  cause  of  action  for  a  penalty  can  be  joined  with 
some  other  cause  growing  out  of  the  same  act  will  depend  largely 
upon  whether  the  penal  action  be  considered  civil  or  criminal,  ex 
contractu  or  ex  delictu,^^  and  joinder  is  often  permitted  to  avoid 
multiplicity  of  suits.^^  Where  several  distinct  acts  of  the  same  nature 
are  committed  by  the  same  defendant  against  the  same  plaintiff,  and 
for  each  of  which  a  separate  penalty  is  imposed  there  need  be  but  one 
suit."  Where  the  statute  gives  only  one  penalty  for  several  acts,  but 
one  action  can  be  brought.^*  Where  the  penalty  is  claimed  for  a  con- 
tinuing offense,  it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  in  separate  counts  for 
each  day's  acts.^°     In  some  jurisdictions  the  general  provisions  of 


N.  C.  185.  See  Ely  v.  Van  Beuren, 
3  Gaines  (N.  Y.)  218;  Pemberton  v. 
Shelton,  Cro.  J,ac.  498,  79  Eng.  Re- 
print  425. 

8.  Indiana  Millers,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
People,  65  111.  App.  355,  tli»  damages 
were  alleged  to  be  one  cent. 

9.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Young, 
93  Ind.  118,  the  purpose  of  such  an 
allegation  in  an  action  on  a  contract 
is  to  show  a  breach  by  non-payment, 
but  in  actions  on  torts  or  for  penalties 
there  is  no  necessity  for  showing  a 
failure  to  pay  the  damages  or  the 
penalty. 

10.  See  the  titles  "Indictment  and 
Information;"  "Joinder  of  Actions;" 
"Several  Counts." 

11.  See  supra,  II,  and  Washington- 
Alaska  Bank  V.  Stewart,  184  Fed.  673, 
108  C.  C.  A.  273;  Gruber  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  87  Pa.  465,  action  for  excess 
interest  and  for  penalty  for  usury. 

[a]  Cutting  Down  Trees. — Cause  of 
action  for  penalty  and  for  damages 
may  be  joined.  One  count  asks  for 
the  real  value  of  the  trees  and  the  other 
count  asks  for  the  statute  value.  The 
same  plea  could  be  made  to  both 
counts  and  the  same  judgment  would 
be  proper  to  either.  Elder  v.  Hilzheim, 
35  Miss.  231.  Compare  Morrison  v. 
Bedell,   22  N.   H.   234. 

[b]  Money  had  and  received  may 
be  joined  with  cause  of  action  for 
penalty  for  exacting  excessive  fees. 
Spence  v.  Thompson,  11  Ala.  746.  But 
compare  People  ex  rel.  Drew  v.  Judges, 
Dougl.  (Mich.)  434,  where  amendment 
was  refused  which  joined  action  for 
debt  for  penalty  with  one  for  money 
had  and  received. 

12.  Washington-Alaska  Bank  v.  Stew- 


art, 184  Fed.  673,  108  C.  C.  A.  273; 
Snow  v.  Mast,  65  Fed.  995;  Wol^crton 
V.  Lacey,  18  Law  Rep.  672,  30  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  17,932.  See  also  Barkhamsted 
V.  Parsons.  3  Conn.  1;  Cincinnati,  etc. 
R.   Go.   V.   Cook,   37   Ohio   St.   265. 

13.  Snow  V.  Mast,  65  Fed.  995  (in- 
fringements of  same  copyright) ;  In- 
diana Millers,  etc.  Ins.  Go.  v.  People, 
65  111.  App.  355  (writing  three  illegal 
policies  of  insurance) ;  following  Byars 
V.  Mt.  Vernon,  77  111.  467;  and  Hens- 
holdt  V.  Town  of  Petersburg,  63  111. 
Ill,  where  it  was  held  that  several 
fines  for  illegal  sale  of  liquor  con- 
trary to  ordinance  could  be  collected 
in  one  suit.  But  see  Wolverton  v. 
Lacey,  18  Law  Rep.  672,  30  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  17,932,  where  it  is  held  not  a  mis- 
joinder to  sue  for  •  separate  penalties 
in  one  count  where  the  matters  were 
set  out  with  such  particularity  that 
the  defendant  could  not  have  been 
misled. 

[a]  So  in  action  for  penalty  for 
cutting  trees,  penalties  for  the  cutting 
and  carrying  away  of  any  number  of 
trees  may  be  embraced  in  one  count. 
Many  trees  may  be  cut  or  carried 
away  by  one  act  of  trespass.  People 
V.  M'Fadden,  13   Wend.    (N.   Y.)    396. 

[b]  Declaring  for  four  different 
penalties  at  different  times  in  the  same 
coun't  is  demurrable,  but  where  only 
one  penalty  was  found  by  the  jury  it 
must  be  presumed  after  verdict  that 
the  jury  convicted  defendant  of  the 
offense  properly  laid.  Burnham  ». 
Webster,  5  Mass.  266. 

14.  Clark  v.  Lisbon,  19  N.   H.  286. 

15.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Stephenson,  131  Ind.  203,  30  N.  E. 
1082. 
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statutes  regulating  joinder  of  actions  have  been  held  not  to  apply  to 
actions  for  penalties,^'  and,  a  code  provision  permitting  any  person 
injured  by  the  violation  of  a  statute  to  recover  damages,  does  not 
warrant  joining  a  cause  for  such  damages  with  one  for  a  penalty, ^^  but 
a  general  provision  permitting  joinder  where  the  causes  arise  from 
injuries  to  person  or  property,  has  been  construed  as  permitting  joinder 
where  a  railroad  company  was  liable  to  several  penalties  for  over- 
charging.^' 

7.  Minuting  and  Indorsing."  —  In  some  jurisdictions  com- 
plaints, informations  and  the  like  must  be  minuted  or  indorsed,  show- 
ing when  the  proceedings  were  commenced.^"  It  has  been  held  that 
this  must  be  done  on  the  day  the  action  was  commenced  and  not  that 
on  which  the  process  was  returned,^^  and  where  required  on  the  day 
the  information  was  "exhibited,"  indorsement  on  the  day  of  filing  is 
sufficient.^^  The  entry  in  a  justice's  docket  should  show  what  the 
penalty  was  for,  or  under  what  statute  it  accrued.^' 

8.  Treating  Indictment  as  Compliant.  —  Where  a  proceeding  was 
begun  by  indictment  which  should  have  been  by  complaint  in  a  civil 
action,  it  has  been ,  held  that  the  court  may  retain  jurisdiction  by 
treating  the  indictment  as  a  complaint,  where '  defendant  was  not 
prejudiced.^* 

B.  Dependant's  Pleadings.^^  —  The  defendant's  pleadings  are 
governed  by  the  general  rules  appropriate  to  the  particular  sort  of  an 
action  or  proceeding  employed  to  enforce  the  penalty,  forfeiture  or 
fine.^"  In  a  penal  action  to  recover  a  fine  defendant  cannot  be  compelled 
to  file  an  answer,  though  the  proceedings  are  civil  in  form.^'  "Not 
guilty"  has  been  recognized  as  a  proper  plea  where  the  action  is  debt,^' 
but  the  more  appropriate  plea  is  "nil  debit. "^'  It  has  been  held  that  it 


16.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  6o.  v.  Com., 
102  Ky.  300,  43  8.  W.  458,  53  L.  E. 
A.  149.  See  also  Brown  v.  Eice,  51 
Cal.   489. 

17.  Maple  v.  John,  42  W.  V,a.  30, 
24  S.  E.  608,  32  L.  E.  A.  800. 

18.  Cincinnati,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Cook, 
37  OMo  St.  265. 

19.  Minuting  and  indorsing  of  in- 
dictments, informations  and  complaint^ 
in  criminal  prosecutions,  see  the  title 
"Indictment  and  Information." 

Indorsement  of  process,  'see  supra, 
VIII,   A. 

20.  See  the  statutes  and  cases  in 
following    notes. 

21.  Griffith  B.  West,  10  N.  J.  L.  301; 
Ackerson  v.  Zabriskie,  7  N.  J,  L.  167. 

22.  State  v.  Brainerd,  57  Vt.  369, 
the  filing  imports  an  exhibition.  Com- 
pare  also  State  v.  Bartlett,  11  "Vt.  650, 
where  a  "mere  verbal  departure  from 
the  precise  requirements  of  the  stat- 
ute" was  not  fatal  since  no  misap- 
prehension was  possible. 

23.  Ackerson  v.  Zabriskie,  7  N.  J. 
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L.   167.     Compare  Dallas  v,  Hendry,  3 
N.  J.  L.  973. 

24.  Kansas  City,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  State, 
63  Ark.  134,  37  S.  W.  1047.  See  also 
Eailway  Co.  v.  St^te,  55  Ark.  200,  17 
S.   W.  806. 

25.  Necessity  of  affidavit  of  defense, 
see  1  Standard  Prog.  664. 

26.  See  Com.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co., 
129  Ky.  546,  112  S.  "W.  632,  and  gen- 
erally the  titles  "Answers;"  "Ar- 
raignment and  Plea;"  "Denials;"  and 
other  titles  dealing  with  particular 
pleas. 

[aj  A  plea  of  "not  guilty"  trav- 
erses every  material  allegation  of  the 
petition.  Com.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  129 
Ky.  546,  112  S.  W.  632;  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Com.,  112  Ky.  635,  66 
S.  W.  505. 

27.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Com., 
112  Ky.  635,  66  S.  W.  505. 

28.  Stilsoh  V.  Tobey,  2  Mass.  521; 
Hitchcock  V.  Munger,  15  N.  H.  97. 

29.  Burnham  v.  Webster,  5  Mass. 
266;    Stilson   v.   Tobey,   2   Mass.    521. 
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is  not  sufficient  to  plead  tbe  general  issue  as  to  the  whole  of  an  in- 
formation for  a  forfeiture.^" 

The  pleading  the  statute  of  limitations  depends  largely  on  whether  the 
proceeding  be  considered  criminal,  or  civil  in  nature.^^  In  criminal 
prosecutions  it  is  a  question  of  local  construction  whether  the  bar  of 
the  statute  may  be  raised  by  the  plea  of  not  guilty,"  or  may  be  by 
demurrer  to  the  indictment,''  or  is  ground  for  quashing.'*  In  civil 
cases,  subject  to  the  qualifications  elsewhere  stated,'^  the  general  rule 
obtains  that  the  defense  being  affirmative  should  be  pleaded  by  de- 
fendant.'* 

C.  Amendment.  —  It  is  proper  to  permit  amendment  as  in  other 
civil  suits,  in  actions  for  penalties,'^  or  forfeiture." 

X.  ABATEMENT  AND  REVIVAL.  — In  the  absence  of  statute 
expressly  so  providing,  the  right  of  action  for  a  penalty  does  not 
survive.'^    Whether  the  common  law  rule  has  been  changed  by  gen- 


See  also  Hitchcock  v.  Hunger,  15  N.  H. 
97. 

[a]  Not  proper  in  action  of  deht 
sur  amercement — ^because  this  would 
have  the  effect  of  bringing  the  trial 
of  a  record  before  the  jury.  Canfield 
V.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  L.  203.  ■Compwe 
Wadsworth  v.  Parsons,  6   Ohio   449. 

30.  Commander  in  Chief,  1  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  43,  17  L.  ed.  609;  United  States 
V.  Twenty-five  Barrels  of  Alcohol,  28 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,562.  See  the  titles 
"Admiralty;"  "Internal  Revenue." 

31.  See  supra,  II,  A. 

32.  See  2  Standard  Proc.  917.  And 
see  Com.  v.  Washington,  1  Dana  (Ky.) 
446;  Com,  V.  Euffner,  28  Pa.  259. 

33.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  652,  and 
United  States  v.  Cook,  17  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
168,   21  L.   ed.   538. 

34.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  1054, 
and  Com.  v.  Washington,  1  Dana  (Ky») 
446. 

35.  See  the  title  "LimitSSon  of 
Actions."-  And  see  6  Standard  Proc. 
881,    918,   926,   931. 

36.  HI. — Gebhart  v.  Adams,  23  111. 
345,  must  be  specially  pleaded  and  not 
raised  by  general  demurrer.  Ky. — ^Es- 
till V.  Fox,  7  Mon.  552,  18  Am.  Dec. 
213,  general  issue  is  suflcient.  Me. 
State  V.  Thrasher,  79  Me.  17,  7  Atl. 
814  (should  be  pleaded  or  given  in 
evidence  and  not  raised  by  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment) ;  Frohock  v.  Pat- 
tee,  38  Me.  103  (may  be  by  general  is- 
sue or  special  plea) ;  Moore  v.  Smith, 
S  Greenl.  490,  may  be  by  general  issue. 
IT.  H.— Pike  v.  Jenkins,  12  N.  H.  255, 
may  be  by  plea  "nil  debit." 

fa]  Where  the  statute  giving  the 
penalty  limits  tbe  time,   the   time   is 

i» 


of  the  essence  of  the  right  of  action, 
so  the  statute  need  not  be  pleaded  by 
defendant  though  it  is  not  error  to 
do  so.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  By.  Co. 
V.  Tanner,  19  Colo.  559,  36  Pac.  541. 

[b]  If  it  appears  on  the  record  or 
at  the  trial  that  the  suit  on  a  penal 
statute  has  not  been  brought  in  time, 
effect  must  be  given  to  the  limitation 
though  not  pleaded.  Mewburn  v. 
Street,  21  U.  C.  Q.  B.  498. 

37.  Mo. — Adcox  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  171  Mo.  App.  331,  157  S.  W. 
989.  N.  Y.— Low  v.  Little,  17  Johns. 
346.  See  also  Barber  v.  McHenry,  6 
Wend.  516.  Tenn. — Childress  v.  Mayor, 
etc.,  3  Sneed  347. 

[a]  Must  Not  Set  Up  a  Different 
Cause  of  Action. — Eosenbach  v.  Drey- 
fuss,  1  Fed.  391;  Higdon  v.  Kennemer, 
120  Ala.  193,  24  So.  439.  See  the  title 
"New  Cause  of  Action  or  Defense." 

[b]  Amendment  Not  Allowed  After 
Case  Fully  Heard. — The  African  Prince, 
212  Fed.  552. 

38.  The  Mary  Ann,  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
380,  5  L.  ed.  641;  Brig  Caroline  v. 
United  States,  7  Cranch  (U.  S.)  496,  3 
L.  ed.  417;  Merriam  v.  Langdon,  10 
Conn.  460. 

39.  XJ.  S. — Schreiber  v.  Sharpless, 
110  U.  S.  76,  3  Sup.  Ct.  423,  28  L.  ed. 
65,  afflrmmg  17  Fed.  589.  Ala. — Willis 
V.  Byrne,  106  Ala.  425,  17  So.  332. 
Conn. — Mitchell  v.  Hotchkiss,  48  Conn. 
9.  111. — Diversey  v.  Smith,  103  111.  378. 
Ind. — Davis  v.  State,  119  Ind.  555,  22 
N".  B.  9.  Ky.— Cowan  v.  Campbell's 
Admr.,  17  B.  Mon.  522.  Mass. — Tarter 
V.  Flagg,  143  Mass.  280,  9  N.  E.  649. 
N.  Y.— Stokes  v.  Stickney,  96  N.  Y. 
323;  People  v.  Newcomb,  75  Mi«c.  258, 
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eral  provisions  regarding  abatement  and  the  survival  of  causes  of 
action  is  one  of  local  construction.*"  As  in  other  criminal  eases  the 
death  of  the  defendant  abates  the  proceedings.*' 

XI.  DISCONTINUANCE  AND  DISMISSAL.*^  —  An  action  for 
a  penalty  may  be  discontinued,  notwithstanding  a  statute  forbidding 
eompoundipg.*^  Want  of  authority  to  prosecute  is  not  ground  for 
dismissal,**  nor  is  failure  of  the  defendant  to  appear.*^  Where  the 
statute  gives  but  a  single  penalty  for  several  acts,  separate  suits  on 
each  of  such  acts  may  be  dismissed  on  motion.** 

XII.  RIGHT    TO    JURY    TRIAL.*' —  Where    the    procedure    is 


135  N.  T.  Supp.  151.  N".  O.— Fite  v. 
Lander,  52  N.  C.  247.  Pa.— Eeed  v. 
Cist,  7  Serg.  &  E.  183.  E.  I.— Moies 
V.  Sprague,  9  E.  I.  541.  S.  C— Butler 
V.  Butler,  62  S.  C.  165,  40  S.  B.  138, 
following  Allen  v.  Petty,  58  S.  C.  240, 
36  S.  E.  586.  Tenn. — Governor  v.  Mc- 
Manus,  11  Humph.  152.  Tex. — State  v. 
Sehuenemann,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  485, 
46  S.  W.  260.  See  Nolan  v.  Tennison, 
21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  332,  50  S.  W.  1028. 
Vt. — Benson  v.  Egerton,  Brayt.  21. 
Wis.— Cotter  v.  Plumer,  72  Wis.  476, 
40  N.  W.  379.  See  also  Killen  v. 
Barnes,  106  Wis.  546,  82  N.  W.  536. 
Bng.— Hambly  v.  Trott,  Oowp.  372,  98 
Eng.  Eeprint  1136;  Kirkham  v.  Wheely, 
3  Salt.  282,  91  Eng.  Eeprint  825. 

40.  See  the  following  cases:  TJ.  S. 
Town  of  Waterford  v.  Elson,  149  Fed. 
91,  78  C.  C.  A.  675,  afirming  140  Fed. 
800.  Coun. — Bartram  v.  Sharon,  71 
Conn.  686,  43  At).  143,  46  L.  E.  A. 
144,  construing  Gen.  Sts.,  1902,  §2020, 
giving  damages  for  injuries  from  de- 
fective highways.  Ind. — Davis  v.  State, 
119  Ind.  555,  22  N.  E.  9,  following 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Scircle,  103 
Ind.  227,  2  N.  B.  604.  Me.— Preseott 
V.  Knowles,  62  Me.  277.  Mo. — Wiener 
V.  Peacock,  31  Mo.  App.  238,  following 
a  line  of  Missouri  cases  from  Higgins 
V.  Breen,  9  Mo.  497,  to  Baker  v.  Cran- 
dall,  78  Mo.  584.  Compare  State  v. 
Atchisonj  173  Mo.  164,  72  S.  W.  1075; 
Carrollton  v.  Ehomberg,  78  Mo.  547. 
N.  C— Fite  V.  Lander,  52  N.  C.  247, 
Eevisal  of  1905,  §415. 

41.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Mitchell, 
173  Fed.  254,  97  C.  C.  A.  420,  affirming 
163  Fed.  1014;  United  States  v.  Pom- 
eroy,  152  Fed.  279.  Ind.— Blaekwell 
V.  State,  184  Ind.  227,  113  N.  E.  7^3. 
Ore; — State  v.  Martin,  30  Ore.  108,  47 
Pac.    196. 

And  see  generally  the  title  "Sur- 
vival." 

42.  S«e    generally    the    title    "Dls- 
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missal,   Discontinuance  and  Nonsuit." 
Dismissal    for    failure    to    properly 
minute  the  writ,  see  supra,  VIII,  A. 

43.  Haskins  v.  Newcomb,  2  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  405,  another,  suit  might  be 
brought  by  some  other  informer  and 
the  discontinuance  could  not  be  pleaded 
in  bar. 

[a]  Whether  Action  Be  by  Private 
Party  or  Public  Officer. — In  a  strictly 
qui  tam  action  the  party  bringing  same 
may  abandon  or  discontinue  it.  In  an 
action  for  a  penalty  to  be  prosecuted 
by  a  certain  city  officer  named,  "one- 
half  to  the  use  of  the  town  and  the 
other  half  for  the  use  of  the  per- 
son furnishing  the  necessary  evidence 
in  the  case,"  such  officer  has,  as 
against  such  person  and  except  so  far 
as  he  may  be  bound  to  act  under  the 
orders  of  the  city  government,  a  right 
to  discontinue  the  suit.  Wheeler  v. 
Goulding,  13  Gray   (Mass.)    539. 

44.  Comrs.  of  Excise  v.  Purdy,  36 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  266,  at  most  it  is  only 
ground  for  an  order  to  stay  tlie  pro- 
ceedings, or  for  compelling  a  bond  for 
cost  to  be  given.  See  also  Thayer  v. 
Lewis,  4  Denio  (N.  Y.)  269.  Compare 
Ninety-Nine  Plaintiffs  v.  Vanderbilt,  1 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  193. 

[a]  Question  Cannot  Be  Raised 
After  Acquiescence  by  Proper  Official. 
Com.  V.  Connecticut  Eiver  E.  Co.,  15 
Gray  (Mass.)  447. 

45.  Maguire  ».  Xenia,  54  111.  299,  for 
the  court  can  render  judgment  in  his 
absence. 

46.  Clark  V.  Lisbon,  19  N.  H.  286, 
though  probably  a  plea  in  abatement 
as  to  all  but  one  would  be  proper. 

47.  See  generally  the  title  "Juries 
and  Jurors." 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standaed  Pboo. 
538. 

Where  seizure  made  on  land  the  pro- 
cedure is  in  accordance  with  the  com- 
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strictly  a  civil  action  it  is  clear  the  right  to  a  jury  trial  will  be  governed 
by  the  rules  governing  other  civil  actions."  Where  the  procedure  is 
strictly  criminal  and  for  the  enforcement  of  state  laws,  the  right  to  a 
jury  trial  cannot  be  denied,"  but  it  must  be  remembered  that  even 
at  the  common  law  many  petty  offenders  could  be  punished  without 
trial  by  jury.^"  and  hence  the  question  is  usually  one  of  construction 
of  the  particular  statutes  and  constitutions.^^ 

XIII.  SUMMARY  FORFEITURE.  — Forfeiture  of  property  as  a 
means  of  enforcing  an  ordinance  or  statute  regulating  the  use  of  the 
thing  forfeited,  can  only  be  had  under  some  form  of  judicial  deter- 
mination.^^ For  where  the  forfeiture  of  the  property  is  designed  as 
a  penalty  for  disobedience  of  law,  it  is  not  due  process  of  law  to 
deprive  the  offender  of  his  property  without  a  hearing.^^  Notice  either 
express  or  implied  must  be  given  that  the  owner  may  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  come  in  and  be  heard  before  judgment  of  condemnation.''* 
A  statute  granting  to  the  aggrieved  party  the  right  to  enter  and  take 
forfeited  property  will  not  be  construed  to  permit  him  to  do  so  without 
judicial  proceedings.^^ 


mon   law   rather   than   admiralty.    See 
1  Standaed  Peoc.  538,  note  63. 

48.  Shawnee  Nat.  Bank  v.  United 
States  (C.  C.  A.),  249  Fed.  583  (pro- 
cedure to  forfeit  property  used  as 
means  of  committing  crime  is  proper- 
ly a  law  action  and  hence  parties  are 
entitled  to  jury  trial) ;  People  v.  Hoff- 
man, 3  Mich.  248,  though  defendant 
might  have  been  indicted  for  same  act. 
See  generally  16  Standard  Peoc.  877, 
909. 

[a]  Harmless  error  to  give  jury 
trial,  where  the  trial  should  have  been 
by  the  court,  especially  where  defend- 
ant did  not  object  at  the  time.  Casey 
V.  Briant,  1  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  51. 

49.  See  16  Standard  Peoc.  909-913. 
Whether  the  proceedings  are  criminal 

or  civil,  see  supra,  II,  A. 

50.  Jga;  parte  Kiburg,  10  Mo.  App. 
442;  Johnson  v.  Barclay,  16  N.  J.  L. 
1.    See  16  Standaed  Peoc.  910. 

51.  See  the  following  cases:  Ala. 
Eeagh  v.  Spann,  3  Stew.  100.  Ga. 
Williams  v.  City  Council,  4  Ga.  509. 
See  also  Floyd  v.  Comrs.,  14  Ga.  354. 
Idaho. — Stevens  v.  Home  Sav.  Assn.,  5 
Idaho  741,  51  Pac.  779,  986.  N.  J. 
Harman  v.  State  Board,  67  N.  J.  L. 
117,  50  Atl.  662;  Carter  Bros.  v.  Cam- 
den Dist.  Court,  49  N.  J.  L.  600,  10 
Atl.  108.  See  also  Howe  v.  Treasurer 
of  Plainfield,  37  N.  J.  L.  145;  McGear 
V.  Woodruff,  33  N.  J.  L.  213;  Johnson 
V.  Barclay,  16  N.  J.  L.  1.  N.  Y. 
Colon  V.  Lisk,  153  N.  T.  188,  47  N.  E. 
302.   Pa.— Wendt  v.  Craig,  67  Pa.  424; 


Van  Swartow  v.  Com.,  24  Pa.  131.  S.  0. 
City  Council  v.  Stelges,  10  Eich.  L. 
438. 

52.  HI. — Darst  v.  People,  51  111.  286; 
Poppen  V.  Holmes,  44  111.  360,  92  Am. 
Dee.  186.  Ky. — Varden  v.  Mount,  78 
Ky.  86;  Gallagher  v.  Wooster,  4  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  256.  Miss. — Donovan  v.  May- 
or, etc.  of  Vieksburg,  29  Miss.  247. 
Ohio. — Eosebaugh  v.  Saffin,  10  Ohio  31. 
Ore. — Nicklas  v.  Eathburn,  69  Ore.  483, 
139  Pac.  567. 

[a]  But  see  Whitfield  v.  Longest,  28 
N.  C.  268,  where  the  court  says:  "As 
to  the  objection,  that  there  is  no 
judicial  decision  condemning  the  propi 
erty  to  be  sold,  we  think  it  insuffi- 
cient, since  the  owner  may,  if  he 
chooses,  have  a  full  investigation  of 
the  ease  by  bringing  an  action  of 
replevin,  as  in  any  other  case  of  dis- 
tress. ' ' 

53.  N.  J.— Berry  v.  DeMaris,  76  N. 
J.  L.  301,  70  Atl.  337;  Haney  &  Scat- 
tergood  v.  Compton,  36  N.  J.  L.  507. 
N.  Y.— Colon  V.  Lisk,  153  N.  T.  188, 
47  N.  B.  302.  Ore.— Nicklas  v.  Eath- 
burn, 69  Ore.  483,  139  Pac.  567. 

54.  Ark. — Jones  v.  Mason,  12  Ark. 
687.  Ohio. — Eosebaugh  v.  Saffin,  10 
Ohio  31.  Pa.— Wendt  v.  Craig,  67  Pa. 
424;  Craig  &  Blanchard  v.  Kline,  65 
Pa.  399. 

55.  Gear  v.  Bullerdick,  34  111.  74. 

[a]  Power  to  fine  owner  for  keep- 
ing, or  to  remove  gunpowder  would 
not  warrant  municipality  in  declaring 
it   forfeited,   or ,  withholding   it   from 
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XIV.  PROVINCE  OF  COURT  OR  JURY.  —  Findings  of  fact  are 
for  the  jury  as  in  other  eases.^'  The  question  of  defendant's  good 
faith,  as  affecting  the  right  to  impose  a  penalty  upon  him,  is  for  the 
jury." 

Directing  Verdict.  — Where  the  proceeding  is  by  civil  suit  the  court 
may  under  proper  circumstances  direct  a  verdict  as  in  other  civil 
SfCtiioris  ^^ 

XV.'  VERDICT,  FINDINGS  AND  JUDGMENT.  — A.  In  Gen- 
ERAL.^^  —  Though  technically  a  judgment  should  have  been  criminal 
in  form,  for  a  fine,  defendant  cannot  complain  where  he  is  not  pre- 
judiced by  a  civil  judgment.""  Where  a  forfeiture  is  sought  the 
judgment  should  be  one  of  forfeiture  and  not  one  for  the  value  of  the 
thing  forfeited."^  The  usual  rule  obtains  that  immaterial  variances 
between  the  verdict  or  judgment,  and  the  pleadings  or  writ,  are  not 
fatal.''^  In  some  jurisdictions  the  judgment  may  provide  for  im- 
prisonment to  enforce  the  payment.*^ 

B.  Default  Judgment."*  —  The  right  to  proceed  in  the  absence 
of  defendant  turns  upon  whether  the  proceedings  be  considered  civil 
or  criminal  in  their  nature.*^  So  far  as  the  proceedings  are  civil  in 
nature  judgment  may  be  taken  by  default  as  in  other  civil  suits,""  but 
if  they  are  criminal  the  rule  applicable  thereto  applies."'  On  defend- 
ant's failure  to  plead  it  is  not  necessary  to  empanel  a  jury  where  the 
statute  fixes  a  definite  fine."*  So  in  a  suit  for  a  statutory  penalty 
judgment  on  default  may  be  for  the  statutory  amount  without  any 
assessment  of  damages."* 

C.  Assessment  op  Penalty.  —  In  an  action  of  debt  to  enforce  a 


the    owner.     Cotter    v.   Doty,    5    Ohio 
394. 

56.  Sumrell  v.  Atlantic  Coast  A.  L. 
R.  Co.,  152  N.  C.  269,  67  S.  E.  585. 
See  generally  the  title  "Province  of 
Judge  and  Jury." 

57.  Haley  v.  Taylor,  77  Miss.  867, 
28  So.  752. 

58.  Hepner  v.  United  States,  213  U. 
S.  103,  29  Sup.  Ct.  474,  53  L.  ed. 
720.  See  also  Four  Packages  v.  United 
States,.  97  U.  S.  404,  24  L.  ed.  1031 
(where  jury  was  directed  to  bring  in 
verdict  of  forfeiture);  United  States 
V.  Thompson,  41  Fed.  28;  Pe'ople  v. 
Croot,  20  Colo.  App.  256,  78  Pae.  310; 
and  the  title  "Verdict." 

59.  See  generally  the  titles  "Find- 
ings and  Conclusions;"  "Judgments;" 
"Sentence  and  Judgment;"  "Ver- 
dict." 

60.  Goldsmith  v.  City  of  Hiintsville, 
120j^la.  182,  24  So.  509. 

61.  Boles  V.  Lynde,  1  Boot  (Conn.) 
195. 

62.  Sears  v.  United  States,  1  Gall. 
257,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,592  (failing 
to    add    "of    America"    to    plaintiff 
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"United  States");  Railway  Co.  v. 
8ta,te,  55  Ark.  200,  17  S.  W.  806,  de- 
scribing defendant  as  ra,ilway  instead 
of  railroad. 

63.  People  v.  Zito,  237  Dl.  434,  86 
N.  E.  1041;  Kettles  v.  People,  221  111. 
221,  77  N.  E.  472;  People  v.  Brod,  197 
111.   App.   358. 

As  to  the  right  to  imprison  to  com- 
pel payment,  see  infra,  XVIII,  B,  2. 

64.  Necessity  for  affidavit  of  de- 
fense, see  the  title  '  'Affidavits  of  Mer- 
its and  Defense." 

65.  Grant  v.  Com.,  33  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
43.     See  supra,  II,  A. 

66.  Railway  Co.  i;.  State,  55  Arji. 
200,  17  S.  W.  806;  Maguire  v.  Town 
of  Xenia,  54  111.  299.  See  generally 
the  title  "Judgments." 

67.  See  the  titles  "Sentence  and 
Judgment;"  "Trial." 

68.  Com.  V.  Neat,  89  Ky.  241,  12 
S.   W.   256. 

69.  Tennessee  Mut.  B.  &  L.  Assn. 
V.  State,  99  Ala.  197,  13  So.  687;  Garey 
V.  Edwards,  15  Ala.  105;  Cullum  v. 
Casey  &  Co.,  9  Port.  (Ala.)  131,  33 
Am.  Dec.  304. 
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penalty  the  amount  should  be  assessed  by  a  jury  as  in  other  civil 
eases,"  but  where  the  amount  is  fixed  by  statute  it  should  be  assessed 
by  the  court."  Where  the  penalty  is  by  way  of  double  or  treble  dam- 
ages the  proper  practice  is  for  the  jury  to  find  the  single  damages 
and  the  court  to  double  or  treble  in  the  judgment."  In  trespass  by  co- 
tenants  the  damages  must  be  jointly  assessed  though  a  question  of 
penalty  is  involved  and  only  part  of  the  co-tenants  are  entitled  there- 
to." 

D.  Amount  op  Judgment  oe  Verdict.  —  Where  the  statute  gives 
a  definite  penalty  it  clearly  cannot  be  made  either  greater  or  less  by 
either  the  court  or  jury.^*  The  amount  is  not  affected  by  the  damages 
actually  sustained,'^  nor  can  conditions  be  imposed  which  are  not 
found  in  the  statute.'*  A  mere  general  verdict  without  stating  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  will  be  upheld  where  the  statute  fixes  the 
amount/'  but  a  judgment  "for  the  penalty"  and  naming  no  amount 
has  been  held  erroneous."  When  it  keeps  within  the  limit  prescribed 
by  law  the  amount  of  a  fine  is  discretionary  with  the  tribunal  which 
imposes  it.'*  Where  the  statute  provides  for  awarding  either  part  or 
all  of  the  penalty  the  tribunal  may  award  such  as  is  deemed  propor- 
tionate to  the  offense.*"  Where  the  penalty  is  measured  by  something 
of  uncertain  value,  less  may  be  given  than  is  asked  for.*^ 

E.  Specifying  Particular  Penalty  for  Which  Recovery  Is 
Given.  —  A  general  verdict  of  "not  guilty"  is  responsive  to  the  issues 


70.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Allen,  4 
Day  474,  24  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14,431. 
Conn. — Broschart  v.  Tuttle,  59  Conn.  1, 
21  Atl.  925,  11  L.  E.  A.  33.  HI. 
People  V.  Hartford  Life  Ins.  Co.,  252 
111.  398,  96  N.  E.  1049,  dis-tingtmUng 
Armstrong  v.  People,  37  111.  459,  as 
having  been  a  criminal  prosecution  for 
an  offense  punishable  by  imprisonment 
and  fine. 

Necessity  of  assessment  on  default, 
see  supra,  XV,  B. 

71.  Morrill  v.  Title  Guaranty  & 
Surety  Co.,  94  Wash.  258,  162  Pac. 
360,  163  Pae.  733;  Mapel  v.  John,  42 
W.  Va.  30,  24  S.  E.  608,  32  L.  E.  A. 
800. 

72.  Cross  V.  United  States,  1  Gall. 
26,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,434;  Warren  v. 
Doolittle,  5  Cow.  (N.  T.)  678. 

[a]  Judgment  In  double  the  amount 
of  the  verdict  is  correct.  Seaboard 
Air  Line  Ey.  Co.  v.  Nims,  61  Fla.  420, 
54  So.  779. 

73.  Haley  v.  Taylor,  77  Miss.  867, 
28  So.  752. 

74.  tr.  S.— Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Mis- 
souri, 224  U.  S.  270,  32  Sup.  Ct.  406, 
56  L.  ed.  760.  Ark. — Graham  v.  State, 
1  Ark.  171.  Conn.— Tafl  v.  State,  39 
Conn.  82.     Nev. — State    v.    Lawry,    4 


Nev.  164.  N.  J.— Broadnell  v.  Con- 
ger, 2  N.  J.  L.  210.  Pa.— Worth  v. 
Peek,  7  Pa.  268;  Maeklin  v.  Taylor, 
Add.  212.  Wis.— Taylor  v.  State,  35 
Wis.  298. 

[aj     Judge  may  correct  the  verdict 

(1)  and  give  judgment  for  the  correct 
amount.  See  Mo.  Eev.  St.  (1909), 
§5254;   State  v.  MoQuaig,  22  Mo.  319. 

(2)  If  he  fails  to  do  so,  the  judgment 
may  be  remanded  and  correction  made. 
See  State  v.  Gordon,  153  Mo.  576,  55 
S.  W.  76. 

75.  Eussell  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  93  Va.  322,  25  S.  E.  99,  "the  ver- 
dict does  not  sound  in  damages;  but  is 
a  sum  eo  nomine  and  in  numefo. " 

76.  Ex  parte  Steed,  6  Okla.  Crim. 
183,  117  Pac.  887,  that  defendant  pay 
in  instalments. 

77.  Gotten  v.  Eutledge,  33  Ala.  110. 

78.  Mayor  v.  Harkins,  1  Phila.  (Pa.) 
518. 

79.  Greenville  v.  Kemmis,  58  S.  C. 
427,  36  S.  E.  727;  State  v.  Sheppard, 
54  8.  C.  178,  32  S.  E.  146. 

80.  See  City  of  Buffalo  v.  Geo.  P. 
Bay  Mfg.  Co.,  124  N  Y.  Supp.  913; 
N.  T.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1898. 

81.  Perrin  v.  Sikes,  1  Day  CConn.) 
19;  Dowd  V.  Seawell,  14  N.  C.  185. 
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though  several  distinct  causes  for  penalties  were  properly  pleaded.*^ 
Where  judgment  or  verdict  is  against-  defendant,  the  particular  of- 
fenses on  which  the  conviction  is  had  should  be  specified,'^  but  par- 
ticular specification  is  not  necessary  where  only  one  penalty  is  sued 
for." 

F.  In  Whose  Favor  Judgment  Should  Eun.  —  In  a  qui  tam 
action  the  judgment  should  be  for  the  plaintiff  setting  out  the  moiety 
to  his  use  and  that  to  the  use  of  others  entitled  thereto/^  or  should  be 
to  the  informer  for  the  uses  expressed  in  the  statute,'"  and  should 
run  to  the  particular  officer  who  brings  the  suit,  rather  than  to  the 
one  who  is  to  receive  the  fund.*'  Failure  to  recite  how  the  penalty 
shall  be  distributed  is  harmless  error,''  though  there  is  authority 
holding  the  error  to  be  material.^^  Where  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
whole  penalty  the  judgment  may  be  in  his  favor  generally  without 
further  recitations  concerning  his  title.^"  If  the  statute  makes  a 
definite  and  specific  disposal  of  the  penalty,  the  judgment  of  convic- 
tion need  not  contain  an  express  award,'^  but  if  the  court  is  to 
exercise  any  discretion  it  must  appear  that  it  has  done  so.^^  Where  a 
fine  is  recovered  by  indictment  it  is  proper  to  give  judgment  in  the 
name  of  the  state  though  an  informer  may  be  interested  therein.^^ 

G.  Judgment  Against  Joint  Offenders.  —  Where  an  action  is 
brought  jointly  against  principal  and  agent  for  the  commission  of  a 
particular  act  the  judgment  must  be  joint,'*  but,  being  in  substance 
an  action  ex  delicto,  the  judgment  may  be,  against  some  defendants 
and  in  favor  of  others  where  all  have  not  participated  in  the  wrongful 
act."" 


82.  Hannibal,  etc.  B<  Co.  v.  Bowling, 
53  Mo.  311. 

83.  Westbrook  v.  Van  Auken,  5  N. 
J.  L.  550;  Bloodgood  v.  Vanderveer,  3 
N.  J.  L.  928;  Dixon  v.  Freeman,  3 
N.  J.  L.  411;  Whitloek  v.  Tompkins, 
2  N.  J.  L.  273. 

[a]  Judgment  should  show  for  what 
penalty  it  was  rendered.  Manayunk 
V.  Davis,  2  Pars.  Eq.   Cas.    (Pa.)    289. 

[b]  Magistrate's  findtog  must  de- 
scribe or  define  the  offense  ho  aa  to 
individuate  it.  Com.  v.  Foulkrod,  17 
Pa.  Dist.  360.  See  also  Com.  v.  Coch- 
ran Creamery  Co.,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  253. 

84. '  Parke  v.  Adams,  3  N.  J.  L.  675. 

85.  Bradley  v.  Baldwin,  5  Conn. 
288;  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Tait,  50 
111.  48. 

86.  Doss  17.  State,  6  Tex.  433. 

87.  Tarde  v.  Benseman,  31  Tex.  277, 
a  judgment  in  a  qui  tam  action  by  an 
assessor  brought  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  the  state  for  the  collection  of  a 
penalty  double  the  amount  of  a  license 
tax  should  direct  payment  to  the 
assessor,  who  in  turn  accounts  to  the 
state,  and  not  to  the  state  treasurer. 
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88.  Ark. — Eailway  Co.  v.  State,  55 
Ark.  200,  17  S.  W.  806.  Conn.— Brad- 
ley V.  Baldwin,  5  Conn.  288,  is  a  mere 
clerical  error  which  the  clerk  will  be 
ordered  to  amend.  Tex. — Tarde  v. 
Benseman,  31  Tex.  277. 

89.  See  Jones  v.  Pitman,  12  N.  J.  L. 
93,  and  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Tait, 
50  111.  48,  in  both  of  which  cases  the 
defect  appears  to  have  been  considered 
fatal.  But  there  seems  to  have  been 
other  grounds  on  which  the  judgment 
was  reversed. 

90.  Dallas  v.  Hendry,  3  N.  J.  L. 
973. 

91.  N.  J.— Vandegrift  v.  Meihle,  66 
N.  J.  L.  92,  49  Atl.  16.  Pa.— Grant 
V.  Com.,  33  Pa.  Co.  tit.  43.  Eng. 
In  re  Boothroyd,  15  Mees.  &  W.  1. 

92.  In  re  Boothroyd,  15  Mees.  & 
W.   (Eng.)   1. 

93.  State  v.  Stanford,  20  Ark.  145. 

94.  Indiana  Millers',  etc.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  People,  65  111.  App.   355. 

95.  Chaffee  v.  United  States,  18 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  516,  21  L.  ed.  908.  See 
also  "Wright  v.  Sample,  162  Ala.  222, 
50  So.  268.    Compar.e  supra,  II,  B. 
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XVI.  COSTS.  —  A.  Right  To  Tax.  —  It  has  been  said  in  some 
jurisdictions  that  where  the  statute  giving  the  penalty  does  not  pre- 
scribe costs  none  can  be  imposed,^"  and  though  the  right  to  tax  them 
against  the  informer  has  been  questioned  as  a  matter  of  public  policy ,^^ 
by  the  weight  of  authority  the  informer  is  liable  if  the  suit  fails,'*  and 
the  defendant  may  be  taxed  with  costs  if  he  is  found  guilty.^'  Costs 
may  be  taxed  as  a  condition  on  granting  a  favor.^  The  general  pro- 
visions regulating  costs  will  in  some  instances  be  found  to  expressly 
exclude  actions  for  penalties,^  and  statutes  sometimes  prescribe  who 
shall  pay  the  costs  of  unsuccessful  suits  and  prosecutions.* 

B.  Amount  Taxable.  —  The  various  items  of  costs  taxable  depend 
upon  local  statutes.*  It  has  been  held  full  costs  may  be  taxed  where 
the  prosecution  was  necessarily  brought  in  a  superior  court,  though 
the  recovery  was  below  the  jurisdictional  amount  of  that  court.^ 

C,  Security  for  Costs.  '■ —  It  seems  clear  that  where  the  informer 
is  liable  to  be  charged  with  the  costs  he  may  be  required  to  give 
security  therefor  as  would  an  ordinary  plaintiff.*  But  where  the 
penalty  is  given  only  to  the  aggrieved  person,  and  he  alone  can  sue 
therefor,  he  may  bring  his  suit  in  forma  pauperis.'' 

XVII.  REVIEW. —A.  New  Trial. —  Where  the  action  is  con- 
sidered as  civil  in  its  nature  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  right 
to  a  new  trial  on  proper  cause  shown  as  in  other  civil  actions  even 
though  the  verdict  was  in  defendant's  favor.*    In  qui  tam  actions  it 


Several  sentence  against  defendants 
jointly  indicted,  see  the  title  "Sen- 
tence and  Judgment." 

96.  Heard  v.  Faria,  1  Litt.  (Ky.) 
245;  Taylor  v.  State,  35  Wis.  298. 

97.  O'Drisooll  v.  M 'Cants,  2  Bay 
(S.  C.)   323. 

98.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  The 
Planter,  Newb.  262,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,054.  Ala. — Casey  v.  Briant,  1  Stew. 
&  P.  51.  Colo. — People  v.  Braisted, 
13  Colo.  App.  532,  58  Pac.  796,  in 
action  on  behalf  of  a  town,  costs  may 
be  taxed  against  it,  though  the  statute 
does  not  Bpeeifleally  give  coats  against 
the  people.  Conn. — Reynolds  v.  Stevens, 
2  Root  136. 

99.  United  States  v.  Southern  Pac. 
Co.,  172  Fed.  909,  either  on  the  theory 
that  the  government  is  the  successful 
party  in  a  civil  Buit;  o*  the  defendant 
is  liable  under  the  statute  relating  to 
criminal  proceedings.  See  Blydenbnrgh 
V.  Miles,  39  Conn.  484. 

1.  Eex  V.  Ives,  Draper  (U.  C.)  440. 
See  also  United  States  v.  Kitty,  Bee 
252,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,537,  where 
the  court  aetiiig  under  a  statutory  dis- 
cretion dismissed  a  suit  for  forfeiture 
because  it  believed  the  claimant  while 
technically  guilty  of  the  offense  had 
offended  unintentionally,  yet  taxed  the 


costs    to    claimant!    since    the    seizing 
oflOlcer  had  only  done  his  duty. 

2.  See  the  statutes,  and  Indianapolis, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  People,  91  111.  452;  Clark 
V.  Dewey,  5   Johns.    (N.  Y.)    251. 

3.  See  the  statutes,  and  Mo. — In  re 
Green,  40  Mo.  App.  491.  N.  Y. — People 
V.  Alden,  112  N.  Y.  117,  19  N.  E.  516. 
See  People  v.  Hodnett,  81  Hun  137,  30 
N.  Y.  Supp.  735;  People  v.  Eosendale, 
76  Hun  112,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  825, 
afflrmed  in  142  N.  Y.  670,  37  N.  E. 
571.  Wis. — Ives  V.  Supervisors,  18  Wis. 
166. 

4.  Gipps  Brew.  Co.  v.  City  of  Vir- 
ginia, 32  111.  App.  518.  See  the  title 
"Costs." 

5.  Chesley  v.  Brown,  11  Me.  143. 

6.  United  States  v.  The  Planter, 
Newb.  262,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,054; 
In  re  Green,  40  Mo.  App.  491.  See 
14  Standard  Proc.  473,  and  the  title 
"Security  for  Costs." 

7.  See  Kirby  v.  Eice,  8  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
442,  where  the  court  says  in  effect 
that  to  refuse  to  permit  him  so  to 
do  would  be  to  deprive  a  poor  per- 
son of  his  rights. 

8.  United  States  v.  Halberstadt, 
Gilp.  262,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,276 
{quoting  with  approval  and  following 
Wilson  V,   Eastall,   4   T.   R.    753,   100 
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has  been  held  that  there  may  be  a  new  trial  even  considering  the 
prosecution  as  criminal,  where  the  acquittal  was  procured  by  fraud 
or  malpractice.'  It  has  been  said  that  the  new  trial  will  seldom  be 
granted/"  and  that  it  can  only  be  granted  for  errors  of  law/^  or  for 
fraud  in  procuring  the  verdiet.^^ 

B.  Appeal.  —  Generally  an  appeal  lies  in  actions  for  penalties,  as 
in  other  civil  actions,  where  the  proceedings  are  civil  in  nature,^' 
though  there  is  authority  that  an  appeal  after  defendant's  acquittal 
amounts  to  putting  him  in  second  jeopardy.^*  That  the  prosecution 
might  have  been  by  criminal  proceedings  does  not  take  away  the  right 
to  appeal. ^^  Whether  an  appeal  does  lie  in  any  particular  action  or 
prosecution  and  to  what  particular  court  is  a  matter  of  local  statutory 
construction,^''  as  are  questions  of  practice  as  between  civil  and  crim- 
inal procedure.^'    An  appeal  lies  in  defendant's  favor.^^ 


Bug.  Eeprint  1283,  wherein  Lord  Ken- 
yon  says  "there  is  not  a  single  in- 
stance on  record  where  a  new  trial 
has,  been  refused  in  a  case  where  the 
verdict  has  proceeded  on  the  mistake 
of  the  Judge");  Pettis  v.  Dixon,  1 
Kirby  (Conn.)  179.  See  also  the  title 
"New  Trial." 

9.  Hylliard  v.  Niekols,  2  Root 
(Conn.)  176,  acquittal  obtained  by 
forgery  and  perjury.  See  also  Hanna- 
ball  V.  Spalding,  1  Boot  (-Conn.)  86, 
holding  that  in  the  absence  of  fraud 
there  can  be  no  new  trial  as  to  the 
civil  part  alone. 

10.  Steel  V.  Roach,  1  Bay  (S.  C.) 
63,  on  the  ground  that  penal  actions 
are  "hard  and  rigorous."  See  also 
Sleeker  v.  Meyers,  6  XJ.  C.  Q.  B.  1 34. 

11.  Ky.— Clay  v.  Swett,  4  Bibb  255. 
N.  Y. — Decker  v.  Stauring,  57  How. 
Pr.  495.  Tenn. — Martin  v.  M 'Night,  1 
Overt.  330.  Eng. — Brook  v.  Middleton, 
10  East   269,  103   Eng.  Eeprint   777. 

[a]  Misconduct  of  Jury. — In  Ran- 
ston  V.  Etteridge,  2  Chitty  273,  18  E. 
0.  L.  333,  it  is  said  that  positive  mis- 
condiict  on  the  part  of  the  jury  must 
be  shown  where  they  have  been  prop- 
erly  directed   by   the   court. 

12.  Martin  v.  M 'Night,  1  Overt. 
(Tenn.)  330. 

13.  Colo. — City  of  Greeley  v.  Ham- 
man,  12  Colo.  94,  20  Pac.  1.  111. 
People  V.  Blue  Mountain  Joe,  129  111. 
370,  21  N.  E.  923;  Town  of  Partridge 
».  Snyder,  78  111.  519.  Ky.— Inter- 
national Harvester  Co.  v.  Com.,  161 
Ky.  49,  170  S.  W.  660.  Md.— State  v. 
Mace,  5  Md.  337.  Mo. — ^Pearce  v. 
Myers,  3  Mo.  31;  Springfield  v.  Starke, 
93  Mo.  App.  70. 

14.  C.oit   V.   Geer,   1   Kirby    (Conn.) 
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269.     See  also  Houghton  v.  Havens,  6 
Conn.  305. 

[aj  Minnesota.  —  In  Kennedy  v, 
Eaught,  6  Minn.  235,  it  is  said  that 
although  a  penalty  is  recoverable  in 
a  civil  action  by  an  informer  in  his 
own  name  that  does  not  change  its 
penal  nature,  and  therefore  when  de- 
fendant has  been  acquitted  no  appeal 
can  be  taken  against  him  as  that 
would  put  him  again  in  jeopardy.  This 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  overruled, 
but  see  State  v.  Shevlin-Carpenter  Co., 
99  Minn.  158,  108  N.  W.  935,  reaf- 
firmed  in  102  Minn.  470,  113  N.  W. 
634,  114  N.  W.  738,  where  it  is  said 
that  the  rule  as  to  former  jeopardy 
applies   only   to   criminal   prosecutions. 

15.  People  V.  Merritt,  91  111.  App. 
620. 

16.  See  the  following  cases:  John- 
son V.  McGregor,  157  111.  350,  41  N.  E. 
558;  Tully  v.  Town  of  Northfield,  6 
111.  App.  356;  Bosworth  v.  Wayne  Pike 
Co.,  101  Ind.  175;  Bogart  v.  New  Al- 
bany, 1  Ind.  38;  Greensburg  v.  Cleve- 
land, etc.  E.  Co.,  23  Ind.  App.  141, 
55  N.  E.  46  (,ciUng  Ex  parte  Sweeney, 
126  Ind.  583,  27  N.  E.  127);  Eidge 
V.  Crawfordsville,  4  Ind.  App.  513.  31 
N.  E.  207.  ' 

17.  International  Harvester  Co.  v 
Com.,  161  Ky.  49,  170  S.  W.  660,  con- 
struing the  statutes  as  giving  the  same 
time  to  take  an  appeal  in  a  penal 
action  by  the  state,  as  in  a  civil  action. 

18.  Burnham  v.  Barker,  2  Root 
(Conn.)    526. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  prescribes  a 
civil  suit  for  the  enforcement  of  a 
penalty  the  state  officials  cannot  de- 
prive defendant  of  his  right  to  appeal 
by  prosecuting  by  indictment.     State 
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Where  a  penalty  is  imposed  on  summary  conviction  or  before  a  magistrate 
or  court  not  of  record,  an  appeal  lies  on  behalf  of  either  party  under 
some  statutes."    This  right  is  not  absolute  but  is  on  cause  shown.^" 

C.  Writ  op  Eeeor.  —  It  is  settled  that  writ  of  error  lies  on  behalf 
of  the  United  States  to  review  an  action  of  debt  for  a  penalty." 

XVIII.  ENFORCEMENT  OP  JUDGMENT.  —  A.  Civil  Proceed- 
ings.—  Where  the  procedure  to  enforce  a  fine,  penalty  or  forfeiture 
is  by  an  action  recognized  as  being  civil  in  its  nature,  the  collection 
of  the  judgment  proceeds  as  in  other  civil  actions  and  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  this  title.^^ 

B.  Criminal  Proceedings.  —  1.  Execution.  —  The  right  to  pro- 
ceed by  execution  either  against  the  goods  or  the  body  of  defendant, 
to  collect  a  fine  is  recognized  at  common  law,^^  and  though  there  is 
authority  to  the  contrary,^*  this  right  has  many  times  been  upheld 
even  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  specifically  so  providing,^^  subject 
to  such  limitations  as  may  have  been  placed  on  execution  against  the 
body.^"     The  statutes  in  many  states  specifically  provide  that  execu- 


V.  Linton,  3  Bob.    (La.)    S5.     Compare 
supra,  V,  A. 

19.  Com.  V.  MeCann,  174  Pa.  19,  34 
Atl.  299;  Colwyn  Borough  v.  Brink,  24 
Pa.  Dist.  40;  City  of  Scranton  v. 
Frothingham,  5  Pa.  Dist.  639. 

20.  Com.  V.  Eichenberg,  140  ,Pa.  158, 
21  Atl.  258;  MeGuire  v.  Shenandoah, 
109  Pa.  613;  Colwyn  Borough  v.  Brink, 
24  Pa.  Dist.  40;  Thompson  v.  Preston, 
5  Pa.  Super.  154;  Com.  v.  Johnston,  1 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  22,  16  "W.  N.  C.  349. 

21.  United  States  v.  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.,  170  Fed.  542,  95  C.  C.  A.  628. 
See  also  United  States  v^  New  York 
Cent.  &  S.  L.  E.  Co.,  168  Fed.  699, 
94  C.  C.  A.  76. 

[a]  Seasons. — In  United  States  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  E.  Co.,  159  Fed. 
33,  86  C.  C.  A.  223,  the  court  after 
holding  that  a  writ  of  error  lies  be- 
cause the  action  is  civil  gives  as  an 
additional  reason  that  the  rule  against 
the  government  having  a  writ  of  error 
is  one  of  the  common  law  and  not  the 
subject  of  constitutional  guaranty, 
hence  subject  to  legislative  modifica- 
tion. Therefore  where  congress  has 
provided  a  civil  remedy  it  may  be  as- 
sumed that  the  incidents  of  such 
remedy,  including  the  right  to  review, 
appertain  thereto. 

22.  See  the  titles  "Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of;"  "Supple- 
mentary Proceedings." 

23.  N.  Y. — Kane  v.  People,  8  Wend. 
203.  W.  Va.— Gill  v.  State,  39  W.  Va. 
479,  20  S.  E.  568,  26  L.  E.  A.  655,  need- 
not  resort  to  chancery  to  enforce  re- 
covery.    Eng. — King  v.  Woolf,  2  B.  & 


Aid.  609,  106  Eng.  Eeprint  488;  King 
V.  Wade,  Skinner  12,  90  Eng.  Eeprint 
6,  T.  Jones  185,  84  Eng.  Eeprint  1209; 
King  V.  Wolfe,  1  Chitty  583,  18  E.  C. 
L.  171. 

24.  State  v.  Eobinson,  17  N.  H.  263. 
[a]     In   New   York   the    rule    seems 

settled  that  there  is  no  way  of  en- 
forcing the  payment  of  a  fine  imposed 
in  a  criminal  case  other  than  by  im- 
prisonment. See  People  v.  Sage,  13 
App.  Div.  135,  43  N.  T.  Supp.  372; 
Colon  V.  Lisk,  13  App.  Div.  195,  43 
N.  Y.  Supp.  364;  Harrington  v.  City 
of  New  York,  40  Misc.  165,  81  N.  Y. 
Supp.  667;  City  of  Hudson  v.  Granger, 
23  Misc.  401,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  9. 

25.  Ga. — McMeekin  v.  State,  48  Ga. 
335.  N.  Y.— Kane  v.  People,  8  Wend. 
203;  People  v.  Yan  Eps,  4  Wend.  387. 
Pa. — MeNEimara  v.  Earley,  2  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  491.  P.  R. — People  v.  La  Compania, 
16  Porto  Eico  479.  Va. — Pifer  v.  Com., 
14  Gratt.  (55  Va.)  710;  Com.  v.  Web- 
ster, 8  Gratt.  (49  Va.)  702.  W.  Va. 
Gill  V.  State,  39  W.  Va.  479,  20  S.  E. 
568,  26  L.  E.  A.  655,  a  judgment  for 
fine  "has  become  a  debt  of  record  pay- 
able instanter." 

[a]  May  be  against  infant  where 
he  could  be  fined.  Beasley  v.  State,  2 
Yerg.  (Tenn.)  481. 

[b]  Every  court  having  power  to 
pronounce  judgment  has  power  to 
award  execution  thereon.  Hieks  v. 
McCown,  144  Mo.  App.  544,  129  S.  W. 
76;  Cleaver  v.  Jenkins,  84  Neb.  565, 
121  N.  W.  992. 

26.  McNamara  v.  Earley,  2  PS.  Co. 
Ct.  491.    But  compare  Gill  v.  State,  39 
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tion  may  issue  on  the  judgment  for  a  fine  as  on  ordinary  judgments 
in  civil  actions.''^  Where  part  of  a  sentence  is  void  it  has  been  held 
that  execution  may  issue  on  the  part  which  is  valid.^^  Imprisonment 
for  the  offense  does  not  prevent  collection  of  the  fine  by  execution/' 
but  it  has  been  said  that  one  imprisoned  until  he  shall  pay  the  fine 
cannot  also  have  execution  issued  against  him.^"  The  judgment  for 
a  fine  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  def endant.^^ 
The  sufficiency  of  the  writ  and  the  proceedings  thereupon  are  not 
within  the  scope  of  this  title.^" 

2.  Imprisonment  of  Defendarnt  To  Oompel  Payment.^^ 
The  ordinary  common  law  practice,  where  not  changed  by  statute,  is  to 
order  the  defendant  committed  until  the  fine  be  paid.^*    The  statutory 


W.  Va.  479,  20  S.  E.  568,  26  L.  E.  A. 
655.     And  see  infra,  XVIII,  B,  2. 

27.  U.  S.— Rev.  St.,  §1041.  See  Fink 
V.  O'Neil,  106  U.  S.  272,  1  Sup.  Ct. 
325,  27  L.  ed.  196;  Clark  v.  Allen,  114 
Fed.  374,  117  Fed.  699;  In  re  Teuseher, 
23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,846.  Ala.— Code, 
1907,  §7633.  Ark.— Kirby's  St.,  1904, 
§2463;  Cheaney  v.  State,  36  Ark.  74; 
Hall  V.  Doyle,  35  Ark.  445.  Cal.— Penal 
Code,  §1206,  makes  the  judgment  a 
lien,  and,  §1214  provides  for  execution 
thereon  as  in  civil  actions.  See  Ex 
parte  Karlson,  160  Cal.  378,  117  Pae. 
447;  People  v.  Brown,  113  Cal.  35,  45 
Pac.  181;  Grady  v.  Superior  Court,  64 
Cal.  155,  30  Pac.  613.  Idaho.— Eev. 
Codes,  §8006.  See  Ex  'parte  Schuster, 
25  Idaho  465, 138  Pac.  135.  lU.— Hurd's 
St.,  1908,  p.  828,  §453.  See  Heagle 
V.  Wheeland,  64  111.  423.  Ind.— Burns' 
St.,  1908,  §2186.  la.— Code,  1897,  §5446. 
See  Dupont  v.  Downing,  6  Iowa  172. 
Ky.— Crim.  Code,  §301.  See  Claryville, 
etc.  V.  Com.,  32  Ky.  L.  Hep.  1157,  107 
S.  W.  327;  Farris  v.  Dozier,  26  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  892,  82  S.  W.  615;  Com.  v. 
Merrigan,  8  Bush  131.  IMinn. — Eev. 
St.,  1905,,  §4031.  See  In  r.e  Shaw,  31 
Minn.  44,  1,6  N.  W.  461.  Compare  Eev. 
St.,  1905,  §5411,  making,  it  the  duty 
of  the  clerk  to  deliver  a  transcript  to 
the  sheriff  "to  execute  such  sentence 
and  he  shall  execute  the  same  ac- 
cordingly." Mo.  —  Eev.  St.,  1909, 
§5280.  See  Hicks  v.  McCown,  144  Mo. 
App.  544,  129  S.  W.  76;  Betterton  v. 
O'Dwyer,  124  Mo.  App.  306,  101  S.  W. 
628.  Ore.— Lord's  Laws,  1910,  §1589; 
State  V.  Munds,  7  Ore.  80;  Whitley  v. 
Murphy,  5  Ore.  328.  Pa.— Purd.  Dig., 
p.  636>  §91,  as  construed  by  McNamara 
V.  Earley,  2  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  491.  See  also 
Com.  V.  Lord,  21  Pa.  Dist.  559,  39 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  334,  citing  many  oases. 
Tenn.^Shannon's   Code,    §7216.      Tex. 
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Code  Crim.  Proc,  1908,  arts.  845,  853. 
See  Ex  parte  Dickerson,  30  Tex.  App. 
448,  17  S.  W.  1076;  Terry  v.  State,  30 
Tex.  App.  408,  17  S.  W.  1075.  Utah. 
Comp.  Laws,  1908,  §4925;  Eoberts  v. 
Howells,  22  Utah  389,  62  Pac.  892. 
Va.— Code,  1904,  §719.  W.  Va.— Code, 
1906,  §1169;  Gill  v.  State,  39  W.  Va. 
479,  20  S.  E.  568,  26  L.  E.  A.  655; 
State  V.  Burkeholder,  30  W.  Va.  593, 
5  S.  E.  439. 

28.  Grady  v.  Superior  Court,  64  Cal. 
155,  30  Pac.  613. 

29.  Cheaney  v.  State,  36  Ark.  74; 
Hall  V.  Doyle,  35  Ark.  445;  In  the  Mat- 
ter  of  Albert  Beall,  26   Ohio  St.   195. 

30.  See  O 'Conner  v.  State,  40  Tex. 
27. 

[a]  But  the  present  statute  seems 
to  give  that  right.  See  Code  Crim. 
Proc,  1908,  art.  845. 

31.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 163  Fed.  1014,  affirmed,  United 
States  V.  Dunne,  173  Fed.  254,  97  G. 
C.  A.  420;  United  States  v.  Pomeroy, 
152  Fed.  279.  Ind.— Blackwell  v.  State, 
184  Ind.  227,  113  N.  E.  723.  Okla. 
Sharp  V.  State,  13  Okla.  Crim.  59,  161 
Pac.  1178;  Boyd  v.  State,  3  Okla.  Crim. 
684,  108  Pac.  431.  Ore.— State  P.  Mar- 
tin, 30  Ore.  108,  47  Pac.  196. 

And  see  generally  the  title  "Sur- 
vival." 

32.  See  the  title  "Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

33.  Discharge  of  prisoner  because 
illegally  imprisoned,  see  the  title 
"Habeas  Corpus." 

34.  U.  S.—Ex  parte  Watkins,  7  Pet. 
568,  8  L.  ed.  786;  Delaware,  L.  &  W 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Frank,  230  Fed.  988,  145 
C.  C.  A.  182:  Fischer  p.  Hayes,  6  Fed. 
63;  United  States  v.  Eobbins,  27  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,171.  Fla,— Ex  parte  Peacock, 
25  Fla.  478,  6  So.  475;  Ex  parte  Bry- 
ant, 24  Fla.  278,  4  So.  854.    Ga. — Shiver 


PENALTIES,  FORFEITURES  AND  FINF8- 


299 


right  to  proceed  by  execution  as  in  civil  cases  does  not  take  away 
the  common  law  right  to  enforce  by  imprisonment.^* 

By  statutes  in  most  states  defendant  may  be  imprisoned  until  the 
fine  is  paid  and  an  order  to  that  efEect  is  usually  included  either  in 
the  judgment  or  sentence.'*    In  some  jurisdictions  the  statutes  speci- 


V.  State,  23  6a.  230.  See  also  Broek  i 
V.  State,  22  Ga.  98.  Mich. — ^Brown- ' 
bridge  v.  People,  38  Mich.  751.  N.  J. 
Dodge  V.  State,  24  N.  J.  L.  455.  N.  M. 
In  re  Roe  Chung,  9  N.  M.  130,  49  Pac. 
952.  Okla. — Ex  parte  Bowes,  8  Okla. 
Crim.  201,  127  Pac.  20.  Tenn.— Hill 
V.  State,  2  Yerg.  247. 

[a]  TTniform  Common  Law  Practice. 
In  Ex  parte  Karlson,  160  Cal.  378,  11» 
Pac.  447,  the  court  says  this  "was 
the  uniform  practice  of  the  common 
law  courts  in  England,  timp  out  of 
mind,  as  may  be  seen  by  a  perusal 
of  the  decisions  of  the  Courf  of  King 's 
Bench. ' ' 

[b]^  "A  reasonable  exercise  of  the 
power  is  inherent  in  the  court."  State 
V.  Peterson,  38  Minn.  143,  36  N.  W- 
443,  distinguishing  Mims  v.  State,  26 
Minn.  494,  5  N.  W.  369,  where  the  im- 
prisonment under  the  sentence  as  im- 
posed would  have  exceeded  the  statu- 
tory limit.  See  also  City  of  Jordan  v. 
Nicolin,   84  Minn.   367,  87  N.  W.   915- 

[c]  Common  Law  and  Statutory  Of- 
fenses Distinguished. — In  Brown  v. 
State,  11  Ohio  276,  it  is  said:  "When 
common  law  jurisdiction  is  entertained, 
and  courts  proceed  according  to  its 
course,  this  power  exists;  but  when 
offenses  are  statutory,  punishments  reg- 
ulated by  statute,  and  no  such  author- 
ity of  commitment  is  declared,  it  is 
a  power  not  conferred,  does  not  exist, 
and  cannot  be  exercised;  though  it  i» 
equally  clear,  the  court,  after  sentence, 
may  direct  the  detention  of  a  prisoner 
until  he  can  be  charged  in  execution." 
See  also  Lougee  v.  State,  11  Ohio  68: 
B'ousal  V.  State,  11  Ohio  72;  Gen.  Code, 
1910,  §§13,717,  13,718.  See  also  review 
of  these  Ohio  eases  iii  United  States 
V.  Bobbins,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,171- 

[d]  Imprisonment  for  payment  of  a 
penalty  has  been  recognized  in  New- 
foundland. See  Kean  v.  Winsor,  Newf 
Eep.  1904-1911,  pp.  183,  185. 

35.  U.  S. — Ex  parte  Barclay,  15." 
Fed.  669.  Oal. — Ex  parte  Karlson,  160 
Cal.  378,  117  Pac.  447.  Tex.— Bic  parte 
Cook  (Tex.  Crim.),  188  S.  W.  979. 

But  compare  People  v.  La  Compania, 
16  Porto  Kico  479. 

36.  Ala. — Bowen  v.  State,    98    Ala. 


83,  12  So.  808;  Ex  parte  Joice,  88  Ala. 
128,  7  So.  3;  Ex  parte  Long,  87  Ala. 
46,  6  So.  328;  Morgan  v.  State,  47 
Ala.  34;  Nelson  v.  State,  46  Ala.  186. 
Ark. — See  Ex  parte  Brady,  70  Ark. 
376,  68  S.  W.  34-  Cheaney  v.  State.  36 
Ark.  74.  Cal. — See  Ex  parte  Karlson. 
160  Cal.  378,  117  fac.  447.  Ind.— Burns' 
St.,  1908,  §2188.  See  Dinekerlocker 
».  Marsh,  75  Ind.  548.  la. — See  State 
V.  Boynton,  75  Iowa  753,  38  N.  W.  505; 
State  V.  Myers,  44  Iowa  580;  State 
V.  Jordan,  39  Iowa  387.  Ky. — Crim. 
Code,  §304.  La.— Eev.  St.,  1904,  §980. 
See  State  v.  Hyland,  36  La.  Ann.  709; 
State  V.  Eyder,  36  La.  Ann.  294.  Minn. 
City  of  Jordan  v.  Nicolin,  84  Minn. 
367,  87  N.  W.  915;  State  v.  Framnesa, 
43  Minn.  490,  45  N.  W.  1098;  State 
V.  Peterson,  38  Minn.  143,  36  N.  W. 
443.  Mo.— State  v.  TJlrieh,  96  Mo.  App. 
689,  70  S.  W.  933;  Ex  parte  Alexander, 
39  Mo.  App.  108.  Mont. — Petelin  v. 
Kennedy,  29  Mont.  466,  75  Pac.  82; 
State  ex  rel.  Poindexter  v.  District 
Court,  51  Mont.  186,  149  Pae.  958. 
Neb.— Crim.  Code,  §§497,  500;  Comp. 
St.,  1911,  §§8243,  8245.  Not.— State 
V.  District  Court,  16  Nev.  76.  N.  H. 
Pub.  St.,  1901,  ch.  256,  §7.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Sage,  13  App.  Div.  135,  43 
N.  Y.  Supp.  372.  N.  D.— State  v.  Flem- 
ing, 20  N.  D.  105,  126  N.  W.  565;  State 
V.  Hogan,  8  N.  D.  301,  78  N.  W.  1051, 
45  L.  R.  A.  166.  Ohio.— /m  re  Beall, 
26  Ohio  St.  195;  In  re  McAdams,  21 
Ohio  C.  C.  450.  Okla. — Ex  parte  Bowes, 
8  Okla.  Crim.  201,  127  Pac.  20;-  Ex 
parte  Roller,  3  Okla.  Crim.  384,  106 
Pac.  548.  Ore. — Ex  parte  McGee,  33 
Ore.  165,  54  Pae.  1091;  State  v.  Shep- 
pard,  15  Ore.  598,  16  Pac.  483.  P.  R. 
People  V.  Collazo,  20  Porto  Rico  190; 
People  V.  Torres,  13  Porto  Rico  201; 
People  V.  Lavrose,  13  Porto  Rico  203. 
Tenn.— Shannon 's  Code,  §7215.  Tex. 
Code  Crim.  Proc,  1908,  arts.  845,  848- 
850.  Utah.— See  Logan  City  v.  Stead- 
man,  47  Utah  611,  155  Pac.  445.  Va. 
Shiflett  V.  Com.,  90  "Va.  386,  18  S.  E. 
838.  W.  Va.— Code,  1906,  §1167,  as 
amended  by  Acts,  1909,  ch.  33.  Wyo. 
Fisher  v.  McDaniel,  9  Wyo.  457,  64 
Pae.  1056. 
[a]    In    Mississippi    No    Order    of 
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fically  provide  for  a  conditional  sentence  by  which  defendant  is  re- 
quired to  pay  the  fine  within  a  specified  time  or  be  committed." 

The  constitutional  prohibition  of  imprisonment  for  debt  does  not  affect 
the  right  to  imprison  to  compel  the  payment  of  a  fine.^^ 

Where  both  fine  and  imprisonment  axe  imposed  by  the  same  judgment  or 
sentence,  the  weight  of  opinion  is  that  defendant  can  be  imprisoned  an 
additional  length  of  time  for  the  non-payment,^"  though  there  is 
authority  to  the  contrary.*" 


Court  Is  Necessary. — The  statute  pro- 
vides that  imprisonment  follows  thp 
failure  to  pay  without  any  order.  Buk1< 
V.  State,  103  Miss.  276,  60  So.  321 

37.  Mass.— EeY.  Laws,  1902  ch.  220. 
§9.  See  Com.  v.  Briggs,  5  Met.  559: 
Wilde  V.  Com.,  2  Met.  408;  Harris  v. 
Com.,  23  Pick.  280.  Mich. — Comp. 
Laws,  1897,  §11,971.  See  Brownbridge 
V.  People,  38  Mich.  751.  Vt.— Pub.  St.. 
1906,  §6019.  See  In  re  Sammon,  79  Vt. 
521,  65  Atl.  577;  In  re  Eogers,  75  Vt. 
329,   55  Atl.   661. 

38.  Ind. — Norris  v.  State,  95  Ind. 
73,  48  Am.  Eep.  291.  N".  M.— 7m  re 
Eoe  Chung,  9  N.  M.  130,  49  Pae.  952. 
Ohio.— 7™  re  Beall,  26  Ohio  St.  195. 
Okla. — Mx  parte  Eoller,  3  Okla.  Crim. 
384,  106  Pac.  548.  Pa.— Poor  Food 
Penalties,  34  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  349. 

[a]  Even  when  costs  are  included, 
since  they  are  incident  to  the  fine. 
McCool  V.  State,  23  Ind.  127.  See  also 
Smith   V.   State,   23   Ind.   132. 

[b]  The  theory  generally  advanced 
is  that  fines  are  not  "debts"  in  the 
sense  used  in  the  constitution.  111. 
People  V.  Zito,  237  111.  434,  86  N.  E. 
1041.  Md.— State  v.  Mace,  5  Md.  337. 
N.  M.— 7m  re  Eoe  Chung,  9  N.  M.  130, 
49  Pac.   952. 

[c]  Constitution  ■  expressly  excepts 
in  some  jurisdictions.  Ex  parte  Holl- 
wedell,  74  Mo.  395.  See  also  Ex  parte 
Kiburg,  10  Mo.  App.  442. 

39.  TT.  S. — Fischer  v.  Hayes,  6  Fed. 
63,  19  Blatchf.  13;  United  States  v. 
Bobbins,  27  Fed.  Gas.  No.  16,171.  Ariz. 
Matter  of  Application  of  Morris,  17 
Ariz.  537,  155  Pac.  299.  Ga. — Shiver 
V.  State,  23  Ga.  230;  Brock  v.  State, 
22  Ga.  98.  111.— Berkenfleld  v.  People, 
191  111.  272,  61  N.  E.  96.  Ind.— Sa; 
parte  Tongate,  31  Ind.  370.  la. — Stat^ 
V.  Meyers,  44  Iowa  580.  La. — State 
V.  Hyland,  36  La.  Ann.  709;  State  v. 
Eyder,  36  La.  Ann.  294.  Mich. — Brown- 
bridge  V.  People,  38  Mich.  751.  Minn. 
State  V.  Peterson,  38  Minn.  143,  36 
N.  W.  443.  N.  T.— People  v.  Sage,  13 
App.    Div.    135,   43    N.   Y.    Supp.    372, 
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afflrminff  17  Mise.  712,  41  N.  Y.  Supp. 
531.  Okla.— Piles  v.  State,  9  Okla. 
Crim.  512,  132  Pac.  509;  Ex  parte 
Bowes,  8  Okla.  Crim.  201,  127  Pac.  20. 
Wyo. — Fisher  v.  McDaniel,  9  Wyo.  457, 
64  Pac.  1056.  Eng. — ^Beecher's  Case, 
8  Coxe  58a,  77  Eng.  Eeprint  559. 

[a]  The  discharge  of  the  defendant 
by  pardon  of  so  much  of  his  sentence 
as  adjudged  imprisonment  does  not  pre- 
vent the  collection  of  the  fine  by  proper 
process.  Wilkerson  v.  Allan,  23  Gratt. 
(64  Va.)   10. 

[b]  Imprisonment  for  definite  term 
on  default  of  payment  of  fine  cannot 
exceed  the  time  stated  though  under 
the  statute  the  prisoner  might  be  im- 
prisoned for  one  day  for  every  dollar 
of  fine  unpaid.  People  v.  Collazo,  20 
Porto  Eico  190.  See  also  People  v. 
Daniel,  17  Porto  Eieo  318,  and  People 
V.  Lopez,  17  Porto  Eico  501. 

[c]  Suspension  during  good  be- 
havior, of  the  imprisonment  and  of 
part  of  the  fine,  does  not  prevent  im- 
prisonment to  compel  payment  of  the 
balance  of  the  fine.  Buck  v.  State,  103 
Miss.  276,  60  So.  321. 

[d]  Oklahoma  courts  refuse  to  fol- 
low the  California  construction,  though 
the  Oklahoma  code  was  originally  tak- 
en from  the  California  code.  Ex  parte 
Bowes,  8  Okla.  Crim.  201,  127  Pae. 
20.  See  Matter  of  Application  of  Mor- 
ris, 17  Ariz.  537,  155  Pac.  299. 

40.     See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  leading  case  is  Ex  parte  Eosen- 
heim,  83  Cal.  388,  23  Pac.  525,  over- 
ruling People  V.  Eighetti,  66  Cal.  184, 
4  Pac.  1063-1185.  The  theory  is  that 
the  Penal  Code  by  its  provisions  has 
provided  for  "cases  of  fine,  cases  of 
imprisonment,  and  cases  of  fine  and 
imprisonment  until  the  fine  is  paid," 
but  the  code  "nowhere  expressly  pro- 
vides for  imprisonment  and  fine  coupled 
with  imprisonment  until  the  fine  be 
paid,  after  the  expiration  of  the  fixed 
term  of  imprisonment."  See  also  Peo- 
ple V.  Brown,  113  Cal.  35,  45  Pac.  181; 
Lowery  v.  Hogue,  85  Cal.  600,  24  Pac. 
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What  Courts  May  Imprison.  —  As  indicated  above,  the  general  rule 
is  that  all  courts  which  have  the  power .  to  inflict  the  fine  have  the 
power  to  imprison  for  the  failure  to  pay,*^  though  the  right  has  been 
questioned  as  to  inferior  courts,"  and  the  statutes  sometimes  draw 
a  distinction,*^  while  some  statutes  have  been  construed  as  giving  the 
justice  court  no  other  remedy  than  by  imprisonment.**  The  power  ex- 
tends to  tribunals  which  have  no  power  to  imprison  as  a  punishment,*^ 
and  may  be  inflicted  under  general  statutes  though  the  effect  would 
be  to  extend  the  time  of  imprisonment  beyond  the  court's  ordinary, 
jurisdictional  limit.** 

It  is  not  necessary  to  proceed  against  defendant's  property  before  impris- 
oning him  to  compel  payment,*^  but  where  execution  has  been  levied 
on  his  property  it  has  been  held  that  the  operation  of  processes  sim- 
ultaneously issued  and  directed  at  his  body  will  be  suspended  until 
it  be  seen  whether  the  fine  can  be  made  out  of  the  property,*'  and 
clearly  the  defendant  cannot  complain  of  the  sheriff's  first  proceeding 
aga,inst  his  property.*^ 

Necessity  of  Presence  of  Defendant.  — Where  an  order  of  imprison- 


995,  16  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  984;  People 
V.  Hamberg,  84  Cal.  468,  24  Pae.  298; 
Logan  City  v.  Steadman,  47  Utah  611, 
155  Pae.  445;  Eeese  v.  Olsen,  44  Utah 
318,.  139  Pae.  941;  Roberts  «;.  Howells, 
22  Utah  389,  62  Pae.  892. 

[b]  Subsidiary  imprisonuient  in  ease 
of  insolvency  or  non-payment  of  fine 
which  was  reeognized  by  the  Spanish 
Penal  Code,  does  not  apply  to  crimes 
defined  and  punished  by  the  Philippine 
Commission.  United  States  v.  Lineses, 
5  Phil.  Isl.  631;  United  States  v.  Gle- 
fonea,  5  Phil.  Isl.  570;  United  States 
V.  Hutchinson,  5  Phil.  Isl,  343. 

41.  See  cases  and  statutes  eited  in 
preceding  notes  under  this  section. 

42.  State  v.  Sheppard,  15  Ore.  598, 
16    Pae.    483. 

43.  See  People  v.  Laviosa,  IS  Porto 
Eieo  203;  People  v.  Torres,  13  Porto 
Eieo  201. 

44.  Ex  parte  Marx,  86  Va.  40,  9 
S.  B.  475.  See  also  Wells  v.  Com., 
107  Va.  834,  57  S.  E.  588,  construing 
Va.   Code,   §§712,   717  and  2939. 

45.  Ex  parte  BoUig,  31  111.  88,  the 
order  of  imprisonment  till  the  fine  be 
paid  does  not  inflict  a  punishment  but 
only  provides  a  means  of  eolleeting 
the  fine.  See  also  Brown  v.  People, 
19  111.  612. 

[a]  Where  punishment  by  imprison- 
ment for  a  first  oSense  is  forbidden, 
the  court  may  nevertheless  imprison  as 
a  means  of  enf ercing  the  judgment  for 
a  fine.    State  ex  ret  Poindexter  v.  Dis- 1 


trict    Court,    51    Mont.    186,   149    P»e. 
958. 

46.  Ex  parte  McGee,  33  Ore.  165,  54 
Pae.  1091.  See  also  State  v.  Sheppard, 
15  Ore.  598,  16  Pae.  483.  To  same 
effect,  see  In  re  Eoe  Chung,  9  N.  M. 
130,  49  Pae.  952. 

47.  Ex  parte  Bollig,  31  111.  88  (a 
summary  mode  of  dealing  with  eases 
arising  from  breaches  of  town  ordi- 
nances is  necessary  to  the  preservation 
of  good  order);  Eisner  v.  Shirgley,  80 
Iowa  30,  45  N.  W.  398. 

[a]  Capias  Pro  Fine  May  Issue 
Either  Before  or  After  the  Return 
of  the  Fieri  Facias. — Shiflett  v.  Com., 
90  Va.  386,  18  S.  E.  838,  construing 
Code,  §726,  as  so  directing.  See  also 
Ex  parte  Cook  (Tex.  Crim.),  188  S.  W 
979,  holding  that  capias  pro  fine  may 
issue  at  any  time  before  the  judgment 
is  paid. 

[b]  Capias  Ad  Satisfaciendum  May 
Issue  Before  Fieri  Facias  Issued  and 
Returned. — The  provision  of  the  stat- 
ute is  directory  merely.  "The  prac- 
tice for  ,a  long  time  hfis  been  very 
general  to  issue  the  ca.  «o.  in  the  first 
instance.'"  Attorney-General  v.  Baker, 
9  Eich.  Eq.  (S.  C.)  521. 

48.  Paris  v.  Com.,  3  B.  Mon".  (Ky.) 
79,  but  the  suspension  is  removed 
where  after  levy  the  defendant  secret- 
ly obtains  and  conceals  the  property 
levied  upon.  See  also  Leavison  v. 
Rosenthal,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  132;  Steele 
V.  Com.,  3  Dana  (Ey.)  84. 

49.  In  Luther  v.  State,  85  Nab.  674, 
124  N.  W.  117. 
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ment  is  made  separate  from  the  sentence  the  defendant  need  not  be 
present.*" 

Process  To  Bring  in  Defendant.  —  It  is  not  necessary  to  issue  any  pro- 
cess where  defendant  is  in  court  when  sentence  is  pronounced.^^ 
Where  the  prisoner  is  absent  when  sentence  is  pronounced,  the  proper 
practice  is  to  bring  him  in  on  capias  pro  fine.°^ 

3.  Distinction  Between  Capias  Pro  Fine,  Capias  ad  Satisfacien- 
dum, and  Fieri  Facias.  —  There  are  technical  distinctions  between 
capias  pro  fine  and  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  to  collect  a  fine,  but 
these  have  to  do  principally  with  the  mode  of  imprisonment  and  man- 
ner of  discharge.^^  It  follows  that  the  abolition  of  capias  ad  satis- 
faciendum has  not  abolished  the  capias  pro  fine,^*  and  it  is  still  found 
mentioned  in  some  statutes.^' 


50.  state  v.  Baxter,  41  Kan.  516,  21 
Pac.  650,  it  is  not  an  order  for  pun- 
ishment but  simply  provides  a  means 
for  enforcing  the  penalty. 

51.  Edwards  v.  State,  22  Ark.  303; 
Faris  v.  Com.,  3  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  79; 
Steele  v.  Com.,  3  Dana  (Ky.)  84. 

52.  Steele  v.  Com.,  3  Dana  (Ky.) 
84;  Dodge  v.  State,  24  N.  J.  L.  455. 

[a]  See  State  v.  Johnston,  2  N.  C. 
293,  where  the  court  says:  "The  proper 
process  to  compel  payment  of  a  fine, 
is  capiatur  pro  fine,  which  is  issued 
when  the  party  is  not  in  court  at  the 
time  the  fine  is  laid;  but  when  he  is 
in  court,  and  is  ordered  into  custody, 
it  is  like  being  in  custody  upon  a 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  and  then  a 
discharge  from  them  by  the  plaintifl's 
consent,  will  discharge  the  party  from 
any  other  execution. ' '  See  also  Ex  parte 
Watkins,  7  Pet.  (V.  S.)  568,  8  L.  ed. 
786. 

[b]  '  In  Texas  this  is  the  procedure 
under  Code  Grim.  Proc,  1908,  arts. 
849,  850.  See  also  State  v.  Boren,  21 
Tex.  591;  Ex  parte  Dickerson,  30  Tex. 
App.  448,  17  S.  W.  1076;  Terry  v.  State, 
30  Tex.  App.  408,  17  S.  W.  1075;  Ex 
parte  Cook  (Tex.  Crim.),  188  S.  W. 
979. 

[a]  Ketum  that  defendant  carimot 
be  found  cannot  be  impeached  by  show- 
ing that  he  could  have  been  found 
and  BO  release  his  surety.  Lyon  v. 
Com.,  7  Ky.  Op.  709. 

53.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Distinction  Between  Capias  Fro 
Fine  and  Capias  ad  Satisfaciendum. 
Lomax,  J.,  in  Com.  v.  Webster,  8  Gratt. 
(49  Va.)  702,  says:  "For  the  recovery 
of  fi'MS  to  the  king,  the  usual  process 
was  against  the  person  of  the  offender 
by  capias  pro  fine,  if  he  did  not  pay 
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the  fine  which  had  been  assessed,  .and 
against  the  goods  and  profits  of  the 
lands  by  levari  facias.  2  Gab.  606;  1 
Chit.  Cr.  L.  660.  It  is  stated  in  the 
latter  of  these  authorities  that  the  im- 
prisonment under  the  capias  pro  fine 
was,  in  respect  of  such  fine,  not  as  a 
debt  but  a  punishment  for  the  crime, 
until  the  fine  was  paid.  It  is  true 
that  a  ca,pias  pro  fine  is  an  execution 
to  compel  the  payment  of  the  fine,  as 
the  capias  .ad  satisfaciendum  is  to  com- 
pel the  payment  of  the  debt.  Not- 
withstanding that  point  of  resem- 
blance, these  two  species  of  process 
were  never  confounded  in  practice." 
See  also  Wilkerson  v.  Allan.  23  Gratt. 
(64  Va.)  10. 

[B]  Capias  Pro  Fine  Not  Applicable 
to  Civil  Proceedings. — "A  capias  pro 
fine  was  not  at  common  law,  and  is 
not  under  our  statute,  a  process  for  en- 
forcing judgments  recovered  by  in- 
dividuals." Leavison  v.  Bosenthal,  5 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  132. 

54.  Wilkerson  v.  Allan,  23  Gratt.  (64 
Va.)  10;  Com.  v.  Webster,  8  Gratt. 
(49   Va.)    702. 

[a]  The  statutory  proceeding  by 
scire  facias  to  recover  fines  does  not 
interfere  with  the  common  law  rem- 
edies. Dodge  V.  State,  24  N.  J.  L. 
455. 

[b]  The  power  of  the  court  to  com- 
mit defendants  until  the  fine  is  paid 
has  not  been  taken  away  by  the  abol- 
ighment  of  the  capias  ad  satisfacien- 
dum. Cagle  V.  State,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
391. 

55.  Ky.— Rev.  St.,  1899,  §4245.  Tex. 
Code  Crim.  Proc,  1908,  arts.  849,  850. 
See  Ex  parte  Cook  (Tex.  Crim.),  188 
S.  W.  979.  Va.— Code,  1904,  §§726- 
728. 
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4.    Confessing  Judgment  and  Giving  Security  Thereupon.  —  In 

Bome  jurisdictions  there  is  a  statutory  proceeding  by  which  the  de- 
fendant is  permitted  to  confess  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  fine 
and  give  security  for  its  payment.^*  While  it  has  been  said  that  the 
procedure  is  purely  statutory  and  unknown  at  common  law,^'  it  has 
on  the  other  hand  been  held  that  the  state  may  permit  judgment  to  be 
so  confessed  as  might  any  private  individual.^*  The  statute  has  been 
construed  as  giving  the  defendant  an  absolute  right;  not  dependent 
on  the  discretion  of  the  court.°^  It  is  not  sufficient  for  defendant  to 
merely  confess  without  offering  security.^" 

No  particular  form  of  judgment  is  required  so  long  as  it  is  suffi- 
ciently specific  so  that  execution  may  issue  thereon."^  Where  the 
judgment  was  against  a  surety  alone  the  execution  should  not  join 
the  defendant.'^ 

Effect  of  the  Confession.  —  The  confession  prevents  the  imposition  of 
the  alternative  sentence  of  imprisonment  until  the  fine  be  paid,^^  and 
amounts  to  a  satisfaction  of  the  original  judgment,**  and  operates  as  a 


[a]  In  Kentucky  (1)  the  scope  of 
capias  pro  fine  has  been  widened  by 
statute  so  that  In  efEect  it  fulfils  the 
office  of  an  ordinary  execution  against 
property.  Com.  v.  Merrigan,  8  Bush 
(Ky.)  131.  See  also  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Com.,  112  Ky.  635,  66  S.  W.  505; 
Parris  v.  Dozier,  26  Ky.  L.  Eep.  892, 
82  S.  W.  615.  (2)  It  seems  an  order 
of  court  specifically  directing  that 
capias  pro  fine  issue  is  not  necessary. 
Long  V.  Wood,  78  Ky.  392. 

56.  See  cases  in  following  notes, 
and  see  Ala.  Code,  1907,  §7632;  Kurd's 
(111.)  St.,  1909,  p.  828,  §454;  Shannon's 
(;ode    (Tenn.),    §7214. 

[a]  Defendant's  attorney  is  a  prop- 
er surety  in  such  cases,  notwithstand- 
ing a  general  statute  forbidding  attor- 
neys to  enter  into  security  for  the  ap- 
pearance of  defendants  in  criminal 
cases.  Halfaore  v.  State,  112  Tenn. 
609,  79  S.  W.  132,  construing  Acts  1903, 
ch.  48,  p.  89. 

[b]  A  married  woman  cannot  be- 
come surety  where  she  is  incapable  of 
contracting  without  her  husband's  con- 
sent. Tanner  v.  State,  92  Ala.  53,  9 
So.  531. 

[c]  Tender  of  a  single  surety  is  in- 
sufficient where  the  statute  prescribes 
"sureties."  Half  acre  v.  State,  112 
Tenn.  609,  79  S.  W.  132. 

57.  Lambert  v.  People,  43  111.  App. 
223. 

58.  State  v.  Love,  23  N.  C,  264.  See 
also  State  v.  Cooley,  80  N.  C.  398.  And 
»ee  Flemming  v.  Dayton,  30  N.  C. 
453. 


[a]  By  the  present  practice  in  North 
Carolina  the  judgment  for  a  fine  is 
docketed  and  becomes  a  lien  on  the 
real  estate  of  defendant  in  the  same 
manner  as  Judgments  in  civil  actions. 
See  Rev.,  1905,  §3282. 

59.  Halfacre  v.  State,  112  Tenn.  609, 
79  S.  W.  132,  the  contention  was  that 
defendant's  only  remedy  after  tender 
of  security  and  refusal  to  accept  was 
to  sue  out  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  But 
the  order  refusing  is  a  final  appealable 
order. 

60.  Bowen  v.  State,  98  Ala.  83,  12 
So.  808. 

61.  Lambert  v.  People,  43  111.  App. 
223. 

[a]  Where  defendants  have  been 
jointly  indicted,  the  judgment  of  con- 
fession should  be  entered  separately 
for  the  separate  fines  assessed.  Me- 
Leod  V.  State,  35  Ala.  395.  Compare 
Boyken  v.  State,  3  Yerg.   (Tenn.)   426. 

[b]  Where  there  are  several  judg- 
ments rendered  against  several  defend- 
ants and  several  fines  are  assessed,  a 
joint  judgment  by  confession  will  not 
support  several  executions.  Boyken  v. 
State,  3  Yerg.   (Tenn.)   426. 

62.  Plemming  v.  Dayton,  30  N.  C. 
453. 

63.  Burke  v.  State,  71  Ala.  377. 

64.  Hamilton  v.  State,  9  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)  355,  the  bond  having  been 
given,  the  only  remedy  is  execution 
thereon.  Defendant  cannot  be  again 
imprisoned  on  failure  to  make  the  fine 
out  of  his  and  his  sureties'  goods,  at 
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release  or  waiver  of  errors.''^  On  subsequent  proceedings  to  enforce 
the  confessed  judgment,  against  the  defendant  and  his  sureties,  they 
are  estopped, to  question  the  validity  of  the  original  judgment  of  con- 
viction.°° 

5.  Application  of  Prisoner's  Funds  in  Court's  Possession.  —  Cash 
bail  deposited  may  be  applied  to  any  fine  imposed,®'  as  may  moneys 
found  on  the  prisoner's  person.®^ 

XIX.  PARDON,  REMISSION  AND  COMPOUNDING.  ^  A. 
Pardon  or  Remission.  —  The  practice  of  permitting  the  secretary  of 
the  treasury  to  remit  forfeitures  incurred  through  disobedience  of  the 
revenue  and  customs  laws  has  existed  from  a  very  early  day.**  The 
forfeiture  may  be  remitted  at  any  time  before  the  property  has  actu- 
ally been  sold  and  the  proceeds  distributed  and  that  notwithstanding 
the  interest  of  other  parties,  as  informers  and  customs  officials.'"'  But 
where  an  informer  brought  a  qui  tam  action  at  his  own  expense  and 
recovered  final  judgment,  it  was  held  the  secretary  had  no  right  to 
compromise  as  to  the  informer's  share.'^^ 

The  legislature  may  release  one  from  a  judgment  for  a  penalty 
though  a  county  be  interested  therein.'^  .The  effect  of  a  pardon  or 
remission  is  to  restore  the  property  to  defendant  except  in  so  far  as 


least  where  no  fraud  has  been  practised 
upon  the  court. 

[a]  It  operates  "as  a  satisfaction 
of  the  original  judgment  as  effectually 
as  a  discharge  of  a  debtor  in  a  civil 
suit  with  the  consent  of  the  creditor 
would  extinguish  the  judgment  in  that 
case."  State  v.  Cooley,  80  N.  C.  398, 
following  State  v.  Simpson,  46  N.  C. 
80. 

65.  Lambert  v.  People,  43  111.  App. 
223,  where  the  court  saysr  "No  appeal 
or  writ  of  error  could  be  prosecuted 
from  the  judgment  of  conviction,  for 
the  reason  that  the  judgment  by  con- 
fession would  be  a  release  or  waiver 
of  errors."  But  see  Burke  v.  State, 
74  Ala.  399,  holding  that  Code,  1876, 
§3945  (Code,  1907,  §2892)  which  reads, 
"a  confession  of  judgment  is  in  law 
a  release  of  errors,"  applies  only  to 
civil  proceedings.  See  also  Burke  v. 
State,  71  Ala.  377. 

66.  Lambert  v.  People,  43  111.  App. 
223.  See  also  Hearn  v.  State,  62  Ala. 
218. 

67.  Wills  V.  Neiland.  88  Iowa  548, 
55  N.  W.  527  (holding  also  that  though 
the  sentence  was  in  the  alternative  the 
prisoner  could  not  elect  to  go  to  jail, 
and  thus  avoid  payment) ;  People  v. 
Laidlaw,  102  N.  Y.  588,  7  N.  E.  910, 
though  deposit  was  by  a  third  person. 

68.  MeCann  v.  Barr,  6  Pa.  Dist.  721. 
19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  669,  moneys  found  on 
intoxicated  person   retained,   and   pris- 
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oner  cannot  insist  upon  going  to  jail 
under  alternative  sentence,  to  avoid 
payment. 

69.  The  Laura,  114  V.  S.  411,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  881,  29  L.  ed.  147,  afflrming  8  Fed. 
612.  5  Fed.  133. 

70.  United  States  v.  Morris,  10 
Wheat.  (V.  S.)  246,  6  L.  ed.  314,  cited 
with  approval  in  Confiscation  Cases,  7 
Wall.   (U.   S.)   454,  19  L.  ed.  196. 

[a]  After  condemnation  and  not- 
withstanding interest  of  customs  offi- 
cer. United  States  v.  Morris,  10  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  246,  6  L.  ed.  314,  aprming  1 
Paine  209,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,816. 
See  also  United  States  v.  Lancaster,  4 
Wash.  C.  C.  64,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,557. 

[b]  After  suit  has  been  brought  by 
an  informer  to  enforce  it.  The  Laura, 
114  U.  S.  411,  5  Sup.  Ct.  881,  29  L. 
ed.  147,  afflrming  8  Fed.  612,  5  Fed. 
133. 

[c]  Includes  the  Authority  To  Dis- 
charge the  Cause  of  Action. — Murray 
V.  Arthur,  13  Blatchf.  429,  17  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  9,956. 

[d]  May  Dismiss  After  Appeal. 
Confiscation  Cases,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  454, 
19  L.  ed.  196. 

71.  United  States  v.  Griswold,  30 
Fed.  762,  afflrming  24  Fed.  361. 

72.  In  Conner  v,  Bent,  1  Mo.  235, 
judgment  was  made  up  in  part  of  tax 
collections  and  in  part  a  penalty  for 
failure  to  pay  same  over. 
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third  parties'  rights  have  intervened,''  and  one  who  has  fulfilled  the 
conditions  of  a  remission  cannot  have  his  property  again  taken  from 
him  for  the  same  act.''*  On  the  other  hand  where  one  fails  to  observe 
the  conditions  of  a  conditional  pardon  the  original  judgment  remains 
in  full  force  and  effect  and  he  may  be  forced  to  pay  a  fine  imposed.''* 
B.  Compounding.'"  —  In  England,  by  statute,  the  compounding 
of  a  penal  action  was  itself  made  an  offense  at  an  early  day,''  and  is 
only  permitted  by  order  of  court  and  with  consent  of  the  crown.'^ 
Permission  to  compound  is  not  a  matter  of  right  but  purely  discre- 
tionary with  the  court.'*  The  English  practice  calls  for  a  motion  to  be 
permitted  to  compound  which  cannot  be  made  until  defendant  has 
pleaded,^"  and  the  order  is  made  only  on  payment  of  the  sovereign's 
share.*^  This  procedure  has  been  followed  to  some  extent  in  some 
of  the  states.*^  It  has  been  held  that  the  statute  applies  only  to  in- 
formers and  does  not  prevent  public  officers  from  discharging  the 
cause  of  action,  when  they  act  in  good  faith,*'  but  where  private  per- 
sons have  begun  an  action  in  the  name  of  a  public  official  on  his  neglect 
to  bring  the  same,  he  has  no  right  to  interfere.**  After  one  has  re- 
covered a  judgment  he  may  release  that  part  which  belongs  to  him 
as  informer,  but  not  the  balance.*^ 


73.  Kirk  v.  Lewis,  9  Fed.  645.  Se« 
also  United  States  v.  IJancaster,  4 
Wash.  C.  C.  64,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,557;  Brown  V.  United  States,  1 
Woolw.  198,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,032,  no 
vested  right  in  informer  before  pro- 
ceeds paid  over  to  liim. 

74.  Murray  v.  Arthur,  13  Blatehf. 
429,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,956. 

75.  Ex  parte  Brady,  70  Ark.  376,  68 
S.   W.  34. 

76.  Prosecutions  for  compounding 
crime,  see  5  Standabd  Peoc.  189,  et 
leq. 

77.  18  Eliz.,  eh.   5. 

78.  Sheldon  v.  Mumford,  5  Taunt. 
268,  128  Eng.  Eeprint  693;  Howard  v. 
Sowerby,  1  Taunt.  103,  127  Eng.  Ee- 
print 770  (even  before  verdict) ; 
Maughan  v.  Walker,  5  T.  R.  98,  101 
Eng.  Beprint  56. 

79.  Crowder  v.  Wagstaff,  1  Bos.  & 
P.  18,  126  Eng.  Eeprint  753;  Howell 
V.  Morris,  1  Wils.  K.  B,  79,  95  Eng. 
Eeprint  503. 


80.  Eex  V.  Collier,  2  Dowl.  P.  C. 
(Eng.)   581. 

81.  Wood  V.  Cassin,  2  Black  W.  1157, 
96  Eng.  Eeprint  682. 

[a]  Same  Rule  in  Canada. — May  v. 
Dettriek,   5   U.    C.    Q.    B.    (O.    S.)    77. 

82.  Eaynham  v.  Eounseville,  9  Pick. 
(Mass.)  44  (must  have  leave  of  court); 
Burley  v.  Burley,  6  N.  H.  200,  must 
have  consent  of  court  and  of  county 
attorney. 

[a]  Consent  of  Court  BeqLUired  by 
Statute.— N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1894; 
Minton  v.  Woodworth,  11  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  474;  Bradway  v.  he  Worthy,  9 
Johns.   (N.  Y.)   251. 

83.  Bellinger  v.  Birge,  54  Hun  511, 
7  N.  Y.  Supp.  695,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  174; 
Eecord  v.  Messenger,  8  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
283;  OIp  V.  Leddick,  14  N.  Y.  Supp. 
41. 

84.  Eecord  V.  Messenger,  8  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  283. 

85.  Wardens  of  the  Poor  v.  Cope,  24 
N.  C.  44. 


PENDENCY    OF   ACTION. —  See   Another   Action   Fending;    Lis 
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CBOSS-KEFEREKTCES: 

Exemption  of  pension  and  bounty  money,  see  16  Standaed  Proc. 
27,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.    PENSIONS.  —  A.    Proceedings  To  Proceed.  —  1.     Generally. 

An  application  for  a  pension  is  the  first  regular  step  to  be  taken  by 
a  claimant  seeking  to  obtain  one.^  The  commissioner  of  pensions,  act- 
ing under  the  department  of  the  interior,  has  jurisdiction  to  ascer- 
tain and  adjudicate  all  the  facts  relative  to  the  allowing  of  pensions.'' 


1.  19  Op.  Atty.  Gen.  190,  applica- 
tion may  be   amended. 

[a]  Literal  adherence  to  form  or 
strict  pleading  of  courts  of  law  is  not 
required.     19   Op.   Atty.    Gen.   190. 

[bl    Application  Should  Be  Fropec- 

Vol.  XXI 


ly  Verified.— U.  8.  Rev.  St.,  §4714; 
United  States  v.  Boggs,  31  Fed.  337, 
justice  of  peace  may  administer  oath 
for    applicant. 

2.     In  re  McLean,  37  Fed.  648  (pen- 
sion bureau  is  not  a  court,  nor  can  any 
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Examinations  relative  to  pension  claims  are  not  secret  proceedings.^ 
A  district  court  of  the  United  States  will  not  issue  a  subpoena  to 
compel  the  attendance  of  a  witness  before  the  pension  bureau.* 

2.  Review  of  Proceedings  Before  Commissioner.  —  The  applicant 
for  a  pension  may  appeal  from  the  ruling  of  the  commissioner  of 
pensions  to  the  secretary  of  the  interior,'*  but  not  to  the  president." 
The  commissioner  of  pensions  may  himself  review  an  award  made  by 
his  predecessor.''  The  court  of  claims  has  no  jurisdiction  to  review 
the  action  of  the  interior  department  in  granting  or  denying  a  pen- 
sion ;^  nor  will  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  on 
mandamus  review  the  exercise  of  discretion  by  the  pension  bureau.® 
The  decision  of  the  commissioner  of  pensions  in  granting  a  pension 
does  not  preclude  the  government  from  recovering  money  paid  under 
a  pension  procured  by  improper  or  fraudulent  testimony.^" 

B.  Prosecutions  Undbe  Pension  Laws.^^  —  1.  Procuring  or  Pre- 
senting False  AflBdavits  or  Claims.  —  An  indictment  charging  per- 
jury in  the  making  of  an  affidavit  in  support  of  a  pension  claim 
need  not  allege  the  special  authority  of  the  officer  before  whom  the 
affidavit  was  sworn  to  ;^^  but  should  allege  that  the  affidavit  was  trans- 
mitted with  relation  to  or  in  support  of  a  pension  claim  against  the 
United  States.^''  When  the  prosecution  is  for  presenting  a  fraudulent 
claim,  the  indictment  should  aver  the  fraud  with  sufficient  certainty 
to  enable  the  defendant  to  prepare  his  defense  and  plead  the  judg- 
ment asi  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  prosecution.^*  An  indictment  for  pro- 
officer  thereof  be  vested  with  ■  judicial 
functions;  the  proceeding  is  an  execu- 
tive examination) ;  United  States  v. 
Scott,  25  Fed.  470  (speaking  of  it  as 
a  judicial  or  quasi-judicial  tribunal) ; 
United  States  v.  Schindler,  10  Fed. 
547,  18  Blatchf.  227;  Davidson  v.  Unit- 
ed States,  21  Ct.  CI.  298;  United  States 
ex  rel.  Miller  v.  Eaum,  7  Mackey  (D. 
G.)  556;  17  Op.  Atty.  Gen.  339;  4  Op. 
Atty.  Gen.  238.  See  also  Stokely  v. 
De  Camp,  2  Grant  Gas.    (Pa.)   17. 

[a]  Commissioner  of  Pensions  Is 
Not  a  Judicial  Officer. — (1)  United 
States  V.  Lalone,  44  Ted.  475.  (2)  But 
he  is  exclusive  judge  of  facts  and  law 
in  all  aases,  subject  to  appeal  to  'Sec- 
retary of  interior.  See  Stokely  v.  De- 
Camp,  2  Grant  Gas.  (Pa.)  17.  As  to 
appeal,  see  infra,  I,  A,  2. 

3.  In  re  O'Shea,  166  Ped.lSO,  so 
a  witness  subpoenaed  to  testify  may 
hare  his  attorney  present  at  his  ex- 
amination. 

[a]  Witnesses  are  subject  to  cross- 
examination  by  the  pension  claimant. 
In  re  O'Shea,  166  Fed.  180,  hence  pen- 
Bion  claimants  must  be  given  notice 
of  examinations  as  to  merits  of  pen- 
sion claims  to  enable  them  to  attend 
Kuch  examinations. 


4.  In  re  McLean,  37  Fed.  648. 

5.  Lochren  v.  United  States,  6 
App.   Gas.   (D.   G.)   486. 

6.  4  Op.  Atty.  Gen.  515. 

7.  Lochren  v.  United  States,  6  App. 
Gas.   (D.  G.)  486. 

8.  Davidson  v.  United  States,  21 
Ct.  Gl.  (U.  S.)  298.  DaUy  v.  United 
States,  17  Gt.  Gl.  (U.  S.)  144;  2  Op. 
Atty.  Gen.  309. 

9.  United  States  €x  rel.  Miller  v. 
Eaum,  7  Maekey  (D.  G.)  556.  See 
also  Stokely  v.  De  Gamp,  2  Grant  Gas. 
(Pa.)  17;  and  generally  the  title  "Man- 
damus." 

10.  Lalone  v.  United  States,  164  U. 
S.  255,  17  Sup.  Gt.  74,  41  L.  ed.  425; 
United  States  v.  Lalone,  44  Fed.  475, 

11.  As  to  Indictments  generally, 
see  the  title  "Indictment  and  Infor- 
mation." 

12.  United  States  v.  Boggs,  31  Fed. 
337,  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  officer 
"was  then  and  there  a  person  having 
competent  authority  to  adminster  said 
oath." 

13.  United  States  v.  Van  Leuven, 
62  Fed.  69;  United  States  v.  Kessel, 
62  Fed.  59. 

14.  United  States  v.  Goggin,  1  Fed. 
49, 
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curing  the  presentation  of  a  false  afSdavit  must  allege  the  name  of 
the  person  procured  to  present  it  or  that  his  name  is  unknown,^* 
and  must  state  the  manner  of  presentation  j^^  but  it  need  not  allege 
that  the  acts  charged  were  done  with  intent'  to  defraud  the  United 
States  government."  Such  an  indictment  must  allege  that  the  affidavit 
in  question  was  false.^* 

2.  For  Making  False  Oath.  —  An  indictment  for  making  a  false 
affidavit  must  allege  wherein  it  was  false.^^  But  it  need  not  allege 
that  the  false  deposition  was  ever  used  or  attempted  to  be  used.^" 
It  is  sufficient  to  allege  the  offense  of  false  swearing  under  the  pen- 
sion act  in  the  language  of  the  statute ;  and  it  will  not  be  vitiated  by 
a  conclusion  which  calls  the  offense  by  a  wrong  name.^^ 

3.  Receiving  Excessive  Fees.  —  An  indictment  for  receiving  an  ex- 
cessive fee  for  obtaining  a  pension  may  merely  use  the  language  of 
the  statute  f^  it  need  not  allege  how  the  defendant  was  instrumental 
or  what  he  did  in  procuring  the  pension.^-""  Such  an  indictment  need 
not  allege  the  receipt  of  any  money  by  the  person  on  whose  behalf 
the  pension  claim  was  prosecuted;^*  nor  is  it  defective  because  it 
describes  the  defendant  as  a  lawyer  and  as  an  agent  or  attorney.^^ 
The  omission  to  allege  that  the  offense  charged  was  "contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  cases  made  and  provided,  and  against  the 
peace  and  dignity  of  the  United  States"  will  be  disregarded.^^ 

4.  Retaining  Pension  Money.  —  An  indictment  for  wrongfully 
withholding  from  a  pensioner^'  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  pension 


15.  Miller  v.  United  States,  136  Fed. 
581,  69  C.  C.  A.  355. 

16.  Miller  v.  United  States,  136 
Ted.  581,  69  C.  C.  A.  355. 

17.  United  States  v.  Van  Leuven, 
62  Fed.  69,  gist  of  offense  is  not  effort 
to  defraud,  but  knowingly  procuring 
the  making  or  presentation  of  a  false 
or  fraudulent  af&davit. 

[a]  Felonious  Intent. — An  indict- 
ment for  procuring  and  presenting  a 
false  afS^davit  in  support  of  a  pension 
claim  need  not  charge  that  such  act 
■was  committed  feloniously  or  with  a 
felonious  intent,  where  such  an  intent 
does  not  constitute  a  part  of  the  crime 
under  the  statute.  United  States  v. 
Staats,  8  How.  (U.  S.)  41,  12  L.  ed. 
979. 

18.  United  States  v.  Adler,  49  Fed. 
733. 

[a]  But  it  need  not  allege  that  the 
pension  claim  was  false.  United  States 
V.  Adler,  49  Fed.  733. 

19.  United  States  v.  Medina,  15  N. 
M.  204,  103  Pac.  976,  insufficient  to 
charge  merely  that  defendant  made  a 
false  aflldavit.  See  the  title  "Per- 
jury." 

20.  United  States  v.  Bbodes,  30  Fed. 
431. 
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21.  United  States  v.  Elliott,  3  Ma- 
son 156,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,044,  con- 
clusion in  indictment,  "And  so  the 
jurors  say,  etc.,  that  the  party  did 
commit  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury," 
will  not  vitiate  indictment. 

Following  language  of  statute  .gen- 
erally, see  12  Standaed  Peoc.  447,  et 
seq. 

22.  United  States  v.  Eeynolds,  48 
Fed.  215;  United  States  v.  Wilson,  29 
Fed.  286.  See  generally  12  Standabd 
Peoc.  447,  et  &eq. 

23.  United  States  v.  Koch,  21  Fed. 
873. 

24.  Frisbie  v.  United  States,  157  U. 
S.  160,  15  Sup.  Ct.  586,  39  L.  ed.  657. 

25.  Frisbie  v.  United  States,  157  U. 
S.  160,  15  Sup.  Ct.  586,  39  L.  ed.  657. 

26.  Frisbie  v.  United  States,  15f  U. 
S.  160,  15  Sup.  Ct.  586,  39  L.  ed.  657, 
such  an  allegation  is  a  mere  conclu- 
sion of  law,  not  of  the  substance  of 
the  charge,  and  its  omission  cannot 
prejudice  the  defendant.  See  general- 
ly the  title  "Indictment  and  Informa- 
tion." 

27.  United  States  v.  Chaffee,  4  Ben. 
330,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,771. 
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allowed  must  allege  a  withholding  from  the  person  or  persons  entitled 
to  the  pension. 

On  such  a  prosecution,  the  court  will  not  inquire  whether  the  pen- 
sion was  properly  allowed,  the  decision  of  the  commissioner  of  pen- 
sions being  conclusive  in  this  regard.^' 

II.  PROCEEDINGS  TO  RECOVER  BOUNTIES.  — A.  For  En- 
listment IN  Aemt  oe  Navy.  —  1.  Form  of  Action.  —  An  action  at 
law  will  lie  to  collect  bounty  money  ;^'  and  depending  on  the  nature 
of  the  claim,  it  may  be  in  the  form  of  a  count  for  money  had  and 
received,^"  or  for  money  paid.^^  Generally  mandamus  will  not  lie  to 
compel  the  payment  of  bounty  money  where  there  is  an  adequate 
remedy  by  a  civil  action.^^  But  it  is  proper  under  some  circum- 
stances.'* 

2.  Pleadings.  —  Plaintiff  must  allege  .  a  contract  or  at  least  an 
offer  to  pay  the  bounty,**  and  state  facts  which  clearly  bring  him 
within  the  terms  of  the  act  under  which  he  claims  the  bounty.*^  It 
is  sufficient  if  he  states:  a  prima  facie  case  entitling  him  to  the  benefit 
of  the  statute.*^     There  must  be  an  allegation  that  plaintiff's  enlist- 


28.  United  States  v.  Scott,  25  ¥eA. 
470;  United  States  v.  Schindler,  10  Fed. 
547,  18  Blatchf.  227. 

Conclusiveness  of  judgment  of  pen- 
sion bureau,  see  supra,  I,  A,  2.  - 

29.  State  v.  Howard  County  Court, 
39  Mo.  375. 

30.  Wilkinson  v.  Martin,  29  Wis. 
471,  .action  by  substitute  against  prin- 
cipal who  had  collected  bounty  money. 
See  also  Decker  v.  Saltzman,  59  N.  Y. 
275. 

31.  Hickok  V.  Shelburne,  41  Vt. 
409,  wherein  action  was  by  one  who 
furnished  and  paid  a  substitute  against 
a  town  offering  the  bounty. 

32.  State  v.  Howard  County  Court, 
39  Mo.  375;  People  ex  ret  Perkins  v. 
Hawkins,  46  N.  Y.  9:  Northrup  v.  Pitts- 
field,  2  Thomp.  &  Cf.   (N.  Y.)   108. 

33.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title'  "Mandamus." 

[a]  In  absence  of  adequate  reme- 
dy by  civil  action,  see  Smith  v.  Auditor- 
Gene'ral,  80  Mich.  205,  45  N.  W.  136, 
wherein  writ  could  not  issue  because 
no  funds  in  hands  of  respondent  to 
pay  claim  from,  but  no  question  raised 
as  to   propriety   of   remedy. 

[b]  Where  town  officers  are  re- 
auired  to  issue  bonds  as  bounties,  man- 
damus, rather  than  a  civil  action  is  the 
proper  remedy  on  their  refusal  to  is- 
sue a  bond.  Dayton  v.  Bounds,  27 
Mich.  82;  People  ex  vel.  Vanderlinden 
V.  Martin,  58  Barb.   (N.  Y.)   286. 

[c]  Wlere  an  officer  or  board  re- 


fuses or  fails  to  audit  a  proper  claim 
for  a  bounty,  mandamus  is  proper. 
Ind.— State  v.  Buckles,  39  Ind.  272. 
Md.— Bichelberger  v.  Sifford,  27  Md. 
320.  Mich — Dayton  v.  Bounds,  27 
Mich.  82;  People  v.  WoodhuU,  14  Mich. 
28.  N.  Y. — People  ea;  rel.  Vanderlin- 
den V.  Martin,  58  Barb.  286;  People 
«x  rel.  Lowell  v.  Westford,  53  Barb. 
555,  38  How.  Pr.  23.  Va.— Milliner 's 
Admr.  v.  Harrison,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.) 
422,  only  where  relator's  right  clearly 
appears. 

[d]  To  compel  the  levy  of  a  tax 
for  the  payment  of  bounties,  writ  will 
lie.  State  v.  Harris,  17  Ohio  St.  608. 
See  also  the   title   "Taxation." 

34.  Cole  V.  Economy,  13  P,a.  Co.  Ct. 
549. 

[a]  If  contract  was  parol,  sufficient 
to'  plead  legal  effect  of  agreement. 
Madison  v.  Miller,  87  Ind.  257. 

35.  Bockwell  v.  Foster,  1  Boot 
(Conn.)  532;  Vermillion  v.  Hammond, 
83  Ind.  453;  Grant  v.  Wood,  69  Ind. 
356  (facts  held  to  be  sufficiently  stat- 
ed); Moore  v.  Monroe,  59  Ind.  516; 
Young  V.  Franklin  County,  25  Ind.  295. 

[,a]  Petition  for  mandamus  must 
state  facts  bringing  relator  within 
terms  of  the  act.  People  v.  WoodhuU, 
14  Mich.  28. 

36.  Hawthorne  v.  Hoboken,  32  N. 
J.  L.  172,  plaintiff  need  not  remove  in 
his  pleading  every  objection  with  which 
his  adversary  may  intend  to  oppose 
him. 
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ment  was  credited  to  the  quota  of  the  particular  town  or  county.^^ 
3.     Province  of  Court  and  Jury.  —  On  conflicting  evidence,  the 

question,  whether  an  oral  offer  of  bounty  was  made  and  the  terms 

thereof,  are  properly  left  to  jury.^® 
B.    For  Performance  of  Other  Acts.  —  Mandamus  will  issue  to 

compel  the  drawing  of  a  warrant  in  payment  of  a  bounty  allowed  by 

statute  for  the  destruction  of  animals.'^     In  some  states,  by  special 

statute,  a  civil  action  will  lie  against  the  state  to  recover  a  bounty 

due." 


37.  Greenwood  v.  DeKalb,  90  111. 
600. 

38.  Andrews  v.  Moretown,  45  Vt.  1; 
Poquet  V.  North  Hero,  44  Vt.  91;  Leet 
V.  Shedd,  42  Vt.  277.  See  also  Spar- 
row V.  Grove,  31  Md.  214;  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
and,  Jury." 

39.  Fla. — Johns  v.  Orange,  28  Fla. 
626,  10  So.  96.  Mont.— State  v.  Eiok- 
ards,  17  Mont.  440,  43  Pac.  504.  S.  D. 
Meade  County  Bank  v.  Beeves,  13  S.  D. 
193,  82  N.    W.  751. 

See  generally  the  title  "Manda- 
mus." 


[a]  Before  it  will  issue,  it  must  ap- 
pear that  there  is  available  some  fund 
from  which  the  warrant  can  be  law- 
fully drawn.  State  v.  Eiekards,  17 
Mont.  440,  43  Pac.  504. 

[b]  Relator  must  show  that  he  has 
complied  with  all  the  conditions  of 
the  statute  allowing  the  bounty.  De- 
Vaughn  V.  Jackson,  31  Fla.  60,  12  So. 
212;  Johns  v.  Orange,  28  Fla.  626,  10 
So.  96. 

40.  San  Francisco  Law,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
State,  141  Cal.  354,  74  Pac.  1047. 


PEONAGE.  —  See  Master  and  Servant. 


PERCOLATING  WATERS.  —  See  Waters  and  Watercourses. 


PERFORMANCE.  —  See  Implied  and  Express  Agreements.    See 
Specific  Performance. 
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CEOSS-REFEBENCES: 

Oath  and  Affirmation. 

Bills  to  impeach  judgments  and  decrees  for  perjury,  see  4  Standard 
Proc.  476. 

Instructing  on  doctrine  "Falsus  in  Uno,"  see  13  Standard  Proc. 
913,  et  seq. 

Surprise  by  perjury  of  witness  as  ground  for  new  trial,  see  the  title 
"New  Trial." 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  960,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  JURISDICTION  AND  VENUE.  —  The  court  having  jurisdiction 
over  prosecutions  for  the  offense  of  perjury  or  false  swearing  may 
depend  upon  local  statute.^  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule  that 
state  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  over  -offenses  against  the  United 
States,^  a  prosecution  for  perjury  committed  in  a  proceeding  authorized 
by  statutes  of  the  United  States  cannot  be  had  in  the  state  courts; 
jurisdiction  thereof  belongs  exclusively  to  the  federal  courts.'     But 


1.  See  the  statutes,  and  State  v. 
Davidson,  40  Conn.  281,  justice  of  the 
peace  and  not  superior  court  had  ju- 
risdiction of  offense  under  statutes  of 
1870. 

2.  See  17  Standard  Proc.  822. 

3.  See  the  cases  cited  in  17  Stand- 
ard Proc.  822,  note  26  [a],  and  infra, 
this  note. 
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[a]     It   has   accordingly   been    held 

that  the  courts  of  a  state  have  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  crime  of  perjury 
committed  (1)  in  an  examination  be- 
fore a  commissioner  under  the  United 
States  Bankruptcy  Act  (State  v.  Pike, 
15  N.  H.  83);  (2)  in  testifying  'before 
a  commissioner  of  the  circuit  court  of 
the   United    States    (XJ.   S. — E-x   Parte 
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a  prosecution  for  perjury  is  properly  in  a  state  court  where  the  per- 
jury is  committed  in  a  proceeding  in  a  state  court  though  it  is  in 
session  at  the  time  in  a  federal  building.* 

Venue.  —Prosecutions  for  perjury  should  be  in  the  county  or  dis- 
trict in  which  the  offense  was  committed.^ 

II.  INDICTMENT  OR  INFORMATION  FOR  PERJURY  OR 
FALSE  SWEARING.  —  A.  Generally.  —  The  general  rules  govern- 
ing the  form  and  sufficiency  of  indictments  or  informations  obtain  in 
prosecutions  for  perjury  or  false  swearing.*  The  indictment  or  in- 
formation for  perjury  must  set  forth  with  certainty  and  particularity 
every  fact  essential  to  the  gravamen  of  the  offense.''  The  particularity 
requisite  in  an  indictment  for  perjury  at  common  law  is  not  gen- 
erally required  under  modern  statutes  defining  the  offense,  however.* 


Bridges,  2  Wooda  428,  4  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  1,862.  Ga. — Boss  v.  State,  55  Ga. 
192  21  Am.  Bep.  278.  Tenn.— State 
V.  Shelley,  11  Lea  594):  (3)  in  making 
an  affidavit  under  the  acts  of  congress 
relating  to  the  'sale  of  public  lands. 
Ark. — State  v.  Kirkpatrick,  32  Ark. 
117.  Cal. — ^People  v.  Kelly,  38  Cal. 
145,  99  Am.  Dec.  360.  Ind.— State  v. 
Adams,  4  Blackf.   146. 

[b]  Thougli  perjury  committed  m 
natuializatlffln  proceeding  in  state 
cotirt,  prosecution  properly  in  federal 
court.  Holmgren  v.  United  States,  217 
U.  S.  509,  30  Sup.  Ct.  588,  54  L.  ed. 
861,  19  Ann.  Cas.  778;  People  v.  Sweet- 
maA,  3  Park.  Grim.  (N.  T.)  358.  But 
see  State  v.  Whittemorc,  50  N.  H.  245, 
9  Am.  Eep.  196;  Eump  v.  Com.,  30 
Pa.  475.  Compare  United  States  v. 
Severino,  125  Fed.  949,  holding  that 
prosecution  for  perjury  in  connection 
with  affidavit  required  by  state  stat- 
ute in  naturalization  proceedings,  but 
not  required  by  federal  statute,  was 
not   properly   in   federal   court.    , 

4.  Exum  V.  State,  90  Tenn.  501,  17 
S.  W.  107,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  700,  15  L. 
E.  A.  381,  'State  court  held  in  federal 
building  pending  repairs  to  its  own 
court-room. 

5.  State  V.  Bunker,  38  Kan.  737, 
17  Pae.  651.  See  generally  the  tWe 
"Venue." 

6.  See  infra,  this  section,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Indictment  and  In- 
formation." 

7.  See  the  following:  IT.  S.— Mark- 
ham  V.  United  States,  160  U.  S.  319, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  288,  40  L.  ed.  441;  United 
States  V.  Pettus,  84  Fed.  791.  Ark. 
Harp  V.  State,  59  Ark.  113,  26  S.  W. 
714:  Thomas  v.  State,  54  Ark.  584,  16 
S.  W.  568.    Fl». — ^Humphreys  v.  State, 


17  Fla..  381.  lU.— People  v.  Miller, 
264  111.  148,  106  N.  B.  191,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915B,  1240;  Morrell  v.  People,  32  111. 
499.  la.— State  v.  Schill,  27  Iowa  263. 
Ky.— Tudor  «..Com.,  134  Ky.  186,  119 
S.  W.  816.  Me.— State  v.  Mace,  76 
Me.  64,  5  Am.  Crim.  Eep.  588.  Md. 
State  V.  Bixler,  62  Md.  354.  Miss. 
Copeland  v.  State,  23  Miss.  257.  N.  C. 
State  V.  Gallimon,  24  N.  C.  372.  P.  I. 
United  States  v.  Go  Chanco,  23  Phil. 
Isl.  641.  Tex. — Eobertaon  v.  State,  68 
Tex.  Crim.  243,  150  S.  W.  893.  Vt. 
State  V.  Eowell,  72  Vt.  28,  47  Atl.  Ill, 
82  Am.  St.  Eep.  918,  15  Am.  Crim. 
Eep.  567;  State  v.  McCone,  59  Vt 
117,  7  Atl.  406.  Wash.— State  v.  Eob- 
erts,  22  Wash.  1,  60  Pac.  65;  State  v. 
See,  4  Wash.  344,  30  Pae.  327,  746. 
W.  Va.— Stofer  v.  State,  3  W.  Va.  689. 
Can. — Eex  v.  Cohn,  6  Can.  Cr.  Cas. 
386,   36   Nova   Scotia  240. 

See  generally  12  Standard  Peoc.  327, 
■et  seq. 

8.  United  States  v.  Pettus,  84  Fed. 
791;  Allen  v.  State,  42  Tex.  12;  Brown 
V.  State,  9  Tex.  App.  171. 

[a]  "There  are  no  pleadings  known 
to  the  criminal  law  which  require 
greater  precision,  certainty,  and  par- 
ticularity than  those  -elating  to  the 
crime  of  perjury.  2  Euss.  Crimes,  p. 
631.  To  such  an  extent  had  thi's  re- 
quirement of  particularity  gone  that 
at  one  time  it  was  almost  impossible 
to  draw  an  indictment  for  perjury 
which  would  stand  that  scrutiny  of 
courts  in  respect  of  its  precision;  and 
therefore  statutes  have  been  passed, 
both  in  England  and  the  American 
states,  for  the  purpose  of  eliminating 
all  that  which  was  considered  unnec- 
essarily exacting  in  this  regard.  Yet 
there  remains,  in  the  substantial  aver- 
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It  is  sufficient  tliat  the  indictment  or  information  sets  forth  in  ordi- 
nary language,  without  repetition,  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  enable 
a  person  of  common  understanding  to  know  what  is  intended,  the 
substance  of  the  controversy  in  which  the  oath  was  taken,  in  what 
court  the  oath  alleged  to  be  false  was  taken,  that  the  court  before 
which  the  oath  was  taken  had  authority  to  administer  it,  with  proper 
allegations  of  the  falsity  of  the  matter  on  which  the  perjury  is  as- 
signed.* 

Where  the  statute  sufficiently  defines  the  offense,  a  description 
thereof  in  the  language  of  the  statute  is  sufficient.^"  Where  the  com- 
mon law  and  statutory  definitions  of  the  crimes  of  perjury  are  sub- 
stantially the  same,  an  indictment  or  information  good  at  common 
law  is  good  under  the  statute.^^ 

Statutory  Form.  —  Statutes  sometimes  prescribe  the  form  of  the  •in- 
dictment, and  such  form  is  to  be  followed  provided  it  is  sufficient 
to  apprise  the  defendant  with  reasonable  certainty  of  the  nature  of 
the  crime  of  which  he  stands  charged.^* 


ments  of  an  indictment  for  perjury, 
a  requirement  for  accuracy,  certainty, 
and  particularity  .  that  cannot  be 
avoided  by  even  the  most  liberal  of 
these  statutes."  United  States  v. 
Pettus,  84  Fed.  791. 

9.  See  the  following:  Ala. — ^Bar- 
nett  V.  State,  89  Ala.  165,  7  So.  414. 
Ark.— State  v.  .Green,  24  Ark.  591. 
Cal.— People  v.  Ah  Bean,  77  Oal.  12, 
18  Pac.  815.  Fla. — Jarvis  v.  State,  74 
So.  794;  Bennett  v.  State,  65  Fla.  84, 
61  So.  127.  111. — Kimmel  v.  People, 
92  111.  457.  Ind. — State  v.  Hopper, 
133  Ind.  460,  32  N.  E.  878.  Kan. 
State  V.  Gregory,  46  Kan.  290,  26  Pac. 
747.  Minn.^ — State  v.  Madigan,  57 
Minn.  425,  59  N.  W.  490.  Miss.^State 
V.  Jolly,  73  MiaS.  42,  18  So.  541.  Mo. 
State  V.  Ehodes,  220  Mo.  9,  119  S.  W. 
391.  N.  C— State  v.  Thompson,  113 
N.  C.  638,  18  S.  E.  211.  Ore.— State 
V.  Ah  Lee,  18  Ore.  540,  23  Pac.  424. 
P.  I. — United  States  v.  Go  Chanco,  23 
Phil.  Isl.  641.  Tex.— Brown  v.  State, 
9  Tex.  App.  171.  Vt.— State  v.  Web- 
ber, 78  Vt.  463,  62  Atl.  1018.  Wash. 
State  V.  Eaid,  55  Wash.  302,  104  Pac. 
275,  33  L.  K.  A.   (N.  S.)  946. 

[a]  Matter  of  inducement  (1)  may 
be  pleaded  in  general  terms.  Williams 
V.  State  (Okla.  Crim.),  167  Pac.  763. 
(2)  Introductory  matter,  by  way  of 
predicate  for  the  averments  of  the 
facts  which  constitute  the  offense  are 
not  regarded  as  so  essential  as  to  re- 
quire thq  same  particularity  of  detail 
in  averment  as  at  common  law  prior 
to  the  statute  of  23  Geo.  II,  ch.  11. 
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Allen  V.  State,  42  Tex.   12;   Brown  v. 
State,  9   Tex.   App.   171. 

10.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Walk- 
er V.  State,  96  Ala.  53,  11  So.  401. 
Oal. — People  v.  Ross,  103  Cal.  425,  37 
Pac.  379.  Ind. — Masterson  v.  State, 
144  Ind.  240,  43  N.  E.  138.  Xa.— State 
V.  Porter,  105  Iowa  677,  75  N.  W.  519. 
La. — State  v.  Matlock,  48  La.  Ann. 
663,  19  So.  669.  Md.— State  v.  Bix- 
ler,  62  Md.  354.  Minn — State  v. 
Thomas,  19  Minn.  484.  N.  0.— State 
V.  Thompson,  113  N.  C.  638,  18  S.  E. 
211.  Ohio.— Crusen  v.  State,  10  Ohio 
St.  258.  Okla.— Stanley  v.  United 
States,  1  Okla.  336,  33  Pac.  1025.  P.  I. 
United  States  v.  Go  Chanco,  23  Phil. 
Isl.  641.  Tex.' — State  v.  Peters,  42 
Tex.   7. 

11.  State  V.  Eaid,  55  Wash.  302, 
104  Pac.  275,  33  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
946.  ' 

[a]  It  Is  otherwise  where  offense 
as  defined  by  statute  is  different  from 
that  at  common  law.  Wile  v.  State, 
60  Miss.   260. 

12.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fot 
lowing:  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Cud- 
dy, 39  Fed.  696.  Ala.— Smith  v.  State, 
103  Ala.  57,  15  So.  866;  Walker  v. 
State,  96  Ala.  53,  11  So.  401;  Thomas 
V.  State,  13  Ala.  App.  421,  69  So.  413. 
Ky. — Com.  V.  Combs,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1300,  101  S.  W.  312.  Me.— State  «. 
Mace,  76  Me.  64.  Miss. — State  v. 
Jolly,  73  Miss.  42,  18  So.  541.  Mo. 
State  v.  Huckeby,  87  Mo.  414.  N.  C. 
State  V.  Cline,  146  N.  C.  640,  61  S.  E. 
522;    State   v.    Thompson,    113    N.    C. 
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B.  Particular  Averments.  —  1.  Time  of  Offense. —  In  the  ab- 
sence of  a  contrary  statute,  the  time  when  the  offense  was  committed 
should  be  stated  in  the  indictment  or  information.^^  Statutes,  however, 
generally  obviate  the  necessity  for  alleging  the  precise  time,  and  an 
indictment  is  not  defective  which  imperfectly  states  the  time  or  omits 
entirely  to  state  it.^* 

2.  Describing  Proceeding  in  Which  Oath  Administered.  —  a.  In 
General.  —  The  indictment  must  describe  the  occasion  of  the  alleged 
perjury.^^  Except  where  the  necessity  of  alleging  the  nature  of  the 
proceeding  in  which  the  perjury  was  committed  is  obviated  by  statute,^® 
the  character  of  the  proceeding  in  which  the  perjury  or  false  swear- 
ing occurred  must  be  stated,  unless  that  fact  appears  from  the  de- 
scription thereof  in  the  indictment  or  information.^'  That  the  per- 
jury or  false  swearing  was  committed  in  a  judicial  proceeding,"  or 


638,  18  S.  E.  211.  Ore.— state  v.  Ah 
Lee,  18  Ore.  540,  23  Pac.  424.  Tenn. 
State  V.  Stillman,  7  Coldw.  341.  Vt. 
State  V.  Webber,  78  Vt.  463,  62  Atl. 
1018.  Eng.— Eeg.  v.  Child,  5  Cox  Cr. 
Cas.  197.  Can. — Eex  v.  Hinman,  7 
Terr.  L.  Rep.  186;  Eex  v.  Liegros,  17 
Ont.  L.  K.  425,  12   Out.  W.   E.  983. 

13.  XT.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Law, 
50  Fed.  915;  United  States  v.  Bow- 
man, 2  Wash.  C.  C.  328,  24  Fed.  Cas. 
No  14,631.  Me. — State  v.  Fenlason, 
79  Me.  117,  8  Atl.  45?  (alleging  that 
the  perjury  was  committed  at  a  certain 
term  of  court  not  sufficient) ;  State 
V.  Hanson,  39  Me.  337.  Miss.— See 
Saucier  v.  State,  95  Miss.  226,  48  So. 
840.  Ore. — State  v.  Ah  Lee,  18  Ore. 
540,  23  Pac.  424.  Va.— Ehodes  v. 
Com.,    78    Va.    692.  , 

Necessity  for  averment  gemeraUy, 
see  12  Standard  Proc.  411,  et  seq. 

[a]  Use  of  "on  or  about"  is  per- 
mitted. State  V.  Perry,  117  Iowa  463, 
91  N.  W.  765. 

14.  Shell  V.  State,  148  Ind.  50,  47 
N.  E.  144.  But  see  State  v.  Offutt,  4 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  355.  Compare  Com.  'V. 
Nailor,  29  Pa.  Super.  275. 

[a]  Except  when  necessary  to 
identify  a  record,  deposition  or  affi- 
davit in  which  the  oath  was  taken. 
State  V.  Perry,  117  Iowa  463,  91  N. 
W.   765. 

15.  Ala. — Hicks  v.  State,  86  Ala. 
30,  5  So.  '425;  Jacobs  v.  State,  61  Ala. 
448.  Ga. — Sistrunk  v.  State,  18  Ga. 
App.  42,  88  S.  E.  796.  Ky.— Com.  v. 
Kane,  92  Ky.  457,  18  S.  W.  7.  Mo. 
State  V.  Koslowesky,  228  Mo.  351,  128 
8.  W.  741;  State  v.  Moran,  216  Mo. 
550,  115  S.  W.  1126.  Can.— Reg.  v. 
Kennedy,  7  Newf.  91. 


[a]  Sufficient  Indictment.  —  People 
V.   Hill    (Cal.   App.),   172   Pac.    1114. 

16.  See  the  statutes,  and  Cope  v. 
Com.,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  721,  47  S.  W. 
436.     See  also  infra,  II,  B,  2,  b. 

17.  Ala.— Bradford  v.  State,  134 
Ala.  141,  32  So.  742;  Jacobs  v.  State, 
61  Ala.  448.  Mass.— Com.  v.  Wright, 
166  Mass.  174,  44  N.  E.  129.  Miss. 
See  State  v.  Kelly,  113  Miss.  461,  74 
So.   325. 

[a]  When  the  perjury  occurred  in 
a  criminal  prosecution,  (1)  it  is  some- 
times necessary  to  allege  specifically 
whether  the  crime  charged  was  a  com- 
mon law  or  statutory  felony.  Hinch 
V.  State,  2  Mo.  158.  (2)  But  it  is 
usually  sufficient  to  describe  a  crim- 
inal offense  in  general  terms,  such  as 
"murder,"  "burglary,"  and  the  like. 
Jones  V.  State,  100  Ala.  35,  14  So.  98; 
Davis  V.  State,  79  Ala.  20;  Thomas  v. 
State,  13  Ala.  App.  421,  69  So.  413; 
Etheridge  v.  State,  76  Tex.  Crim.  198, 
173   S.   W.   1031. 

18.  U.  S.— Hogue  V.  United  States, 
184  Fed.  245,  106  C.  C.  A.  387;  United 
States  V.  Wood,  44  Fed.  753.  111.— Mor- 
rell  V.  People,  32  IH.  499.  Kan.— State 
V.  Ayer,  40  Kan.  43,  19  Pac.  403.  Ky. 
Thomas  v.  Com.,  175  Ky.  38,  193  S.  W. 
653.  Md. — State  v.  Mercer  101  Md. 
535,  61  Atl.  220.  N.  C— State  v. 
Peters,  107  N.  C.  876,  12  S.  E.  74. 
Ohio.— Crusen  v.  State,  10  Ohio  St. 
258.  Okla.- Peters  v.  United  States, 
2  Okla.  116,  33  Pac.  1031.  Vt.— State 
V.  Chamberlin,  30  Vt.  559.  Wash. 
State  V.  McLain,  43  Wash.  124,  86 
Pac.  388.  Wis.— State  v.  Lloyd,  77 
Wis.  630,  46  N.  W.  898;  State  v.  La- 
ment, 2  Wis.  437.  Eng.— Eeg.  v.  Over- 
ton, 4  Q.  B.  83,  3  G.  &  B.  133,  7  Jur. 
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otherwise  in  due  course  of  justice, ^^  should  appear. 

Ordinarily  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  the  specific  issue  joined,  it 
being  sufficient  to  allege  that  a  certain  issue  was  joined  in  the  pro- 
ceeding set  forth  in  the  indictment  or  information.^"  Nor  need  the 
grounds  of  the  action  be  stated, ^^  It  is  hot  necessary  to  allege  that 
there  was  a  final  determination  of  the  proceeding  in  which  the  perjury 
was  committed,  or  that  final  judgment  was  entered  therein.^^ 

b.  Setting  Out  Proceedings  and  Record.  —  Statutes  dispense  with 
the  necessity  of  setting  out  in  the  indictment  or  information  the 
pleading  or  any  part  of  the  record  or  proceedings  in  which  the  per- 
jury was  committed,^'  and  require  only  that  the  substance  of  the 
proceeding  or  matter  in  respect  to  which  the  crime  was  committed  be 


196,  12  L.  J.  M.  C.  61,  45  E.  C.  L.  83, 
lU  EBg.  Eeprint  828. 

But  see  Thompson  v.  State,  120  Ga. 
132,  47  S.  B.  566;  TJrben  v.  State,  77 
Tex.   Crim.  261,  178   S.   "W.  514. 

[a]  Specific  allegation  of  that  fact 
unnecessary.  Kizer  v.  People,  211  111. 
407,  71  N.  B.  1035;  State  v.  MeLain, 
43  "Wash.  124,  86  Pac.  388.  See  also 
United  States  v.  Mau  Sing,  3  Hawaiia 
Fed.   385. 

[b]  Facts  showing  pendency  of 
proceeding  in  court  (1)  at  time  the 
oath  was  taken  and  the  false  state- 
ment made  should  appear,  when  per- 
jury committed  in  judicial  proceeding 
charged.  Me. — State  v.  Hanson,  89 
Me.  337.  Tex. — State  v.  Oppenheimer, 
41  Tex.  82.  Eng. — Eeg.  v.  Pearson,  8 
Car.  &  P.  119,  34  E.  C.  L.  642.  (2) 
But  when  the  false  swearing  occurred 
in  an  affidavit  required  to  be  filed  be- 
fore a  writ  of  summons  in  the  action 
is  issued,  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege 
that  an  action  was  pending.  King  v. 
Eeg.,  14  Q.  B.  31,  3  Cox  Cr.  Gas.  561, 
18  L.  J.  Q.  B.  253,  68  E.  C.  L.  31, 
117  Eng.  Eeprint  13. 

19.  111. — Morrell  v.  People,  32  111. 
499.  Mich. — People  v.  Gaige,  26  Mich. 
30.  Mo.— State  v.  Hamilton,  7  Mo.  300. 
N.  Y.— People  v.  Eobertson,  3  Wheel. 
Cr.   Cas.   180. 

[a]  If  the  perjury  was  committed 
In  an  affidavit  it  must  appear  that  the 
afS.davit  was  used  or  to  be  use'd  in  a 
judicial  proceeding.  People  v.  Pox, 
25  Mich.  492;  .State  v.  Lloyd,  77  Wis. 
630,  46  N.   W.   898. 

[b]  If  the  perjury  was  not  com- 
mitted on  the  trial  of  an  action,  the 
indictment  should  so  allege.  State  v. 
Peters,  107  N.  C.   876,  12  S.  E.   74. 

re]  Perjury  Before  Grand  Jury. 
(1^  When  the  perjury  is  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  in  a  grand  jury 
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investigation,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
allege  Ithat  the  person  there  under 
investigation  was  or  was  not  guilty 
of  the  crime  charged  against  him;  nor 
need  the  facts  constituting  the  offense 
be  alleged.  State  v.  Schill,  27  Iowa 
263.  (2)  Neither  is  it  necessary  to  al- 
lege the  specific  offense -being  investi- 
gated. DenniBou  v.  State  (Ala.  App.), 
72  So.  589.  But  see  People  v.  Gil- 
lette, 126  App.  Div.  665,  111  N.  Y. 
Supp.  133;  People  v.  Morrison,  98 
Misc.  555,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  712.  (3) 
But  the  allegations  must  show  that  the 
matter  under  investigation  was  the  vi- 
olation of  some  criminal  law.  Alt  v. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  203  S.  W.  53;  Car- 
penter V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  195  S. 
W.  199. 

20.  Miss.— State  v.  Silberbergl,  78 
Miss.  858,  29  So.  761.  N.  J.— State 
V.  Voorhis,  52  N.  J.  L.  351,  20  Atl.  26. 
N.  Y. — People  v.  Grimahaw,  33  Hun 
505,  2  N.  Y.  Crim.  390.  B.  I.— State 
V.  Miller,  26  E.  I.  282,  58  Atl.  882. 
Tex. — ^Francis  v.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim. 
555,  123  S.  W.  1114:  Covey  v.  State, 
23  Tex.  App.  388,  5  S.   W.  283. 

[a]  That  there  had  been  a  joinder 
of  Issue  in  the  cause  need  not  be  al- 
leged. State  V.  Nelson,  146  Mo.  256 
48  S.  W.  84.  ' 

21.  Markey  v.  State,  47  Ela.  38,  37 
So.  53;  Peters  v.  United  States,  2  Oila. 
138,  37  Pac.  1081. 

22.  M6. — State  v.  Keene,  26  Me  33. 
Okla.— Finch  v.  United  Stat«s,  1  Okla. 
396,  33  Pac.  638.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Moore 
9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  501.  ' 

23.  See  the  statutes,  and  Ala. — Cow- 
an V.  State  (Ala.  App.),  72  So.  578. 
N.  O.— State  v.  Hoyle,  28  N.  C.  1; 
State  V.  Gallimon,  24  N.  C.  372.  Tenn. 
State  V.  Argo,  118  Tenn.  377,  100  S. 
W.  106;  Woods  V.  State,  14  Lea  460. 
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set  forth.-*    At  common  law  it  was  necessary  to  set  forth  the  plead- 
ings, records,  and  proceedings,  including  the  evidence.^^ 

3.  Jurisdiction  and  Right  To  Administer  Oath.  —  a.  In  General. 
By  the  common  law  rule,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  hear  and 
determine  the  proceedings  in  which  the  perjury  was  committed  is 
required  to  be  affirmatively  shown.^°  The  statutes,  however,  have 
largely  modified  this  rule,  and  make  an  allegation  that  the  court  or 
tribunal  had  authority  to  administer  the  oath  sufficient.^''    When  the 


24.  Ala. — Jacobs  v.  State,  61  Ala. 
448;  Cowan  v.  State  (Ala.  App.),  72 
So.  578.  Ark. — State  v.  Green,  24 
Ark.  591.  Cal. — People  v.  Ah  Bean,  77 
Cal.  12,  18  Pac.  815.  Ind.— Burk  v. 
State,  81  Ind.  128;  State  v.  Walls,  54 
Ind.  407.  la. — State  v.  Booth,  88  N. 
W.  344.  La. — State  v.  Gibson,  26  La. 
Ann.  71.  Mo. — State  v.  Moran,  216 
Mo.  550,  115  S.  W.  1126;  State  v.  Gor- 
don, 196  Mo.  185,  95  S.  W.  420;  State 
V.  Keel,  54  Mo.  182.  Ore. — State  v. 
Luper,  49  Ore.  605,  91  Pac.  444;  State 
V.  Witham,  6  Ore.  366.  Term. — Woods 
V.  State,  14  Lea  460.  Tex.— Keliey  v. 
State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  507,  103  S.  W. 
189.  Wyo. — See  Dickerson  v.  State, 
18  Wyo.  440,  111  Pac.  857,  116  Pac. 
448.  Eng. — Bex  v.  Dowlin,  5  T.  E.  311, 
101  Eng.  Eeprint  174. 

[a]  The  substance  of  the  proceed- 
ing embraces  the  style  of  the  cause 
and  the  court  where  the  proceeding 
was  pending.  Dennison  v.  State  (Ala. 
App.),  72  So.  589;  Cowan  v.  State  (Ala. 
App.),  72  So.  578;  Maddox  v.  State, 
2  Ala.  App.  244,  57  So.  95. 

[b]  Only  so  much  of  the  proceed- 
ings need  be  set  forth  as  will  make 
manifest  the  materiality  of  the  oath 
taken.  State  v.  Argo,  118  Tenn.  377, 
100  S.  W.  106;  Lamden  v.  State,  5 
Humph.  (Tenn.)  83.  See  also  State  v. 
Ela,   91  Me.   309,   39  Atl.   1001. 

[c]  Vagueness  or  incompleteness 
of  description  must  be  excepted  to  be- 
fore trial;  it  is  not  cause  for  arresting 
judgment.  Pennaman  v.  State,  58  Ga. 
336. 

25.  See  the  following.  Ala. — Ja- 
cobs V.  State,  61  Ala.  448.  N.  C— State 
V.  Gallimon,  24  N.  C.  372.  Tenn. 
State  V.  Stillman,  7  Coldw.  341.  Va. 
Com.  V.  Lodge,  2  Gratt.   (48  Va.)   579. 

26;  See  the  following:  Fla. — Bex- 
ley  V.  State,  59  Fla.  6,  51  So.  278. 
Ky. — Roundtree  v.  Eoundtree,  Ky.  Dec. 
56.    Me.— State  v.  Plummer,  50  Me.  217. 

See  also  State  v.  Aenspacker,  130 
La.   717,  58.  So.   520, 


[a]  When  the  perjury  was  com- 
mitted  before   a   special   tribunal,    its 

jurisdiction  must  be  set  forth  with 
certainty.  State  v.  MeCone,  59  Vt. 
117,  7  Atl.  406. 

[b]  This  may  be  done  (1)  either 
by  alleging  in  words  that  jurisdiction 
existed  (Ga. — Franklin  v.  State,  91 
Ga.  712,  17  S.  E.  987.  La.— State  v. 
Aenspacker,  130  La.  717,  58  So.  520. 
Tex. — State  v.  Oppenheimer,  41  Tex. 
82;  Anderson  v.  State,  18  Tex.  App 
17.  But  see  Carpenter  v.  State  [Tex. 
Crim.],  195  S.  W.  199),  or  (2)  by 
stating  facts  from  which  in  law  it 
results.  Ark. — Loudermilk  v.  State, 
110  Ark.  549,  162  S.  W.  569.  Cal. 
People  V.  Howard,  111  Cal.  655,  44 
Pac.  342.  Ga. — Franklin  v.  State,  91 
Ga.  712,  17  S.  E.  987.  La.— State  v. 
Aenspacker,  130  La.  717,  58  So.  520. 
S.  0. — State  V.  Farrow,  10  Eich.  L. 
165.  Tex.— State  v.  Webb,  41  Tex.  67; 
State  t>.  Oppenheimer,  41  Tex.  82;  An- 
derson V.  StatBj  18   Tex.  App.   17. 

[c]  When  the  perjury  was  commit- 
ted in  the  same  court  in  which  the  in- 
dictment is  filed,  and  the  facts  suf- 
ficiently appear,  the  court  may  take 
judicial  notice  of  its  jurisdiction  and 
it  need  not  be  alleged.  State  v.  Thib- 
odeaux,  49  La.  Ann.  15,  21  So.  127. 

27.  See  the  statutes,  and  Ala. 
Thomas  v.  State,  13  Ala.  App.  421, 
69  So.  413.  Ark.— Beavers  v.  State, 
124  Ark.  38,  186  S.  W.  300;  Loudermilk 
V.  State,  110  Ark.  549,  102  S.  W.  569. 
Cal. — ^People  v.  De  Carlo,  124  Cal.  ¥62, 
57  Pac.  383.  Colo. — Thompson  v.  Peo- 
ple, 26  Colo.  496,  59  Pac.  51.  lU. 
Kizer  v.  People,  211  111.  407,  71  N.  E. 
1035;  Maynard  v.  People,  135  111.  416, 
25  N.  E.  740.  la.— State  v.  Newton,  1 
G.  Gr.  160,  48  Am.  Dec.  367.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Knight,  12  Mass.  274,  7  Am. 
Dee.  72.  Mo.— State  v.  Keel,  54  Mo. 
182.  N.  Y.— Eighmy  v.  People,  79  N. 
Y.  546.  N.  C— State  v.  Green,  100 
N.  C.  419,  5  S.  B.  422;  State  v.  Eo- 
berson,  98  N.  C.  751,  4  S.  E.  511.    Ohio. 
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perjury  is  charged  to  have  been  committed  before  a  ministerial  officer 
while  exercising  judicial  functions,  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the 
special  facts  which  gave  him  jurisdiction,  provided  it  is  alleged  that 
he  had  competent  authority  to  try  the  cause  and,  administer  the 
oath.^*  Nor  need  such  jurisdiction  be  alleged  when  jadicial  notice  can 
be  taken  of  the  fact  that  he  possessed  jurisdiction  of  the  proceeding 
in  which  the  perjury  is  charged  to  have  been  eommitted.^^ 

b.  Mode  of  Acquiring  Jurisdiction.  —  When  the  perjury  is  charged 
to  have  been  committed  in  a  criminal  prosecution,  the  indictment  need 
not  allege  whether  jurisdiction  of  the  offense  was  obtained  by  in- 
dictment or  information.^" 

c.  Authority  To  Administer  Oath.  —  The  indictment  or  informa- 
tion for  perjury  or  false  swearing  must  allege  the  authority  of  the 
officer  to  administer  the  oath.^^     The  allegation  may  be  either  an 


Halleck  v.  State,  11  Ohio  400.  Okla. 
Gray  v.  State,  i  Okla.  Crim.  292,  111 
Pac.  825.     Utah. — People  v.  Greenwell, 

5  Utah  112,  13  Pac.  89.  Va.— Fitch 
V.  Com.,  92  Va.  824,  24  S.  E.  272. 
Wash. — State  v.  Douette,  31  Wash.  6, 
71  Pac.  556.  Eng.— Lavey  v.  Eeg., 
17  Q.  B.  496,  5  Cox  Cr.  Gas.  269,  2 
Ben.  C.  C.  504,  16  Jur.  36,  21  L.  J. 
M.  C.  10,  719  B.  C.  L.  495,  117  Eng. 
Eeprint   1372;    Eex  v.    Callanan,    6   B. 

6  G.  102,  9  D.  &  E.  97,  5  L.  J.  M.  C. 
(O.  S.)  39,  13  E.  C.  L.  57,  108  Eng.  Ee- 
print 390. 

Necessity  for  averring  authority  to 
administer  oath,   see  infra,  I,  B,  3,  o. 

[a]  When  the  perjury  was  commit- 
ted in  a  police  court  created  by  city 
ordinance,  it  was  held  sufficient  to 
refer  to  the  ordinance  by  number  and 
it^  general  tenor.  State  v.  Dineen, 
203  Mo.  628,  102  S.  W.  480. 

[b]  An  indictment  for  perjury  be- 
fore a  grand  jury,  need  not  allege  that 
such  grand  jury  was  selected  at  a  meet- 
ing of  the  board  of  supervisors  proper- 
ly convened.  People  v.  Miller,  264 
111.  148, 1106  N.  E.  191,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B, 
1240. 

28.  State  v.  Belew,  79  Mo.  584; 
People  v.  Tredway,  3  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
470;  People  v.  Phelps,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
9.  But  see  Barnard  v.  United  States, 
162  Fed.  618,  89  C.  C.  A.  376. 

29.  Barnard  v.  United  States,  162 
Fed.  618,  89  C.  C.  A.  376;  Eich  v. 
United  States,  1  Okla.  354,  33  Pac. 
804,  2  Okla.  146,  37  Pac.  1083;  Peters 
V.  United  States,  2  Okla.  138,  37  Pac. 
1081.  Compare  Com.  v.  Eansdall,  153 
Ky.  334,  155  S.  W.  1117. 

30.  Ark. — Loudermilk  v.  State,  110 
Ark.  549,  162  8.  W.  569.    S,  0.— State 
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V.  Byrd,  28  S.  C.  18,  4  S.  E.  79'3,  13 
Am.  St.  Eep.  660.  Tenn. — State  v. 
Wise,  3  Lea  38.  But  see,  Steinstou  v. 
State,  6  Yerg.  531,  for  rule  previous  to 
present  statute.  Tex. — Etheridge  v. 
State,  76  Tex.  Crim.  198,  173  S.  W. 
1031. 

[a]  Although  the  better  practice  is 
to  show  that  the  cojirt  had  obtained 
jurisdiction  either  by  information  or 
indictment,  such  explicit  allegation  is 
unnecessary  when  the  indictment  al- 
leges explicitly  that  the  court  had  jur- 
isdiction to  try  the  case.  Powers  v. 
State,  17  Tex.  App.  428.  Compare 
State  V.  Oppenheimer,  41  Tex.  82: 
State  V.  Webb,  41  Tex.  67. 

31.  Ark. — State  v.  Leatherman,  125 
Ark.  243,  188  S.  W.  545.  Cal.— Peo- 
ple V.  Cohen,  118  Cal.  74,  50  Pac.  20; 
People  V.  Dunlap,  113  Cal.  72,  45  Pac. 
183.  Pla. — Adkinson  v.  State,  59  Fla. 
1,  51  So.  818;  Bedsole  v.  State,  59 
Pla.  3,  52  So.  1.  Ga.— Euff  v.  State, 
17  Ga.  App.  337,  86  S.  E.  784.  Ind. 
State  V.  Hopper,  133  Ind.  460,  32  N. 
E.  878.  la. — State  v.  Cunningham,  66 
Iowa  94,  23  N.  W.  280;  State  v.  Nick- 
erson,  46  Iowa  447.  Ky. — Com.  v. 
Bansdall,  153  Ky.  334,  155  S.  W.  1117; 
Com.  V.  Taylor,  96  Ky.  394,  29  S.  W. 
138;  Kerfoot  v.  Com.,  89  Ky.  174,  12 
S.  W.  189.  La.— State  v.  Harlis,  33 
La  Ann.  1172.  Mo. — State  v.  Moran, 
216  Mo.  550,  115  S.  W.  1126.  Ore. 
State  V.  Woolridge,  45  Ore.  389,  78 
Pac.  333.  Tex. — Stewart  v.  State,  6 
Tex.  App.  184.  Wash.— State  v.  Dal- 
lagiovanna,  69  Wash.  84,  124  Pac.  209, 
40  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  249.  Eng.— Reg. 
V.  Overton,  4  Q.  B.  83,  3  G.  &  D.  133, 
7  Jur.  196,  12  L.  J.  M.  C.  61,  45  E. 
C.  L.  83,  114  Eng.  Eeprint  82S;  Rex 
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express  averment  that  the  officer  had  such  authority;^^  or  set  out 
facts  sufficient  to  make  it  appear  to  the  court  that  he  had  such 
authority.^^  It  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  person  administering 
the  oath  had  authority  to  do  so  without  any  further  allegation  as  to 
the  acquisition  of  authority  by  him;  nor  need  his  commission  be  set 
out.=* 

4.  Describing  Coiirt  or  Officer  Administering  Oath.  —  The  style 
of  the  court  before  which  the  perjury  is  charged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted must  be  properly  described.^^  The  person  holding  the  court 
or  the  officer  thereof  before  whom  the  oath  was  taken  need  not  be 
named.^°    But  when  the  oath  upon  which  the  perjury  is  predicated 


V.  Callanan,  6  B.  &  C.  102,  9  D.  &  E. 
97,  5  L.  J.  M.  C.  (O.  8.)  39,  13  B.  C. 
L.  57,  108  Eng.  Reprint  390. 

But  see  Com.  v.  ,  Hughes,  5  Allen 
(Mass.)    499. 

[a]  Failure  to  do  so  renders  the 
indictment  fatally  defective.  Phillips 
V.  State,  5  Ga.  App.  597,  63  S.  B.  667; 
State  V.  Owen,  73  Mo.  440. 

32.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Boggs, 
31  Fed.  337.  Cal. — People  v.  Brad- 
Ibury,  155  Cal.  808,  103  Pae.  215.  Com- 
pare People  V.  Cohen,  118  Cal.  74,  50 
Pac.  20.  Ind.— Hall  v.  State,  178  Ind. 
448,  99  N.  E.  732^  State  v.  Hopper, 
133  Ind.  460,  32  N.  E.  878.  Compare 
McGragor  «.  State,  1  Ind.  232,  Smith 
179.  la. — State  v.  Cunningham,  66 
Iowa  94,  23  N.  W.  280.  Ore.— State  v. 
Woolridge,  45  Ore.  389,  78  Pac.  333. 
Pa.— Com.  V.  O'NeUl,  5  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
209.  Tex. — Waters  v.  State,  30  Tex. 
App.  284,  17  S.   W.  411. 

33.  XX.  S. — Baskin  v.  United  States, 
209  Fed.  740,  126  C.  0.  A.  464.  Ind. 
Masterson  v.  State,  144  Ind.  240,  43 
N.  E.  138;  State  v.  Hopper,  133  Ind. 
460,  32  N.  B.  878.  la. — State  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 66  Iowa  94,  23  N.  W.  280. 
Pa. — See  Com.  v.  Briscoe,-  19  Pa.  Dist. 
422.  Tex. — St.  Clair  v.  State,  11  Tex. 
App.   297. 

[a]  Allegation  that  the  oath  was 
administered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
is  sufficient.  Com.  v.  Combs,  30  Ky. 
li.  Rep.  1300,  101  S.  W.  312. 

[b]  Allegation  that  the  oath  was 
administered  by  a  "coroner"  fails  to 
show  that  it  was  administered  by  law- 
ful authority,  when  such  office  no 
longer  existed,  although  it  was  admin- 
istered by  a  justice  of  the  peace  act- 
ing as  coroner.  The  indictment  should 
so  have  alleged.  Stewart  v.  State,  6 
Tex.  App.  184. 

[c]  Court   will  then  take  judicial 


notice  of  his  authority  to  administer 
the  oath,  without  formally  alleging 
his  authority  to  do  so.  U.  S.^ — United 
States  V.  Eddy,  134  Fed.  114.  Ark. 
Loudermilk  v.  State,  110  Ark.  549,  162 
S.  W.  569.  Ind. — Masterson  v.  State, 
144  Ind.  240,  43  N.  E.  138;  State  v. 
Hopper,  133  Ind.  460,  32  N.  E.  878. 
la. — State  v.  Harter,  131  Iowa  199, 
108  N.  W.  232.  Ky.— Goslin  v.  Com., 
121  Ky.  698,  90  S.  W.  223.  Can.— Reg. 
V.  Callaghan,  19  U.  C.  Q.  B.  364. 

34.  Cal.— People  v.  Be  Carlo,  124 
Cal.  462,  57  Pac.  383.  111.— Johnson 
V.  People,  94  111.  505.  Ind.— Burk  v. 
State,  81  Ind.  128.  Mo.— State  v.  Mar- 
shall, 47  Mo.  378.  N.  C— State  v. 
Bryson,  4  N.  C.  115.  Tex.— State  v. 
Peters,  42  Tex.  7;  BofE  v.  State,  75 
Tex.  Crim.  244,  170  S.  W.  707;  Brad- 
berry  V.  State,  7  Tex.  App.  375;  Stew- 
art V.  State,  6  Tex.  App.  184.  Eng. 
Rex  V.  Callanan,  6  B.  &  C.  102,  9  D. 
&  R.  97,  5  L.  J.  M.  C.  (O.  S.)  39,  13 
B.  C.  L.  57,  108  Eng.  Reprint  390. 

Compare  United  States  v.  Wilcox,  4 
Blatchf.  391,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,692. 

35.  Ariz. — State  v.  Broshears,  18 
Ariz.  356,  161  Pac.  873.  Ind.— State 
V.  Gross,  175  Ind.  597,  95  N.  E.  117. 
Ky. — Woolsey  v.  Com.,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
353.  Bio. — State  v.  Thothos,  147  Mo. 
App.  596,  126  S.  W.  797.  N.  Y.— Gus- 
ton  V.  People,  4  Lans.  487,  61  Barb. 
35.  N.  O.— State  v.  Street,  5  N.  C. 
156,  3  Am.  Deo.  682.  Tex.— State  v. 
Oppenheimer,  41  Tex.  82. 

[a]  MUitary  Tribunal.— In  an  in- 
dictment for  perjury  for  taking  a  false 
oath  before  a  Regimental  Court  of 
Enquiry,  the  indictment  ought  to  set 
forth  of  what  number  of  officers  the 
court  consisted  and  what  was  their 
respective  rank.  Conner  •»,  Com.,  2 
Va.    Cas.    30. 

36.  U.  S.— United  States  v.   Walsh, 
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was  taken  in  a  non-judicial  proceeding,  the  name  of  the  oflScer  before 
whom  the  alleged  perjury  was  committed  must  be  stated.^^ 

5.  Administering  Oath  and  Form  Thereof.  —  The  indictment  or 
information  must  allege  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  in  the  pro- 
ceedings in  which  it  is  alleged  the  perjury  was  committed.^'  This 
allegation  should  not  be  by  way  of  recital  or  left  to  inference  but 
should  be  a  direct  and  positive  averment."*  The  form  of  the  oath 
alleged  to  have  been  administered  need  not  be  set  out,  either  literally 


22  Fed.  644.  Colo. — Smith  v.  People, 
32  Colo.  251,  75  Pae.  914.  Ga.— Euff 
V.  State,  17  Ga.  App.  337,  86  S.  E. 
784.  See  Cain  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App. 
473,  73  S.  E.  623.  la. — State  v.  Bar- 
ter, 131  Iowa  199,  108  N.  W.  232.  N.  C. 
State  V.  Flowers,  109  N.  C.  841,  13  S. 
E.  718,  but  it  is  not  error  if  in  ad- 
dition to  naming  the  court  the  justices 
presiding  at  the  trial  are  named.  Okla. 
Schlunibohm  v.  State,  5  Okla.  Crim. 
36,  113  Pac.  235.  Ore. — State  v.  Spen- 
eei,  6  Ore.  152. 

37.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Wileox, 
4  Blatehf.  391,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,- 
692.  III.— Kerr  v.  People,  42  111.  307, 
omission  to  do  so  is  fatal.  Ind. — Hites- 
man  v.  State,  48  Ind.  473;  State  v. 
Ellison,  8  Blackf.  225.  La.— State  v. 
Harlis,  33  La.  Ann.  1172.  Tex. — State 
V.  Oppenheimer,  41  Tex.  82. 

[a]  The  official  title  of  the  officer 
need  not  be  alleged.  MeClerkin  v. 
State,  105  Ala.  107,  17  So.  123;  Com. 
V.  O'Nieill,  5  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  209.  Contra, 
United  States  v.  Wilcox,  4  Blatehf. 
391,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,692. 

[b]  The  name  of  the  grand  jury 
foreman  need  not  be  stated  when  the 
perjury  is  charged  to  have  occurred 
before  that  body.  St.  Clair  v.  State, 
11  Tex.  App.  297. 

38.  U.  S. — Hogue  v.  United  States, 
184  Fed.  245,  106  C.  C.  A.  387;  United 
States  V.  McConaughy,  33  Fed.  168, 
13  Sawy.  141;  United  States  v.  Hear- 
ing, 26  Fed.  744.  Cal. — People  v. 
Simpton,  133  Cal.  367,  65  Pac.  834; 
People  V.  Dunlap,  113  Cal.  72,  45  Pae. 
183.  Fla. — Bedsole  v.  State,  59  Fla. 
3,  52  So.  1;  Adkiuson  v.  State,  59  Fla. 
1,  51  So.  818;  Craft  v.  State,  42  Fla. 
567,  29  So.  418.  La.— State  v.  Eddens, 
52  La.  Ann.  1461,  27  So.  742.  N.  H. 
State  V.  Divoll,  44  N.  H.  140.  Tex. 
Pigg  V.  State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  600,  160 
S.  W.  691;  Parker  v.  State,  44  Tex. 
Crim.  147,  69  S.  W.  75;  Oirtley  v. 
State,  42  Tex.  Crim.  227,  59  S.  W.  44. 
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Bng.— Beg  v.  Goodfellow,  C.  &  M.  569, 
41  E.  C.  L.  310. 

[a]  If  the  perjury  ia  charged 
against  a  party  to  the  action,   it   is 

neoessairy  to  show  by  proper  aver- 
ments, that  he  was  sworn  under  cir- 
cumstances which  authorized  his  be- 
ing sworn  ,as  a  witness  in  the  cause. 
State  V.  Hamilton,  7  Mo.  300. 

[b]  But  when  facts  are  alleged 
showing  that  he  was  sworn  prior  to 
making  the  false  statement  it  is  un- 
necessary to  allege  Bpeeifi,^ally  that 
the  accused  was  "duly"  sworn  in 
the  proceeding  in  which  the  perjury 
was  committed.  Thomas  v.  Com.,  175 
Ky.   38,   193   S.    W.   653. 

[c]  The  manner  of  giving  the  tes- 
timony need  not  be  stated.  Com.  v. 
Knight,  12  Mass.   274,  7  Am.  Dec.  72. 

[d]  Swearing  Through  Interpreter. 
The  indictment  need  not  allege  wheth- 
er the  oath  was  administered  by  the 
court  or  officer  directly,  or  through  an 
interpreter.  United  States  v.  Mau 
Sing,   3   Hawaii  Fed.   385. 

39.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Mc- 
Conaughy, 33  Fed.  168,  13  Sawy.  141; 
United  States  v.  Hearing,  26  Fed.  744. 
Mo:— State  v.  Hamilton,  65  Mo.  667. 
N.  H.— State  v.  Divoll,  44  N.  H.  140. 
Wis. — Brown  v.  State,  91  Wis.  245, 
64  N.  W.  749.  Eng.— Rex  v.  Stevens, 
5  B.  &  C.  246,  11  E.  C.  L.  448,  108 
Eng.  Eeprint  246;  Bex  v.  Richards,  7 
D.  &  B.  665,  4  L.  J.  K.  B.  (O.  S.)  155. 
16  E.  C.  L.  313. 

But  see  State  v.  Webber,  78  Vt 
463,  62  Atl.  1018;  State  v.  Camley, 
67  Vt.  322,  31  Atl.   840. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  oath 
was  taken  "before"  an  officer  is  suf- 
ficient, though  it  is  better  form  to  say 
the  oath  was  administered  "by"  an 
officer.  Oal. — People  v.  Ennis,  137 
Cal.  263,  70  Pae.  84.  Md.— State  v. 
Mercer,  101  Md.  535,  61  Atl.  220.  N.  Y. 
See  Campbell  v.  People,  8  Wend.  636. 
Tex.— Plournoy  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
59  8.  W.  902. 
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or  in  substance.*"  It  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  accused  was  "  duly- 
sworn.  "*i  But  when  other  terms  are  used,  and  the  form  of  the  oath 
is  omitted,  it  becomes  necessary  to  state  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  oath  was  required,  and  the  occasion  when  it  was  made,  so  as  to 
show  that  the  violation  of  the  oath  would  be  perjury.*' 

6.  Setting  Out  Alleged  False  Matter.  —  The  indictment  or  in- 
formation must  at  least  allege  the  substance  and  effect  of  the  matter 
claimed  to  be  false;*'  and  this  should  be  done  specifically,  directly, 
and  without  uncertainty  of  meaning,  so  that  both  the  court  and  the 
defendant  may  be  informed  of  the  particular  offense  charged  against 
him.**  It  should  allege  the  false  testimony  as  nearly  as  possible  in 
the  language  of  the  witness.*" 


40.  Sistrunk  v.  State,  18  Ga.  App. 
42,  88  S.  E.  796. 

41.  Ark.— State  v.  Green,  24  Ark. 
591.  Cal. — See  People  v.  Bradbury,  155 
Cal.  808,  103  Pac.  215.  Fla.— Settles 
V.  State,  78  So.  287;  Fudge  v.  State, 
57  Fla.  7,  49  So.  128.  Ga.— Sistrunk 
V.  State,  18  Ga.  App.  42,  88  S.  E.  796; 
Broadwater  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App.  458, 
73  S,  E.  691.  la. — State  v.  O'Hagan, 
38  Iowa  504.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Carel, 
105  Mass.  582.  Mo. — State  v.  Mor^n, 
216  Mo.  550,  115  S.  W.  1126.  N.  J. 
Dodge  V.  State,  24  N.  J.  L.  455.  N.  Y. 
Tuttle  V.  People,  36  N.  Y.  431.  Ore. 
State  V.  Woolridge,  45  Ore.  389,  78 
Pae.  333.  Pa. — Bespubliea  v.  Newell, 
3  Teates  407,  2  Am.  Deo.  881.  S.  C. 
State  V.  Farrow,  10  Eich.  L.  165.  Tex. 
State  V.  Umdenstock,  43  Tex.  554; 
Lamar  v.  State,  49  Tex.  Grim.  563, 
95  S.  W.  509;  Beach  v.  State,  32  Tex. 
Grim.  240,  22  S.  W.  976.  Eng.— Rex 
V.  McCarther,  Peake  155. 

42.  State  v.  Umdenstock,  43  Tex. 
554. 

43.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Walsh, 
22  Fed.  644.  Cal. — Se«  People  v.  Brad- 
bury, 155  Gal.  .808,  103  Pac.  215.  HI. 
People  V.  Miller,  264  111.  148,  106  N. 
E.  191,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  1240.  Miss. 
State  V.  Kelly,  113  Miss.  461,  74  So. 
325.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Warner,  5  Wend. 
271;  People  v.  Robertson,  3  Wheel.  Or. 
Cas.  180;  People  v.  Ostrander,  64  Hun 
335,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  324.  N.  C— State 
V.  Groves,  44  N.  C.  402.  Pa. — Com.  v. 
De  Cost,  35  Pa.  Super.  88.  E.  I. — State 
V.  Terline,  23  E.  I.  530,  51  Atl.  204, 
91  Am.  St.  Rep.  650.  Tex. — State  «. 
Umdenstock,  43  Tex.  554;  Gonzales  v. 
State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  230,  112  S.  W. 
941;  Simpson  v.  State,  46  Tex.  Criin. 
77,  79  S.  W.  530.  Can.— Beg.  v.  Tru- 
del,  14  Quebec  193. 


[a]  This  does  not  necessarily  r*- 
cLuire  the  whole   oath  to  be  set  out; 

where  a  part  only  of  the  oath  was 
falsely  taken,  the  indictment  need 
only  set  out  that  portion  of  the  oath 
taken  which  contained  the  falsehood. 
Me. — State  v.  Crocker,  106  Me.  369, 
76  Atl.  703.  Mo.— State  v.  Neal,  42 
Mo.  119.  N.  Y.— Campbell  v.  State,  8 
Wend.  636.  Tex. — Gabrielsky  v.  State, 
13   Tex.   App.   428. 

[b]  A  partial  misdescription  of  one 
of  a  number  of  statements  contained 
in  a  false  written  statement  will  not 
render  the  indictment  void.  People  v. 
Grout,  174  App.  Div.  608,  161  IST.  Y. 
Supp.    718. 

44.  V.  S.— United  States  v.  Salen, 
216  Fed.  420;  Hogue  V.  United  States, 
184  Fed.  245,  106  C.  C.  A.  387.  Ark. 
Harp  V.  State,  59  Ark.  113,  26  S.  W. 
714;  Thomas  v.  State,  54  Ark.  584,  16 
S.  W.  568.  Me.— State  v.  Mace,  76 
Me.  64.  P.  K^People  v.  Acevedo,  10 
Porto  Rico  30.  Tex. — Carpenter  v. 
State  (Tex.  Crim),  195  S.  W.  199; 
Knight  V.  State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  36, 
158  S.  W.  543;  Waddle  v.  State,  69 
Tex.  Crim.  334,  153  S.  W.  882.  Can. 
Reg.  V.  Trudel,  14  Quebec  193. 

But  see  State  v.  CHne,  146  N.  C. 
640,  61  S.  E.  522,  approving  statutory 
form    of   indictment. 

[a]  If  he  swore  to  seTeral  facts, 
these  should  be  stated  in  distinct  and 
separate  assignments.  Higgins  v.  State, 
50   Tex.   Crim.   433,   97   S.   W.  1054. 

[b]  The  particular  interrogatories 
which  were  put  to  the  accused  when 
testifying  need  not  be  set  forth.  State 
V.  Bishop,  1  D.  Chip.   (Vt.)   120. 

45.  Mares  v.  State,  71  Tex.  Crim. 
303,  158  8.  W.  1130.-  Higgins  v.  State, 
50  Tex.  Crim.  433,  97  8.  W.  1054. 

[a]    Sufficient  to  state  substance  In 
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7  Materiality  of  Evidence,  Oath,  etc.  — a.  Necessity  for  Aver- 
ment of  Materiality  of  Testinwny.  —  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  to  the 
contrary,  the  indictment  or  information  for  perjury  must  either  al- 
lege that  the  matter  falsely  sworn  to  was  material  to  the  issue,  or 
set  forth  the  facts  falsely  sworn  to,  which  must  m  themselves  be 
sufficient  to  show  such  materiality,*^  in  which  case  the  court  may  draw 


English  language,  though  alleged  false 
testimony  was  giVen  in  a  foreign  lan- 
guage. State  V.  Terline,  23  B.  I.  530, 
51  Atl.  204,  91  Am.  St.  Kep.  650;  Beg. 
V.  Thomas,  2  C.  &  K.  806,  61  B.  C 
L.   806.     , 

46  XJ  S.— Markham  v.  United 
States,  160  U.  S.  319,  325,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
288  40  L.  ed.  441;  United  States  v. 
Salen,  216  Fed.  420;  United  States  v. 
Ehodes,  212  Fed.  518.  „ff'^--f  |*«^- 
Leatherman,  125  Ark.  243,  188  S.  W. 
545-  Loudermilk  v.  State,  110  Ark. 
549  162  S.  W.  569.  Cal.— People  v. 
Ennis,  137  Cal.  263,  70  Pae.  84;  People 
V.  Von  Tiedeman,  120  Cal.  128,  52 
Pao.  155;  People  v.  Schweichler,  16 
Cal.  App.  738,  117  Pao.  939.  Fla.— Par- 
riBh  V.  State,  18  Fla.  902;  Eobmson 
V  State,  18  Fla.  898.  Ga.— King  v. 
State,  103  Ga.  263,  30  S.  E.  30;  Ma- 
rion V.  State  (6a.  App.),  94  S.  E.  61; 
Sistrunk  v.  State,  18   Ga.  App.  42,  88 

5  E  796.  m. — ^People  v.  Ashbrook, 
276  in.  382,  114  N.  E.  922;  People  v. 
Brown,  254  111.  260,  98  N.  E.  535; 
Greene  v.  People,  182  HI.  278,  55  N. 
E  341.  Ind.— Burk  v.  State.,  81  Ind. 
128;  State  v.  Thrift,  30  Ind.  211.  la, 
State  V.  Shupe,  16  Iowa  36j  85  Am. 
Dee.  485.  La. — State  v.  Bogers,  138 
La.  867,  70  So.  863;  State  v.  Mor- 
rough,  132  La.  655,  61  So.  726.  Me. 
State  V.  Ela,  91  Me.  309,  39  Atl.  1001. 
Mass. — Cora.  v.  McCarty,  152  Mass. 
577,  26  N.  E.  140.  Mich. — Flint  v. 
People,  35  Mich.  491.  Mo.— State  v. 
Moran,  216  Mo.  550,  115  S.  W.  1126. 
Neb.— Shevalier  v.  State,  85  Neb.  366, 
123  N.  W.  424.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Mor- 
is, 155  App.  Div.  711,  140  N.  Y.  Supp. 
887;  People  v.  Peck,  146  App.  Div. 
266,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  967.  N.  0.— State 
V.  Cline,  150  N.  C.  854,  64  S.  E.  591; 
State  V.  Cline,  146  N.  C.  640,  61  S.  E. 
522.     S.  0. — State  v.  Hayward,  1  Nott 

6  McC.  546.  Tenn.— State  v.  Moflatt,  7 
Humph.  250;  State  v.  Wall,  9  Yerg. 
347.  Tex. — Cox  v.  State,  76  Tex.  Grim. 
326,  174  S.  W.  1067;  Bell  v.  State,  75 
Tex.  Grim.  401,  171  S.  W.  239;  Pigg 
V.  State,  71  Tox,  Grim.  600,  160  S.  W. 
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691.     Vt.— State   v.   Chandler,  42   Vt. 
44'6. 

[a]  Exception  to  Rule. — When  Ijy 
statute  perjury  may  be  committed 
whan  the  oath  was  not  required  by 
law,  but  was  voluntarily  made  by  the 
party,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that 
the  false  statement  affected  a  material 
matter.  State  v.  Flagg,  25  Ind.  243. 

[b]  The  degree  of  materiality  need 
not  be  alleged.  Bex  v.  Griepe,  1  Ld. 
Baym.    256,    91    Eng.    Reprint    1067. 

[c]  Particular  issue  upon  which  it 
was  material  need  not  be  averred. 
Loudermilk  v.  State,  110  Ark.  549, 
162  S.  W.  569;  Thompson  v.  People, 
26    Colo.   496,   59   Pac.    51. 

47.  IT.  S. — Markham  v.  United 
States,  160  U.  S.  319,  325,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
288,  40  L.  ed.  441;  United  States  v. 
Salen,  216  Fed.  420;  United  States  v. 
Bosenstein,  211  Fed.  738.  Ark. — Smith 
V.  State,  91  Ark.  200,  120  S.  W.  985. 
Cal. — People  v.  Von  Tiedeman,  120  Cal. 
128,  52  Pac.  155;  People  v.  Ah  Bean, 
77  Cal.  12,  18  Pac.  815.  Fla.— Gibson 
V.  State,  47  Fla.  34,  36  So.  706;  Brown 
V.  State,  47  Fla.  16,  36  So.  705.  HI. 
People  V.  Brown,  254  111.  260,  98  N.  B. 
535.  •Compare  Wilkinson  v.  People, 
226  111.  135,  80  N.  E.  699.  Ind.— State 
V.  Hopper,  133  Ind.  460,  32  N.  E.  878; 
State  V.  Cunningham,  116  Ind.  209,  18 
N.  E.  613.  la. — State  v.  Cunningham, 
66  Iowa  94,  23  N.  W.  280.  Kan.— State 
V.  Horine,  70  Kan.  256,  78  Pac.  411. 
La. — State  v.  Brown,  111  La.  170,  35 
So.  501.  Mass. — Com.  v.  McCarty,  152 
Mass.  577,  26  N.  E.  140;  Com.  •».  Pol- 
lard, 12  Mete.  225.  Mich. — People  v. 
Collier,  1  Mich.  137,  48  Am.  Deo.  699. 
Miss. — State  v.  Booker,  84  Miss.  187, 
36  So.  241.  Mo.— State  v.  Nelson,  146 
Mo.  256,  48  S.  W.  84.  N.  J.— State  v. 
Sweeten,  83  N.  J.  L.  369,  85  Atl.  311; 
State  V.  Voorhia,  52  N.  J.  L.  351,  20 
Atl.  26.  N.  Y.— Wood  v.  People,  59 
N.  Y.  117;  People  v.  Peck,  146  App. 
Div.  266,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  967.  N.  O. 
State  V.  Cline,  150  N.  C.  854,  64  S.  E. 
591;  State  v.  Cline,  146  N.  C.  640,  61 
S.  E.  522.  P.  I.— United  States  v. 
Eatrana,    16    PbiL    IbI.    530.      Tenn. 
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the  conclusion  from  such  facts  of  materiality  without  alleging  the 
legal  conclusion  that  the  evidence  was  material.**  In  the  absence  of 
such  an  allegation  or  showing,  the  indictment  is  fatally  defective.** 
When  the  first  of  these  allegations  is  the  one  made  use  of,  the  necessity 
of  setting  out  the  facts  from  which  the  materiality  appears  is  ob- 
viated.'"   But  if  the  facts  are  also  set  out  and  it  clearly  appears  there- 


State  V.  Bowlus,  3  Heisk.  29.  Tex. 
Buller  V.  State,  33  Tex.  Crim.  551,  28 
S.  W.  465;  Partain  v.  State,  22  Tex. 
App.  100,  2  S.  W.  854.  Va.— Fitch  v. 
Com.,  92  Va.  824,  24  S.  E.  272.  Wash. 
State  V.  Guse,  21  Wash.  269,  57  Pac. 
831.  Wyo. — Diekerson  v.  State,  18 
Wyo.  440,  111  Pac.  857,  116  Pac.  448. 
Eng.— Eex  v.  Nicholl,  1  B.  &  Ad.  21, 
8  L.  J.  M.  C.  (O.  S.)  112,  20  E.  C.  L. 
381,  109  Eng.  Eeprint  695;  Eeg.  v. 
Cutts,  4  Cox   Cr.   Cas.   437. 

[a]  If  the  allegation  as  to  mate- 
riality is  defective  and  the  materiality 
of  the  facts  appears  on  the  face  of 
the  indictment,  the  indictment  is  nev-' 
ertheless  good.  United  States  v.  Mc- 
Henry,  6  Blatchf.  503,  26  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  15,681. 

[b]  In  an  indictment  for  perjury 
committed  upon  the  examination  of  the 
defendant  before  the  grand  jury,  the 
indictment  must  so  specify  th«  sub- 
ject matter  under  investigation  as  to 
disclose  that  the  testimony  alleged  to 
have  been  falsely  given  was  material. 
People  V.  Tatum,  60  Misc.  311,  112  N. 
Y.   Supp.   36. 

48.  IT.  S. — United  States  v.  Ammer- 
man,  176  Fed.  635.  Cal. — People  v. 
Kelly,  59  CSl.  372.  EX.— Kizer  v.  Peo- 
ple, 211  111.  407,  71  N.  E.  1035.  Ind. 
Galloway  v.  State,  29  Ind.  442;  Hen- 
dricks V.  State,  26  Ind.  493.  Ky. — Com. 
V.  Tracenrider,  140  Ky.  660,  131  S.  W. 
495.  La. — State  v.  Grover,  38  La. 
Ann.  567.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Knight,  ).2 
Mass.  274,  7  Am.  Dec.  72.  Mo. — State 
V.  Marshall,  47  Mo.  378.  N.'  J.— State 
V.  Dayton,  23  N.  J.  L.  49,  53  Am.  Dec. 
270.  N.  Y.— Campbell  v.  People,  8 
Wend.  636;  People  v.  Eobertson,  3 
Wheel.  Cr.  Cas.  180.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Jer- 
mon,  29  Leg.  Int.  165.  Tex. — ^Pyles  v. 
State,  47  Tex.  Crim.  435,  83  S.  W.  811; 
Tellis  V.  State,  42  Tex.  Crim.  574,  61 
S.  W.  717;  Eahm  v.  State,  30  Tex. 
App.  310,  17  S.  W.  416,  28  Am.  St. 
Eep.    911.     Vt. — State   v.    Chamberlin, 

30  Vt.  559.     Wash. — State  v.  Douette, 

31  Wash.  6,  71  Pac.  556.  Eng.— Eeg.  v. 
Harvey,  8  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  99;  Eex  v. 
Dunn,  1  D.  &  E.  10, 16  B.  C.  L.  11. 


49.  V.  S. — United  States  v.  Single- 
ton, 54  Fed.  488.  Ariz. — State  v. 
Broshears,  18  Ariz.  356,  161  Pae.  873. 
Ga. — Hembree  v.  State,  52  Ga.  242. 
Ind. — State  v.  Anderson,  103  Ind.  170, 
2  N.  E.  332;  State  v.  McCormick,  52 
Ind.  169.  La.— State  v.  Smith,  126 
La.  135,  52  So.  244;  State  v.  Gibson, 
26  La.  Ann.  71.  Mass. — Com.  v.  By- 
ron, 14  Gray  31.  Mich. — 'People  v. 
Vogt,  156  Mich.  594,  121  N.  W.  293. 
P.  I. — United  States  v.  Ettrana,  16 
Phi.  Isl.  520.  Tex.— Alt  V.  Stn,to  (Tex. 
Crim.),  203  S.  W.  53;  McMurtry  v. 
State,  38  Tex.  Crim.  521,  43  S.  W. 
1010;  Martin  v.  State,  33  Tex.  Crim. 
317,  26  S.  W.  400.  Eng.— Eex  v.  Nich- 
oll, 1  B.  &  Ad.  21,  8  L.  J.  M.  C.  (O. 
S.)  112,  20  E.  C.  L.  381,  109  Eng.  Ee- 
print 695. 

50.  U.  S. — Baskin  v.  United  States, 
209  Fed.  740,  126  C.  C.  A.  464.  Ala. 
Thomas  v.  State,  13  Ala.  App.  421,  69 
So.  413;  McDaniel  v.  State,  13  Ala. 
App.  318,  69  So.  351;  Todd  ij.  State, 
13  Ala.  App.  301,  69  So.  325.  Ark. 
Loudermilk  v.  State,  110  Ark.  549,  162 
S.  W.  569;  Smith  v.  State,  91  Ark. 
200,  120  S.  W.  985.  Cal.— People  v. 
Ennis,  137  Cal.  263,  70  Pac.  84;"  People 
V.  Eodley,  131  Cal.  240,  63  Pac.  351. 
Colo. — Thompson  v.  People,  26  Colo. 
496,  59  Pac.  51.  Fla.— Markey  v.  State, 
47  Fla.  38,  37  So.  53.  Ga.— King  v. 
State,  103  Ga.  263,  30  S.  E.  30.  But 
see  Herndon  v.  State,  17  Ga.  App.  558, 
87  S.  E.  812.  lU.— People  v.  Threewitt, 
251  111.  509,  96  N.  E.  242;  Greene  v. 
People,  182  HI.  278,  55  N.  E.  341.  Kan. 
State  V.  Brownfield,  67  Kan.  627,  73 
Pac.  925.  La.— State  v.  Eogera,  138 
La.  867,  70  So.  863;  State  v.  Jean,  42 
La.  Ann.  946,  8  So.  480.  Mass. — Com. 
V.  McCarty,  152  Mass.  577,  26  N.  E. 
140;  Com.  v.  Farley,  Thaeh.  Cr.  Cas. 
654.  Mich.— Flint  v.  People,  35  Mich. 
491;  Hoch  v.  People,  3  Mich.  552. 
Miss. — Lea  v.  State,  64  Miss.  278,  1 
So.  235.  Mo. — State  v.  Nelson,  146  Mo. 
256,  48  S.  W.  84.  Neb.— Shevalier  v. 
State,  85  Neb.  366,  123  N.  W.  424; 
Gandy  v.  State,  23  Neb.  436,  36  N.  W. 
817.     N.  M. — Territory  v.  Lockhart,  8 
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from  that  the  testimony  was  not  material,  the  indictment  is  insuffi- 
cient notwithstanding  the  formal  allegation  of  materiality."^  The  rule 
has  been  held  applicable  when  the  oath  was  taken  before  an  assessor,^^ 
or  a  registration  officer,"^  as  well  as  in  insolvency  proceedings."* 
Under  some  statutes  the  necessity  for  alleging  that  the  false  swearing 
was  material  to  the  issue  is  dispensed  with."" 

b.  Necessity  for  Alleging  Materiality  of  Oath.  —  When  the  per- 
jury is  charged  to  have  been  committed  in  the  making  of  an  affidavit, 
the  indictment  or  information  must  allege  that  it  was  necessary  and 
proper  to  be  made,  taken  and  used,  or  was  for  a  lawful  purpose;"" 


N.  M.  523,  45  Pao.  1106,  overruling 
Territory  v.  Eemuzon,  3  N.  M.  648,  9 
Pae.  598.  N.  Y. — People  v.  tillinan,, 
139  App.  Kv.  572,  124  N.  Y.  Stipp. 
44;  People  v.  Burroughs,  1  Park.  Crim. 
211.  N.  C— State  V.  Davis,  69  N.  C. 
495;  State  v.  Mumford,  12  if.  C.  519, 
17  Am.  Dee.  573.  N.  D.— State  v.  Falk, 
34  N.  D.  520,  159  N.  W.  10;  Ohio. 
Dilcher  v.  State,  39  Ohio  St.  130; 
Barnes  v.  State,  15  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  14,  8 
Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  153.  Okla.— Miller  v. 
State,  9  Okla.  Crim.  196,  131  Pac.  181; 
Cutler  V.  Territory,  8  Okla.  101,  56: 
Pae.  861;  Eieh  v.  United  States,  1  Okla. 
354,  33  Pac.  804.  Tex. — Bell  li.  State,. 
75  Tex.  Crim.  401,  171  S.  W.  239; 
Johnson  v.  State,  71  Tex.  Criffl.  428,  160i 
S.  W.  964;  Anderson  v.  State,  50  Tex. 
Crim.  360,  120  S.  W.  462;  Yardley  v. 
State,  55  Tex.  Crim.  486,  117  S.  W. 
146.  Vt.— State  V.  Sleeper,  37  Vt.  122. 
Wash.— State  v.  McLain,  43  Wash.  1S4,; 
86  Pac.  388.  W.  Va.— Stofer  v.  ^tate„ 
3  W.  Va.  689.  Wyb. — Dickerson  v. 
State,  18  Wyo.  440,  111  Pac.  8S7,,  11© 
Pac.  448.  Eng. — Reg.  v.  Schleslliger^ 
10  Q.  B.  670,  2  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  200^  12' 
Jur.  283,  17  L.  J.  M.  C.  29,  59  E.  C. 
L.  670,  116  Eng.  Reprtat  255;  Reg. 
*.  Scott,  2  Q.  B.  D,.  415,  13  Cox  Cr. 
Gas.  594,  46  L.  J.  M.  C.  259,  36  L.  T. 
N.  S.  476,  25  Wkly.  Eep.  697. 

Contm,  People  v.  Colon,  10  Porto' 
Rico  197. 

51.  IT.  S. — United  States  «.  Ehodes^ 
212  Fed.  518.  See  United  States  v. 
NelBon,  199  Fed.  464;  United  States 
V.  Pettus,  84  Fed.  791.  Oal.— People  v. 
Ross,  103  Gal.  425,  37  Pac.  379;  People 
V.  Brilliant,  58  Cal.  214;  People  V^ 
Metzlei',  21  Cal.  Afp.  80,  130  Pac. 
1192.  Ind.— State  v.  Sutton,  147  Ind. 
158,  46  N.  E.  468.  Kan.— State  ».  Smith, 
40  Kan.  631,  20  Pae.  529.  Me.— State 
V.  Bla,  91  Me.  309,  39  Atl.  lOOl.  Neb. 
Shevalier  ».  State,  85  Neb.  366,  123  N. 
W.  424.    N.  Y.— People   «   Peck,    148 
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App.  Div.  266,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  967; 
People  V.  Tillman,  139  App.  Div.  '572, 
124  N.  Y.  Supp.  44;  People  v.  Mor- 
rison, 98  Misc.  555,  164  N.  Y.  Supp. 
712.  Pa. — Com.  V.  Wood,  2  Pa.  Dist. 
923,  13  Pa.'  Co.  Ct.  477,  7  Kulp  141. 
[a]  But  the  fact  that  the  incUct- 
ment  or  information  contains  some 
statements  on  which  perjury  is  .assigned 
that  are  immaterial  is  not  a  fatal  de- 
fect. State  V.  Williams,  60  Kan.  837, 
58  Pac.  476  {afflrmed,  61  Kan.  739,  60 
Pac.  1050);  Jefferson  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.),  49  S.  W.  88;  Dorrs  D.  State 
(Tex.   Crim.),  40   Sv   W.   311. 

52.  Ind,.— State  v.  Wood,  110  Ind. 
82,  10  N.  E.  639;  State  v.  Reynolds, 
108  Ind.  353,  9  jST.  E.  287.  la.— State 
«.  Cunningham,  66  Iowa  94,  23  N.  W. 
280.  Mo.— State  v.  Crumb,  68  Mo. 
206.  Tex.— State  v.  Smith,  43  Tex. 
655. 

53.  Com.  V.  McClelland,  83  Ky.  686. 

54.  Com.  V.  McCarty,  152  Mass.  577, 
26  N.  E.  140.  See  also  People  v.  'Nay- 
lot,  82  Cal.  607,  23  Pac.  116. 

65.  State  v.  Miller,  26  E.  I.  282,  58 
Atl.  882;  State  v.  Bj'rd,  28  S.  C.  18, 
4  a.  E.  793,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  660. 

56.  Ind.— State  v.  Hopper,  133  Ind. 
460,  32  N.  E.  878;  State  v.  EeynoMs, 
108  Ind.  353,  9  N.  E.  287;  State  v. 
Anderson,  103  Ind,  170,  2  N.  E.  332; 
State  V.  Plagg,  27  Ind.  24.  Mich, 
People  V.  Fox,  25  Mich.  492.  Mo; 
State  t.  Marshall,  47  Mo.  378.  N.  J. 
Heintz  C.  Court  of  General  Quarter 
Sessions  of  Peace,  45  N.'  J.  L.  523. 
Vt.— State  V.  Collins,  62  Vt.  195,  19 
Atl.  368.  Wash.— State  v.  Smith,  3 
Wash.  14,  27  Pac.  1028. 

But  see  People  v,  Kelly,  59  Cal.  372. 

[a]  Sufficient   Allegation. — An  alle- 
gation that  the  accused  made  oath  as 
to    certain    material    facts    before    a- 
clerk  of  court,  ■etc.,,  is  sufficient.     State 
V.  Floto,  81  Md.  600,  32  Atl.  315. 

[b]  lif  the  proceeding  bo  es  pattei 
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but  it  need  not  be  alleged  that  the  affidavit  was  actually  used  in  any 
proceeding.^'  "When  the  offense  charged  is  the  swearing  falsely  to  a 
bill  in  equity,  it  must  appear  that  the  bill  is  one  required  by  law  to 
be  verified.**  ' 

c.  Necessity  for  Alleging  Competency  of  Testimony.  —  The  indict- 
ment or  information  need  not  aver  affirmatively  that  the  alleged  false 
testimony  was  admissible  and  competent  and  could  not  legally  have 
been  excluded.*' 

8.  Assignment  of  Perjvuy.  —  a.  Negativing  Truth  of  Alleged  False 
Statements.  —  As  a  general  rule,  the  indictment  or  information  must 
expressly  and  positively  negative  the  truth  of  the  alleged  false  state- 
ments or  testimony,*"  by  setting  forth  the  true  facts  by  way  of  an- 
tithesis;"^ a  mere  general  allegation  that  the  testimony  was  false  is 


it  is  sufaeient  to  allege  that  ' '  it  then 
and  there  became  material  to  him," 
the  defendant,  to  take  the  oath.  Sto- 
fer  V.  State,  3  W.  Va.  689. 

[c]  Affidavit  To  Dissolve  Injuaio- 
tion.— Com.  v.  Wood,  2  Pa.  Dist.  823, 
13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  477,  7  Kulp  141. 

[d]  Claim  Against  Municipality. 
Ortner  v.  People,  4  Hun  (N.  T.)  323, 
6  Thomp.  &  C.  548.  And  see  People 
V.  Allen,  45  Hun  589,  9  N.  Y.  St. 
622. 

57.  Ga.— Herring  v.  State,  119  Ga. 
709,  46  S.  E.  876.  N.  H.— State  v. 
Whittemore,  50  N.  H.  245,  9  Am.  Eep. 
196.  Eng. — Rex  v.  Hailey,  1  C.  &  P. 
258,  R.  &  M.  94,  12  E.  C.  L.  155; 
Bex  V.  White,  M.  &  M.  271,  22  E.  C. 
L.    519. 

58.  People  v.  Gaige,  26  Mich.  30. 

59.  State  v.  Spencer,  45  La.  Ann.  1, 
12  So.  135. 

60.  U.  S. — Hogue  v.  United  States, 
184  Fed.  245,  106  C.  C.  A.  387.  Ala. 
See   De   Bernie   v.   State,   19    Ala.    23. 

Ark Thomas  v.  State,  54  Ark.  584,  16 

S.  W.  568.  Cal.— See  People  v.  Eodley, 
131  Cal.  240,  63  Pac.  351.  Ga.— Eea 
V.  State,  17  Ga.  App.  476,  87  S.  E. 
685.  la. — State  v.  Hulsman,  147  Iowa 
572,  126  N.  W.  700;  State  v.  Gallangher, 
123  Iowa  378,  98  N.  W.  906.  Ky.— Thom- 
as V.  Com.,  175  Ky.  38,  193  S.  W.  653; 
Coulter  V.  Com.,  154  Ky.  793,  159  S.  W. 
557;  Pipes  v.  Com.,  148  Ky.  174,  146 
S.  W.  38;  Com.  v.  Compton,  18  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  479,  36  S.  W.  1116.  La,.— State 
V.  Gibson,  26  La.  Ann.  71.  Mass. — Com. 
V.  McLaughlin,  122  Mass.  449.  Miss. 
State  V.  Silberberg,  78  Miss.  858,  29 
So.  761.  Mo.— State  v.  Morse,  90  Mo. 
91,  2  S.  W.  137.  N.  J.— See  State  v. 
Voorhis,  £2  N.  J.  L.  351,  20  Atl.  26. 
Pa.— Perdue  v.  Com.,  96  Pa.  311.   Tex. 


Hart  V.  State,  73  Tex.  Crim.  362,  166 
S.  W.  152;  Johnson  v.  State,  71  Tex., 
Crim.  428,  160  S.  W.  964.  Vt.— State 
V.  Smith,  63  Vt.  201,  22  Atl.  604. 
Va.— Pitch  V.  Com.,  92  Va.  824,  24  S.  E. 
272;  Thomas  v.  Com.,  2  Bob.  (41  Va.) 
795.  Eng.— Eeg.  v.  Oxley,  3  C.  &  K. 
317;  Beg.  V.  Perrott,  2  M.  &  S.  379, 
15  Rev.  Eep.  280,  105  Eng.  Beprint 
422. 

[a]  It  is  not  necessary  to  negative 
in  express  terms  the  truth  of  the  evi- 
dence, when  it  is  denied  in  effect  by 
charging  particularly,  specifically,  and 
in  detail  that  what  the  defendant  so 
testified  as  true  was  not  done  as  he 
said.  State  v.  Murphy,  101  N.  C.  697, 
8  S.  E.  142.  To  same  effect,  Pepple 
V.  Clements,  107  N.  Y.  205,  13  N.  E. 
782,  modifying  42  Hun  353. 

[b]  Whein  the  allegation  is  that  the 
defendant  committed  the  crime  of  per- 
jury, it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that 
Ms  testimony  was  false,  the  latter  be- 
ing included  in  the  former  allegation. 
State  V.  Corson,  59  Me.  137;  State  v. 
Camley,  67  Vt.  322,  31  Atl.  840,  de- 
cided under  a  later  statute  than  State 
V.  Smith,  63  Vt.  201,  22  Atl.  604. 

[c]  Use  of  "Word  "Oomiptly." 
Though  it  must  undoubtedly  appear 
from  some  proper  averment  that  the 
testimony  was  falsely  given,  the  word 
"corruptly"  will  suffice,  it  implying 
falsity.  State  v.  Smith,  63  Vt.  201, 
22  Atl.  604. 

[d]  The  term  "feloniously"  haa 
been  held  equivalent  to  "falsely." 
State  V.  Anderson,  i03  Ind.  170,  2  N. 
B.  332. 

61.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Pettus, 
84  Fed.  791.  Compare  United  States 
V.  Salen,  216  Fed.  420;  United  States 
V.  Freed,   179  Fed.   236.     Ark.— State 
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not  sufficient;  the  indictment  or  information  must  traverse  the  truth 
of  the  alleged  false  testimony  by  contradicting  the  matter  alleged  to 
have  been  falsely  sworn  to  expressly  and  specifically,  and  designate 
particularly  wherein  the  matter  sworn  to  was  false/^  When  the  state- 
ment which  is  the  subject  of  the  perjury  was  given  upon  information 
and  belief,  the  pleader  must  negative  both  the  truth  of  the  oath  and 
■the  information  and  belief.^' 

b.  Averring  Knoidedge  of  Falsity.  —  While  it  is  unnecessary  in 
some  jurisdictions  to  allege  knowledge  of  the  falsity  of  the  statements 
alleged  to  have  been  made,^*  in  others,  the  indictment  or  information 


V.  Leatherman,  125  Ark.  243,  188  S.  "W. 
545.  lAinn. — State  v.  Nelson,  74  Minn. 
409,  77  N.  ■W.,223.  Miss. — State  v.  Sil- 
berberg,  78  Miss.  858,  29  So.  761.  Tex. 
Turner  v.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  691,  IS 
S.  W.  792;  Gabrielsky  v.  State,  13  Tex. 
App.  428. 

Compare  Johnson  v.  State,  76  Ga. 
790.  Contra,  Gray  v.  State,  4  Okla. 
Grim.   292,   111   tae.   825. 

[a]  Alleging  Truth  of  Matter. — An 
indictment  or  information  which  shows 
the  truth  of  the  matter  alleged  to 
have  been  sworn  falsely,  sufliciently 
to  apprise  a  person  of  ordinary  under- 
standing of  the  charge  against  him,  is 
sufficient.  Com.  v.  Eansdall,  153  Ky. 
334,  155  S.  W.  1117. 

[b]  When  the  negation  of  the  truth- 
fulness of  the  testimony  in  itself  shows 
the  truth,  it  is  not  necessary  to  af- 
firmatively allege  what  the  truth  was. 
United  States  v.  Howard,  132  Fed.  325, 
358;  Atkinson  v.  State  (Ark.),  202 
S.  W.  709;  Loudermilk  v.  State,  110 
Ark.  549,  162  S.  W.  569. 

62.  Ala. — Gibson  v.  State,  44  Ala. 
17.  Ark.— Harp  v.  State,  59  Ark.  113, 
26  S.  W.  714;  Thomas  v.  State,  54 
Ark.  584,  16  S.  W.  568.  Gal.— See  Peo- 
ple V.  Bradbury,  155  Cal.  808,  103  Pae. 
215.  Fla. — Fudge  v.  State,  57  Fla.  7, 
49  So.  128.  Ga. — Eea  v.  State,  17  Ga. 
App.  476,  87  S.  E.  685.  la.— State  v. 
Gallaugher,  123  Iowa  378,  ■  98  N.  W. 
906;  United  States  v.  Morgan,  Morris 
341,  41  Am.  Dee.  234.  Ky.— Shackel- 
ford V.  Com.,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1830,  79 
S.  W.  192;  Com.  v.  Weingartner,  16 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  221,  27  S.  W.  815.  La. 
State  V. ,  Joiner,  128  La.  876,  55  So. 
560.  Me. — State  v.  Mahoney,  115  Me. 
251,  98  Atl.  750;  State  v.  Ela,  91  Me. 
309,  39  Atl.  1001.  Mich.— People  v. 
Vogt,  156  Mich.  594,  121  N.  W.  293. 
IVIinn. — State  v.  Nelson,  74  Minn.  409, 
77  N.  W.  223.  IT.  J— State  v.  Voorhis, 
52  N.  J.  L.  351,  20  Atl.  26;  Heintz  v. 
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Union  County  Court  General  Quarter 
Sessions  of  Peace,  45  N.  J.  L.  523. 
N.  M. — Territory  v.  Lockhart,  8  N.  M. 
523,  45  Pac.  1106.  N.  Y.— People  v. 
Tatum,  60  Misc.  311,  112  N.  T.  Supp. 
36;  Matter  of  Eothaker,  11  Abb.  N.  G. 
122.  N.  C— State  v.  Mumford,  12  N. 
C.  519,  17  Am.  Dec.  573.  Tex.— Hart 
V.  State,  73  Tex.  Crim.  362,  166  S.  W> 
152;  Lowe  V.  State,  59  Tex.  Crim.  557, 
129  S.  W.  842;  Morris  v.  State,  47  Tex. 
Crim.  420,  83  S.  W.  1126.  Vt.— State 
V.  Eowell,  72  Vt.  28,  47  Atl.  Ill,  82 
Am.  St.  Eep.  918,  15  Am.  Cr.  Eep. 
567. 

But  see:  U.  S. — United  States  v. 
Freed,  179  Fed.  236.  Mass.— Com.  v. 
Dunham,  Thach.  Cr.  Cas.  519.  Tenn. 
Lawson  v.  State,  3  Lea  309. 

es.  State  V.  Coyne,  214  Mo.  344,  114 
S.  W.  8,  21  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  993; 
Lambert  v.  People,  76  N.  Y.  220,  6  Abb. 
N.  C.  181,  32  Am.  Eep.  293,  reversing 
14  Hun  512.  See  also  State  v.  Ellison, 
8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  225;  State  v.  Cruik- 
shank,  6  Blackf.   (Ind.)   62. 

64.  Idaho. — Territory  v.  Anderson, 
2  Idaho  573,  21  Pac.  417.  111.— John- 
son V.  People,  94  111.  505.  la.— State 
V.  Gallaugher,  123  Iowa  378,  98  N.  "W. 
906;  State  v.  Raymond,  20"  Iowa  582. 
Corn-pare  State  v.  Morse,  1  G.  Gr.  503. 
Ore.— State  v.  Ah  Lee,  18  Ore.  540, 
23  Pac.  424.  Tex.— Ferguson  v.  State, 
36  Tex.  Crim.  60,  35  S.  W.  369,  over- 
ruUng  State  v.  Powell,  28  Tex.  626. 
Can.— Eex  v.  Yee  Mock,  6  Alberta  h. 
Eep.  231.  See  also  Eeg.  v.  Skelton,  3 
Terr.  L.  Eep.  58. 

[a]  The  word  (1)  "wilfully"  is  now 
substituted  for  "knowingly"  (United 
States  V.  Pettus,  84  Fed.  791),  and  (2) 
when  used,  the  omission  of  the  word 
"knowingly"  does  not  render  the  in- 
dictment defective,  the  former  term 
implying  intention,  as  well  as  delibera- 
tion and  purpose.  111. — Johnson  v.  Peo- 
ple, 94  111.  505.    Minn.— State  v.  Stein, 
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must  contain  an  averment  of  knowledge  of  the  falsity  of  the  testimony." 
When  the  false  testimony  or  statement  was  made  on  information  and 
belief,  knowledge  must  be  alleged.'"  Such  an  allegation  is  also  neces- 
sary, when  knowledge  of  the  falsity  of  the  testimony  is  made  a 
statutory  element  of  the  offense.'^ 

c.  Averring  Intent  To  Commit.  —  When  wilfulness  is  an  element 
of  the  crime  of  perjury,  the  indictment  or  information  must  allege 
that  the  defendant  "wilfully""'  and  "corruptly""  swore  falsely;  both 
the  terms  "wilfully"  and  "corruptly"  must  be    used.''*'      Omitting 


48  Minn.  466,  51  N.  "W.  474.  Vt.— State 
V.  Sleeper,  37  Vt.  122.  Can. — ^Rex  v. 
Doyle,  12  Can.  Cr.  Cas.  69.  See  also 
Atkinson  v.  State  (Ark.),  202  S.  W. 
709,  holding  that  an  indictment  al- 
leging that  testimony  was  "wilfully' 
and  corruptly"  false  was  sufficient. 

[b]  An  avennemt  that  the  state- 
ment was  consciously  false  is  sufficient 
under  United  States  v.  Salen,  216  Fei. 
420;  United  States  v.  Freed,  179  Fed. 
236. 

65.  See  the  following:  Conn. — ^Page 
V.  Gsaap,  Kirby  7.  La. — State  v.  Wil- 
liams, 111  La.  1033,  36  So.  Ill;  State 
V.  Brown,  110  La.  591,  34  So.  69S; 
State  V.  Wells,  Man.  Unrep.  Cas.  242. 
N.  I>.— State  V.  Scott,  37  N.  D.  105, 
163  N".  W.  810.  Va.— Com.  v.  Cook,  1 
Bob.  (40  Va.)  729. 

66.  Ala. — Gibson  v.  State,  44  Ala. 
17;  State  v.  Lea,  3  Ala.  602.  la. — State 
V.  Gallaugher,  123  Iowa  378,  98  N.  W. 
906;  State  v.  Baymond,  20  Iowa  582. 
Mo.— State  v.  Coyne,  214  Mo.  344,  114 
S.  W.  8,  21  L.  K.  A.  (N.  S.)  993. 
Va.— Fitch  V.  Com.,  92  Va.  824,  24 
S.  E.  272.  Bng.— Bex  v.  Perrott,  2 
M.  &  S.  379,  1.5  Bev.  Eep.  280,  105 
Eng.  Beprint  422. 

67.  U.  S. — See  Daniels  v.  United 
States,  196  Fed.  459,  116  C.  0.  A.  233. 
Ky.— Tudor  v.  Com.,  134  Ky.  186,  119 
S.  W.  816;  Adams  v.  Com.,  29  Ky. 
L.  Bep.  683,  94  S.  W.  664.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Boot,  94  App.  Div.  84,  87 
N.  Y.  Supp.  962.  N.  C— Stat©  v.  Cham- 
pion, 116  N.  C.  987,  21  S.  E.  700. 
P.  E. — People  V.  Hernandez,  9  Porto 
Eico  477.  Can. — Bex  v.  Cohn,  6  Can. 
Cr.  Cas.  386,  36  Nova  Scotia  240. 

[a]  Bule  Applies  in  Indictment  for 
False  Swearing. — ^Pipes  v.  Com.,  148 
Ky.  174,  146  S.  W.  38;  Com.  v.  Stm, 
83  Ky.  275.  See  also  Fisher  v.  Com., 
152  Ky.  411,   153   S.   W.  417. 

68.  IT.  S.— United  States  v.  Eddy, 
134  Fed.  114;  United  States  v.  Lake, 


129  Fed.  499;  United  States  v.  Ed- 
wards, 43  Fed.  67.  Oal.— People  v.  Tur- 
ner, 122  Cal.  679,  55  Pac.  685.  Fla. 
Parrish  v.  State,  18  Fla.  902;  Eobinson 
V.  State,  18  Fla.  898.  la.— State  v. 
Morse,  1  G.  Gr.  503.  Mass. — Com.  v. 
Carel,  105  Mass.  582.  Mo. — State  v. 
Day,  100  Mo.  242,  12  S.  W.  365;  State 
V.  Morse,  90  Mo.  91,  2  S.  W.  137. 
N.  C— State  v.  Davis,  84  N.  C.  787; 
State  V.  Garland,  14  N.  C.  114.  N.  D. 
See  State  v.  Scott,  37  N.  D.  105,  163 
N.  W.  810.  Pa — Com.  v.  Nailer,  29 
Pa.  Super.  275.  Va. — Thomas  v.  Com., 
2  Bob.   (41  Va.)   795. 

[a]  Rule  at  Common  Law. — Bex  v. 
Stevens,  5  Barn.  &  C.  246,  H  E.  C. 
L.  448,  108  Eng.  Beprint  246;  Bex  v. 
Bichards,  7  Dowl.  &  B.  665,  4  L.  J. 
K.  B.  (O.  S.)  rsS,  16  E.  C.  U  313. 
But  see  State  v.  Spencer,  45  La.  Ann. 
1,  12  So.  135;  Bex  v.  Cox,  1  Leach  Cr. 
Cas.   (Eng.)   71. 

[b]  "Feloniously"  is  equivalent  to 
"wilfully."  Williams  v.  People,  26 
Colo.  272,  57  Pac.  701. 

69.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Babcock, 
4  McLean  113,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,488. 
la. — State  v.  Morse,  1  G.  Gr.  503.  Mo. 
State  V.  Morse,  90  Mo.  91,  2  S.  W. 
137.  N.  C— State  v.  Davis,  84  N.  C. 
787;  State  v.  Garland,  14  N.  C.  114. 
Pa. — Com.  V.  Nailor,  29  Pa.  Super.  275. 
Va. — Thomas  v.  Com.,  2  Bob.  (41  Va.) 
795.  Can. — Bex  v.  Cohn,  6  Can.  Cr. 
Cas.  386,  36  Nova  Scotia  240. 

70.  Wilkinson  v.  People,  226  111.  135, 
80  N.  E.  699.  See  also  People  v.  Ash- 
brook,  276  111.  382,  114  N.  E.  922,  and 
the  oases  cited  in  the  preceding  notes. 

[a]  "Corruptly"  and  "wilfully" 
are  not  equivalent  terms.  United  States 
V.  Edwards,  43  Fed.  67;  Williams  v. 
People,  26  Colo.  272,  57  Pac.  701. 

[b]  But  when  it  is  aUeged  that  de- 
fendant swore  "wilfully"  or  "know- 
ingly," the  term  "corruptly"  need  not 
be  used.    State  v.  Bixler,  62  Md.  354. 
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both  the  words  "wilfully"  and  "corruptly"  has  never  been  allowed.''^ 
Most  statutes  make  perjury  a  felony,  and  therefore  the  use  of  the 
word  "feloniously"  has  also  been  held  essential  ;^^  but  it  is  otherwise 
in  some  jurisdictions.'''  When  the  statute  uses  the  words  "deliberate- 
ly and  falsely,"  sueh  terms  must  be  used,  as  well  as  the  word  "wil- 
fully."^* 

d.  Joining  Assignments.  —  The  indictment  or  information  may  em- 
brace in  one  count  a  number  of  assignments  of  perjury,  when  they  all 
relate  to  the  same  transaction.'''  The  charging  of  more  than  one  dis- 
tinct false  statement  under  oath  does  not  render  the  indictment  de- 
fective, if  the  statements  were  all  given  under  one  oath  and  in  the 
same  proceeding.''" 

C.  Conclusion.'"  —  At  the  common  law,  a  formal  conclusion  was 
required  to  all  indictments  for  perjury."  Statutes  do  not  usually 
name  sutjh  formal  conclusion  as  an  essential  element  in  such  an  in- 
dictment.'" 

III.  INDICTMENT  OR  INFORMATION  FOR  SUBORNATION 
OF  PERJURY  OR  ATTEMPT.  —  A.  Subornation  op  Peejuey.  —  An 


71.  Rex  c.  Stevens,  5  B.  &  C.  246, 
11  B.  C.  L.  448,  108  Eng.  Reprint  246; 
Eex  V.  Eiehards,  7  D.  &  B.  665,  4  L.  J. 
K.  B.   (O.  8.)   155,  16  E.  C.  L.  313. 

72.  Ayk. — Nelson  v.  State,  32  Ark. 
192.  lod. — State  v.  Anderson,  103  Ind. 
170,  2  N.  E.  332.  Ky. — Com.  v.  Swan- 
ger,  108  Ky.  579,  57  S.  W.  10.  Miss. 
Wile  V.  State,  60  Miss.  260.  MQ. — State 
V.  Terry,  30  Mo.  368;  State  v.  Wil- 
liams, 30  Mo.  364.  N.  0.— State  v. 
Bunting,  118  N.  C.  1200.,  24  S.  E.  118; 
State  v-  Shaw,  117  N.  C.  764,  23  S.  E. 
246. 

73.  Cal.:— People  v.  Parsons,  6  Cal. 
487.  111. — ^People  v.  Ashbrook,  276  HI. 
382,  114  N.  E.  922.  La.— State  v.  Mat- 
lock, 48  La.  Ann.  663,  19  So.  669.  Can. 
Rex  V.  Taldon,  17  Ont.  L.  R.  179,  12 
Ont.  W.  R.  384. 

74.  State  v.  Perry,  42  Tex.  238; 
Allen  V.  State,  42  Tex.  12;  Stat©  v. 
Webb,  41  Tex.  67. 

76.  Ark.— Atkinson  v.  State,  202  8. 
W.  709.  G-a. — McLaren  v.  State,  4  Ga. 
App.  643,  62  8.  E.  138.  La.— State  v. 
Joiner,  128  La.  876,  ff5  So.  560.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Johns,  6  Gray  274.  Mb. — State 
V.  Tavlor,  202  Mo.  1,  100  S.-  W.  41; 
State  17.  Gordon,  196  Mo.  185,  95  S.  W. 
420.  N.  C— State  v.  Bordeaux,  93  N.  C. 
560.  Vt.— State  V.  Bishop,  1  D.  Chip. 
120.  Wash.— State  v.  Eaid,  55  Wash. 
302,  104  Pac.  275,  33  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
946. 

[a]  Each  fact  sworn  to  should  be 
Staged  in  distinct  and  separate  assign- 
ments and  each  traversed.    Higgins  v. 
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State  (Tex.  Crim.),  97  S.  W.  1054; 
State  V.  Eaid,  55  Wash.  302,  104  Pac. 
275,  33  Ji.  R.  A.   (N.  S.)   946. 

[b]  One  good  assignment  will  sup- 
port the  indictment,  although  the  other 
assignments  are  defective.  Ala. — De 
Bernie  v.  State,  19  Ala.  23.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  McLaughlin,  122  Mass.  449; 
Com.  V.  Johns,  6  Gray  274.  Tex. — Fry 
V.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  582,  37  S.  W. 
741,  38  8.  W.  168.  Vt.— State  v.  Smith, 
63  Vt.  201,  22  Atl.  604.  Wash.— State 
V.  Eaid,  55  Wash.  302,  104  Pac.  275, 
33  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   94q. 

76.  Pa. — Cover  v.  Com.,  5  Sad.  79, 
8  Atl.  196.  Wash.— State  v.  Eaid,  55 
Wash.  302,  104  Pac.  275,  33  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  8.)  946.  Eng.— Castro  v.  Reg.,  6 
App.  Caa.  229,  14  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  546, 
50  L.  J.  Q.  B.  497,  44  L.  T.  N.  S. 
350,  29  Wkly.  Rep.  669.  Can.— Eex 
V.  Tee  Mock,  6  Alberta  L.  Eep.  231. 

77.  As  to  generally,  see  12  Standard 
Pboc.  201,  et  seq. 

78.  Hendergon  v.  The  People,  117 
111.  265,  7  N.  E.  677,  form  of  the  old 
precedents  was  substantially  as  fol- 
lows: "Aod  so  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oaths  aforesaid,  do  say," 
etc.,  "that  the  defendant  did  commit 
willful  and  corrupt  perjury,"  etc. 

79.  Henderson  v.  The  People,  117 
111.  265,  7  N.  E.  677.  See  also:  V.  8. 
United  States  v.  Wood,  44  Fed.  753. 
N.  C— State  V,  Peters,  107  N.  C.  876, 
12  S.  E.  74;  State  v-.  Hoyle,  28  N.  C. 
1.  g.  C.-^St^te  V.  Kennerly,  10  Rich. 
L.  152. 
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indictment  or  information  for  subornation  of  perjury  must,  in  ad- 
dition to  charging  subornation,  state  all  the  essential  elements  con- 
stituting the  crime  of  perjury.^"  Following  this  rule  it  becomes  neces- 
sary to  allege  the  nature  of  the  proceeding  in  which  the  perjury  is 
alleged  to  have  been  committed,'^  the  court  in  which  the  perjury  was 
committed  or  the  officer  before  whom  the  false  oath  was  taken,*^  the 
fact  that  the  witness  was  duly  sworn,^^  and  the  materiality,'*  and 
falsity,'"  of  the  testimony. 

The  indictment  or  information  must  also  allege  that  the  defendant 
did  knowingly  and  wilfully  procure  another  to  commit  perjury,'' 
and  that  the  person  so  procured  did  knowingly'^  and  wilfully"  testify 
falsely;'"  and  that  the  defendant  knew  that  the  testimony  which  he 
instigated  the  suborned  witness  to  give  would  be  false,""  and  that  he 
knew  that  the  person  giving  the  testimony  knew  it  was  false.*^ 


80.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Howard, 
132  Fed.  325;  United  States  v.  Wileox, 
4  Blatchf.  393,  28  Fed.  Gas.  No.  16,693. 
Oal.— People  V.  Boss,  103  Gal.  425,  37 
Pac.  379.  HI. — See  Goyne  v.  People, 
124  lU.  17,  14  N.  E.  668,  7  Am.  St. 
Eep.  324.  Kan. — State  v.  Geer,  46  Kan. 
529,  26  Pae.  1027. 

Indictment  or  information  for  per- 
jury or  false  swearing,  see  supra,  II. 

81.  Cal. — People  v.  Garpenter,  136 
Cal.  391,  68  Pac.  1027.  Dak.— United 
States  V.  Eobinson,  4  Dak.  72,  23  N. 
W.  90.  Ind.— Smith  v.  State,  125  Ind. 
440,  25  N.  E.  598.  Wis.— Thompson  v. 
State,  89  Wis.  253,  61  N.  W.  565. 

See  generally  supra,  II,  B,  2. 

82.  United  States  v.  Gobban,  134 
Fed.  290;  United  States  v.  Howard, 
132  Fed.  325;  People  v.  Carpenter,  136 
Gal.  391,  68  Pae.  1027.  See  supra,  II, 
B,  4. 

83.  IT.  S. — United  States  v.  Howard, 
132  Fed.  325.  Ark.- Davis  v.  State, 
199  8.  W.  902.  Oal.— People  v.  Car- 
penter, 136  Cal.  391,  68  Pac.  1027.  Ore. 
State  V.  Jewett,  48  Ore.  577,  85  Pac. 
994. 

See  also  supra,  II,  B,  5. 

84.  TJ,  S— United  States  v.  Howard, 
132  Fed.  325.  See  also  Hendricks  v, 
United  States,  223  U.  S.  178,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  313,  56  L.  ed.  394.  Cal.— People 
V.  Boss,  103  Cal.  425,  37  Pac.  379. 
Kan.— State  v.  Geer,  46  Kan.  529,  26 
Pac.  1027.  Tex.— Miller  v.  State,  43 
Tex.  Grim.  367,  65  S.  W.  908. 

See  also  supra,  II,  B,  7. 

85.  United  States  v.  Howard,  132 
Fed.  325;  Davis  v.  State  (Ark.),  199 
S.  W.  902.  See  also  supra,  11,  B, 
8,  a. 


86.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Wilcox, 
4  Blatchf.  393,  28  Fed.  C'as.  No. 
16,693.  KasL — State  v.  Geer,  48  Kan. 
752,  30  Pac.  236.  Mass.— Com.  v.  De- 
vine,  155  Mass.  224,  29  N.  E.  515. 

Compare  supra,  II,  B,  8,  b. 

[aj  The  means  or  methods  employed 
by  the  defendant  to  procure  the  wit- 
ness to  testify  falsely  need  not  be  al- 
leged. State  V.  Porter,  105  Iowa  677, 
75  N.  W.  519. 

[b]  The  words  "wilfully,  felonious- 
ly, maliciously,  falsely  and  corruptly," 
import  intent  and  knowledge.  State 
V.  Eiohardson,  248  Mo.  563,  154  S.  W. 
735,  44  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   307. 

^7.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Cobban, 
134  Fed.  290;  United  States  v.  WU- 
cox,  4  Blatchf.  393,  28  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
16,693.  OaL— People  v.  Boss,  103  Cal. 
425,  37  Pac.  379.  Ore State  v.  Jew- 
ett, 48  Ore.  577,  85  Pac.  994. 

88.  United  States  v.  Howard,  132 
Fed.  325;  United  States  v.  Wilcox,  4 
Blatchf.  393,  28  Fed.  Gas.  No.  16,693; 
People  V.  Eoas,  103  Cal.  425,  37  Pae. 
379. 

89.  Com.  V.  Devine,  155  Mass.  224, 
29  N.  E.  515. 

90.  United  States  v.  Dennee,  3 
Woods  39,  25  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14,947; 
State  V.  Trook,  172  Ind.  558,  88  N.  E. 
930. 

91.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Cobban, 
134  Fed.  290;  United  States  v.  Thomp- 
son, 31  Fed.  331.  Oal. — People  v.  Boss, 
103  Cal.  425,  37  Pac.  379.  Ind.— State 
V.  Trook,  172  Ind.  558,  88  N.  E.  930. 
La.— State  v.  Williams,  111  La.  1033, 
36  So.  111.  Qbio.— Stewart  v.  State, 
22  Qhio  St.  477.  Ore.— State  v.  Jewett, 
48  Ore.  577,  85  Pae.  994. 
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B.  Attempt  To  Suboen  Peejuet.  —  The  indictment  or  informa- 
tion must  usually  be  as  specific,  definite,  and  certain  as  an  indict- 
ment for  perjury.*^'  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  fact  which  the 
defendant  attempted  to  procure  the  witness  to  swear  to,  should  be 
stated  specifically,"  though  the  materiality  of  the  testimony  which 
the  accused  solicited  must  be  alleged  either  expressly  or  by  alleging 
facts  showing  its  materiality.'*  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the 
person  approached  knew  that  the  testimony  sought  to  be  procured  was 
false;'"  nor  is  it  always  necessary  to  allege  that  the  person  who  was 
to  give  the  false  testimony  was  actually  approached."  An  indictment 
charging  that  the  act  of  perjury  was  to  be  committed  in  an  action 
which  it  was  intended  to  bring  is  fatally  defective.'^ 

IV.  JOINDER  AND  ELECTION  OF  OFFENSES.  —  Perjury  and 
subornation  of  perjury  may  be  joined  in  the  same  indictment,  and  the 
perjurer  and  suborner  may  both  be  included  in  it.'* 

Election.a9  — When  the  offense  is  within  both  a  statute  against  per- 
jury and  also  one  against  false  swearing,  an  indictment  will  lie  for 
either  offense.^  When  various  statements  are  assigned  as  perjury,  no 
election  between  the  different  assignments  is  required,  when  they  are 
based  on  the  same  testimony.^  When  but  one  allegation  of  perjury 
is  contained  in  the  indictment  or  information,  though  presented  in  two 
assignments,  there  is  but  one  count,  and  an  election  between  counts 
is  not  required.' 

V.  JOINDER  OF  PARTIES.  —  Perjury  or  false  swearing  is  an 
offense  which  can  only  be  committed  by  a  person  in  his  individual 
capacity;  it  is  therefore  improper  to  jointly  indict  two  or  more  per- 
sons for  the  crime.* 

VI.  TRIAL.^  —  A.  Vaeiance.  —  The  general  rules  governing  vari- 
ance obtain  in  prosecutions  for  perjury  or  false  swearing.* 

B.    Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.'  —  The  court  must  determine  as 


92.  Rivers  v.  State,  97  Ala.  72,  12 
So.  434;  State  v.  Brown,  254  III.  260, 
98  N".  B.  535. 

Indictment  for  perjury,  see  supra,  II. 

[a]  Attempting  to  suborn  perjury- 
is  not  the  generic  name  of  any  class 
of  offenses;  therefore,  merely  charging 
such  an  offense  without  a  statement  of 
the  facts  constituting  the  crime,  ren- 
ders the  indictment  or  information  in- 
sufB,cient.  People  v.  Thomas,  68  Cal. 
482. 

93.  State  V.  Holding,  1  McCord  (S. 
C.)  31. 

94.  People  v.  Brown,  254  111.  260,  98 
N.  E.  535;  State  v.  Tappan,  58  N.  H. 
152. 

95.  People  v.  Clement,  127  Mich. 
130,  86  N.  W.  535. 

96.  People  v.  Bloom,  149  App.  Div. 
295.  133  N.  T.  Supp.  708. 

97.  State  v.  Joaquin,  69  Me.  218. 
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98.  v^om.  V,  Devine,  155  Mass.  224, 
29  N.  E.  515. 

Joinder  of  offenses  generally,  see  12 
Standard  Proc.  499,  et  seq. 

99.  As  to  generally,  see  12  Stand- 
ard Proc.  670,  et  seq. 

1.  Co-m.  V.  Eansdall,  153  Ky.  334, 
155  S.  W.  1117. 

2.  McLeod  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
75  S.  W.  522. 

'3.  Foreman  v.  State,  47  Tex.  Crim. 
179,  85  S.  W.  809. 

4.  Walker  v.  Com.,  162  Ky.  Ill,  172 
S.  W.  109. 

Joinder  of  parties  generally,  see  12 
Standard  Proc.  495,  et  seq. 

5.  See  generally  the  title   "Trial." 

6.  See  generally  the  title  "Vari- 
ance and  Failure  of  Proof,"  and  13 
Ency.  of  Ev.  736,  et  seq. 

7.  See  generally  the  title  "PrOT« 
ince  of  Ju(&e  and  Jury." 
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a  question  of  law  whether  the  court  in  which  the  perjury  was  com- 
mitted had  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.^  So  also,  whether  the  court  or 
officer  administering  the  oath  had  authority  to  do  so  is  a  question  of 
law  for  the  court."  It  is  the  province  of  the  jury  upon  a  trial  for 
perjury  to  determine  all  questions  of  fact,  however.^" 

The  question  of  the  materiality  of  the  evidence    alleged  to  have  been  false 
is  generally  one  of  law  for  the  court.^^    But  when  the  materiality 


8.  State  V.  Clough,  111  Iowa  714, 
83  N.  W.  727;  State  v.  Eiehardson,  248 
Mo.  563,  154  S.  W.  735,  44  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  307.  See  also  State  v.  Tate, 
77  Miss.  469,  27  So.  619. 

9.  Ky.— Howell  v.  Com.,  113  S.  W. 
881.  Mo. — State  v.  Eiehardson,  248  Mo. 
568,  154  S.  W.  735,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
307.  N.  D.— State  v.  Scott,  37  N.  D. 
105,  163  N.  W.  810. 

10.  Ala. — Storey  v.  State,  14  Ala. 
App.  127,  72  So.  267;  MeDaniel  v. 
State,  13  Ala.  App.  318,  69  So.  351. 
La. — State  v.  Brown,  111  La.  170,  35 
So.  501.  Mich. — People  v.  Ostrander, 
110  Mich.  60,  67  N.  W.  1079.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Gilhooley,  108  App.  Div. 
234,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  636,  afflrmed,  187 
N.  T.  551,  80  N.  E.  1116.  Tex. — Urban 
V.  State,  77  Tex.  Crim.  261,  178  S.  W. 
514.  Wash. — State  v.  Miller,  80  Wash. 
75,  141  Pae.  293. 

[a]  Thus  (1)  whether  the  oath  was 
knowingly  and  corruptly  false  is  a 
question  for  the  jury  (U.  S.— United 
States  V.  Smith,  1  Sawy.  277,  27  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,341.  Colo.— Wheeler  v. 
People,  165  Pae.  257.  Ky.— Walker  v. 
Com.,  162  Ky.  Ill,  172  S.  W.  109. 
N  Y. — See  People  v.  Doody,  172  N.  T. 
165,  64  N.  K  807),  as  (2)  is  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  statements  alleged  to 
have  been  false  were  made  under 
duress,  threats  or  fear.  People  v.  Mc- 
Clintic,  193  Mieh.  589,  160  N.  W.  461. 

11.  XT.  S. — United  States  v.  Single- 
ton, 54  Fed.  488;  United  States  v. 
Shinn,  14  Fed.  447,  8  Sawy.  403.  Ark. 
Beavers  v.  State,  124  Ark.  38,  186  S. 
W.  300;  Barre  i).  State,  99  Ark.  629, 
139  S.  W.  641;  Brooks  v.  State,  91  Ark. 
505,  121  S.  W.  740.  Cal.— People  v. 
Bradbury,  155  Cal.  808,  103  Pae.  215; 
People  V.  Lem  You,  97  Cal.  224,  32  Pae. 
11;  People  V.  Chadwick,  4  Cal.  App. 
63,  87  Pae.  384,  389.  111.— People  v. 
Melnick,  274  111.  616,  113  N.  E.  971; 
People  V.  Threewitt,  251  111.  509,  96 
N.  E.  242;  Wilkinson  v.  People,  226  111. 
135,  80  N.  E.  699.  la.— State  v.  Brown, 
128  Iowa  24,  102  N.  W.  799;   State  v. 


Clough,  111  Iowa  714,  83  N.  W.  727. 
Kan. — State  v.  Lewis,  10  Kan.  157. 
Ky. — Eeuan  v.  Com.,  2  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
66.     Miss. — Saucier  v.  State,  95  Miss. 

,  226,  48  So.  840;  Cothran  v.  State,  39 
Miss.  541.  Mo. — State  v.  Eiehardson, 
248  Mo.  563,  154  S.  W.  735,  44  L.  E. 

-  A.    (N.   S.)    307;   State  v.  Moran,   216 

t  Mo.    550,    115    S.    W.    1126;     State    v. 

I  Dineen,   203   Mo.   628,   102   S.    W.   480. 

'N.  J.— Gordon  v.  State,  48  N.  J.  L. 
611,  7  Atl.  476.  N.  Y.— People  ex  rel. 
Hegeman  v.  Corrigan,  195  N.  Y.  1,  87 

■  N.    E.    792.     But   see   People  v.   Eed- 

!  mond  (App.  Div.),  165  N.  Y.  Supp. 
821.  N.  D.— State  v.  Scott,  37  N.  D. 
105,  163  N.  W.  810.  Okla.— Coleman 
V.  State,  6  Okla.  Crim.  252,  118  Pae. 
594;  Peters  v.  United  States,  2  Okla. 
138,  37  Pae.  1081;  Stanley  v.  United 
States,  1  Okla.  336,  33  Pae.  1025.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Stern,  58  Pa.  Super.  591.  See 
Steinman  v.  MeWilliams,  6  Pa.  170. 
Tex. — Jones  v.  State,  76  Tex.  Crim. 
398,  174  S.  W.  1071;  Marouey  v.  State, 
45  Tex.  Crim.  524,  78  S.  W.  696;  Luna 
V.  State,  44  Tex.  Crim.  482,  72  S.  W. 
378.  Wyo. — Diekerson  v.  State,  18  Wyo. 
440,  111  Pae.  857,  116  Pae. '448.  But 
see  Fletcher  v.  State,  20  Wyo.  284,  123 
Pae.  80,  to  the  efEect  that  it  is  only 
when  the  materiality  of  the  evidence 
is  not  disputed  that  the  question  is 
for  the  court.  Eng. — Eeg.  v.  Courtney, 
7  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  Ill;  Eeg.  v.  Southwood, 
1  F.  &  F.  356;  Eex  v.  Dunston,  E.  & 
M.  109,  21  E.  C.  L.  712.  But  see  Eeg. 
V.  Goddard,  2  F.  &  F.  361,  holding  that 
question  of  materiality  of  the  evidence 
is  for  the  jury. 

[a]  Whether  the  testimony  was 
relevant  is  a  question  for  the  court 
and  for  the  jury.  Partin  v.  Com.,  154 
Ky.  701,  159  S.  W.  542;  Com.  v.  May- 
nard,  91  Ky.  131,  15  S.  W.  52. 

[b]  Submission  of  Materiality  to 
Jury. — Although  the  question  of  mate- 
riality of  the  evidence  is  for  the  court, 
if  it  be  submitted  to  the  jury  and 
they  find  by  their  verdict  that  the 
evidence   was   material,   the   rights   of 
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of  the  testimony  depends  upon  the  existence  of  certain  other  facts 
and  these  facts  are  controverted,  the  entire  question  must  be  de- 
termined by  the  jury.^^ 

C.  Instructions.  —  1.  In  Creneral.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  in- 
structions  obtain,  in   prosecutions  for  perjury  or  false   swearing.^' 

2.  Necessity  for  Particular  Instructions.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury  what  the  material  allegations  of  the  in- 
dictment or  information  are  and  what  material  facts  must  be  estab- 
lished to  sustain  a  conviction.^*  The  alleged  false  testimony  must  be 
pointed  out;^^  and  when  severable  the  jury  instructed  which  assign- 
ment or  assignments  of  false  testimony  are  submitted  to  them  as  a 
basis  for  their  verdict.^^    The  jury  must  be  instructed  that  the  false 


the  defendant  is  in  no  way  prejudiced. 
Colo.— Wheeler  v.  People,  165  Pac.  257; 
Thompson  v.  People,  26  Colo.  496,  59 
Pac.  51.  Kan. — State  v.  Lewis,  10  Kan. 
157.  Tex. — Montgomery  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.),  40  S.  W.  805.  But  see  Wilkin- 
son V.  People,  226  111.  135,  80  N.  E. 
699;  Young  v.  People,  134  Dl.  37,  24 
N.  E.  1070,  holding  it  error  to  submit 
to  jury  question  whether  testimony  was 
material. 

[e]  Where  the  jury  is  the  judge  of 
the  law  of  fhe  case,  the  issue  of  the 
materiality  of  the  evidence  is  for  the 
jury.  State  v.  Spencer,  45  La.  Ann. 
1,  12  So.  135. 

12.  TJ.  S. — United  States  V.  Shiun, 
14  Fed.  447,  8  Sawy.  403.  Oal.— Peo- 
ple V.  Chadwick,  4  Cal.  App.  63;  87 
Pac.  384,  389.  Ofcla. — Coleman  v.  State, 
6  Okla.  Crim.  252,  118  Pac.  594.  l»a. 
Com.  V.  Stern,  58  Pa.  Super.  591.  Tex. 
McAvoy  V.  State,  39  Tex.  Crim.  684, 
47  S.  W.  1000;  Washington  v.  State, 
23  Tex.  App.  336,  5  S.  W.  119.  Wyo. 
Dickerson  v.  State,  18  Wyo.  440,  111 
Pac.  857,  116  Pac.  448.  But  see  Fletch- 
er V.  State,  20  Wyo.  284,  IBS  Pac.  80, 
to  the  effect  that  the  question  of 
materiality  is  for  the  jury  except  when 
there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  evidence 
being  material. 

13.  See  generally  the  title  "Inatruc- 
tioms." 

[a]  When  evidence  is  admitted  for 
a  particular  purpose  the  court  must  in- 
struct the  jury  that  it  may  only  be 
considered  for  that  special  purpose  and 
no  other.  N.  O. — State  v.  Austin,  132 
N.  C.  1037,  43  S.  E.  905.  T«x.— Mahon 
V.  State,  46  Tex.  Orim.  234,  79  , 8. 
W.  28;  Estill  V.  State,  38  Tex.  Crim. 
255,  42  8.  W.  305.  Utah.— State  v.  Jus- 
tesen,  35  Utah  105,  99  Pac.  456.     See 
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generally   13    Standard   Peoc.   926,   et 
seq. 

[b]  Degree  of  Proof. — Ga. — Haines 
V.  State,  109  Ga.  §28,  35  S.  E.  141; 
Pennaman  v.  State,  58  G,a.  336.  HI. 
Mackin  V.  People,  IIS  111.  312,  3  N.  B. 
222,  56  Am.  Bep.  167.  Tex. — Kitchen 
V.  State,  26  Tex.  App.  165,  9  S.  W. 
461.  ■#?iSli. — State  v.  Eutledge,  37 
Wash.  523,  79  Pae.  1123.  See  also 
Thompson  v.  People,  26  Colo.  496,  59 
tac.  Bl. 

[c]  Number  of  Witnesses  and  Cor- 
roboration.^Ky. — Walk«r  v.  Com.,  162 
Ky.  Ill,  172  S.  W.  109;  Goslin  «. 
Com.,  28  Ky.  L.  Bep.  683,  90  8.  W. 
223;  Wadlington  v.  Com.,  22  Ky.  L. 
Bep.  1168,  59  S.  W.  851.  Mich.— Peo- 
ple v.  McClintic,  193  Mich.  589,  160 
N.  W.  461.  Miss.— Saucier  v.  State,  95 
Miss.  226,  48  So.  840;  Brown  v.  State, 
51  Miss.  4?4.  Tex. — Knight  v.  State, 
71  Tex^  Crim.  36,  158  8.  W.  543;  Whit- 
aker  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  479,  36  8. 
W.   253. 

[&\  *rhe  Term  "Corroborated" 
Shomd  Be  Defined. — ^State  v.  Hunter, 
181  JSo.  316,  80  S.  W.  955. 

[ej  The  word  "credible"  need  not 
be  defined  by  the  court  to  the  jury. 
Ohavarria  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  63  8. 
W.  312. 

[f]  Conviction  for  Other  Offense. 
It  is  error  for  the  eoBrt  to  instruct 
the  jury  that  under  an  allegation  of 
an  attempt  ta  induce  a  person  to  com- 
mit perjury,  they  might  convict  of  an 
attempt  to  induce  false  swearing.  Shipp 
V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  196  S.  W.  840. 

14.  Cox  V.  State,  13  Ga.  App.  687, 
79  8.  E.  909;  Gandy  v.  State,  23  Neb. 
436,  36  N.  W.  817. 

15.  Conant  ».  State,  51  Tex.  Crim. 
610,  103  8.  W.  897. 

16.  People  «.  Seharfstein,  162  App. 
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swearing  was  both  wilfully  and  corruptly  done.^''  As.  bearing  upon 
the  question  of  intent,  the  court  if  requested  and  the  evidence  jus- 
tifies it,  should  instruct  the  jury  that  they  may  take  into  consideration 
defendant's  mental  condition  at  the  time  of  committing  the  alleged 
perjury.^*  It  is  also  essential  that  the  jury  be  instructed  that  de- 
fendant must  have  had  knowledge  of  the  falsity  of  the  testimony 
given  by  him;^*  and  that  if  he  testified  honestly  in  the  belief  of  the 
truth  of  his  statement  he  would  not  be  guilty.^" 

D,    Verdict.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  verdicts  obtain  in  prosecu- 
tions for  perjury  or  false  swearing."^ 


Div.  642,  147  N.  f.  Supp.  946;  Conant 
V.  State,  51  Tex.  Grim.  610,  103  S.  W. 
897:  Sisk  v.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  432, 
13  S.  W.  647. 

[a]  When  there  are  several  assign- 
ments negatived,  any  one  of  the  false 
statements  being  material  may  be  se- 
lected by  the  court  and  submitted  to 
the  jury.  Stanley  v.  State  (Tex.  Grim.), 
74  S.  W.  318. 

[b]  When  fhe  assignment  of  per- 
jury embraces  several  particulars,  it  is 
not  ptejudieial  to  the  accused  for  the 
court  to  stress  one  of  them  in  his  in- 
structions, as  being  the  main  material 
matter.  McGord  v.  State,  83  Ga.  521, 
10  S.  E.  437. 

[e]  When  not  severable  (1),  an  in- 
struction submitting  all  the  predicates 
in  solido  is  proper.  Adams  v.  State, 
49  Tex.  Grim.  361,  91  S.  W.  225.  See 
also  Stanley  v.  State  (Tex.  Grim.),  74 
S.  W.  318.  (2)  When  the  indictment 
charges  an  attempt  to  induce  anotEer 
to  commit  perjury  by  swearing  to  a 
false  affidavit,  and  the  entire  affidavit 
in  solido  is  charged  as  false,  the  court 
must  instruct  the  jury  that  in  order 
to  convict  the  entire  affidavit  must  be 
proven  false.  Shipp  v.  State  (Tex. 
Grim.),  196  S.  W.  840. 

17.  Gothran  v.  State,  39  Miss.  541; 
Steber  v.  State,  23  Tex.  App.  176,  4 
S.  W.  880.  ■Compare  Brown  v.  State, 
57  Miss.  424,  holding  that  "wilfully" 
also  implies  corruption,  and  the  latter 
term  need  not  be  used  in  the  instruc- 
tion when  the  former  is  used. 

[a]  Words  of  similar  import  may  be 
used,  however.  Morgan  v.  State,  63 
MiBS.  162,  "knowingly"  may  be  used 
instead,  it  implying  both  wilfulness 
and  corruption.  See  Holt  v.  State,  48 
Tex.  Grim.  559,  89  S.  W.  838,  wUfully 
and  deliberately. 

[b]  Terms  Used  (1)  Must  Be  De- 
fined.— Eoberts  v.  State  (Tex.  Grim.), 
201  S.  W.  998;  Knight  V.  State,  71  Tex. 


Grim.  36,  158  S.  W.  543;  Windon  v. 
State,  56  Tex.  Grim.  198,  119  S.  'W. 
309;  Holt  V.  State,  48  Tex.  Grim.  559, 
89  S.  W.  838;  Mahon  v.  State,  46  Tex. 
Grim.  234,  79  S.  W.  28.  But  (2)  it 
is  not  error  to  refuse  to  give  an  in- 
struction in  which  the  words  "wilful- 
ly" and  "corruptly"  are  defined,  when 
they  were  defined  in  other  instructions 
so  far  as  they  were  applicable  to  the 
cause  on  trial.  Wheeler  v.  People 
(Colo.),  165  Pac.  257. 

18.  Iieaptrot  .  v.  State,  51  Fla.  57, 
40  So.  616.  See  also  Wheeler  v.  Peo- 
ple (Colo-.),  165  Pae.  257. 

19.  Goodwin  v.  State,  118  Ga.  770, 
45  S.  E.  620.  See  Davis  v.  State,  7 
Ga.  App.  680,  67  S.  E.  839;  Porter  v. 
State,  48  Tex.'  Grim.  301,  88  S.  W. 
359.  But  see  People  v.  Wong  Fook 
Sam,  l46  Gal.  114,  79  Pac.  848. 

[a]  Drunkenness  as  Affecting  Knowl- 
edge.— State  V.  Brown,  111  La.  170,  35 
So.  501.  See  Sisk  v.  State,  28  Tex. 
App.  432,  13  S.   W.  647. 

[b]  Upon  a  prosecution  for  suborna- 
tion of  perjury  the  court  must  instruct 
the  jury  that  the  falsity  of  testimony 
was  known  to  both  the  witness  and 
the  suborner.  Smith  v.  State,  107 
Miss.  404,  65  So.  642. 

20.  IMich. — People  v.  German,  110 
Mich.  244,  68  N.  W.  150.  Mo.— State 
V.  Lynes,  194  Mo.  App.  184,  185  S.  W. 
535.  Tex. — ^Mason  v.  State,  57  Tex. 
Grim.  319,  122  S.  W.  871;  Luna  v. 
State,  44  Tex.  Grim.  482,  72  S.  W.  378; 
Aguierre  v.  State,  31  Tex.  Grim.  519, 
21  S.  W.  256. 

21.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Verdict."'' 

[a]  Verdict  must  be  responsive  to 
the  issues  and  not  inconsistent.  Brown 
V.  State,  145  111.  App.  263.  See  also 
Harris  v.  People,  64  N.  Y.  148,  aprm- 
ing  4  Hun  1,  6  Thomp.  &  G.  206. 

[b]  A  general  verdict  (1)  is  sulfi- 
clent,  though  several    assignments    of 
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VII.  NEW  TRIALS  in  prosecutions  for  perjury  and  kindred  of- 
fenses are  governed  by  the  general  rules.^^ 

VIII.  EEVIEW.  —  The  appellate  procedure  in    prosecutions    for 
perjury  and  kindred  offenses  follow  the  general  rules.^* 


perjury  or  subornation  are  charged 
(State  V.  Eiohardgon,  248  Mo.  563,  154 
S.  W.  735,  44  L.  E.  A.  [N.  S.]  307), 
(2)  provided  the  evidence  is  sufficient 
to  support  all  of  the  assignments.  Peo- 
ple V.  Boot,  94  App.  Div.  84,  87  N.  Y. 
Supp.  962. 

[cT  Need  not  add  the  words  "as 
charged  in  the  indictment,"  there  be- 
ing no  degrees  of  the  offense  charged. 
Barton  v.  Com.,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  580, 
32  S.  W.  171,  396. 

22.  See  generally  the  title  "New 
Trial." 

[a]  One  convicted  of  subornation 
of  perjury  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial, 
when  the  person  charged  with  com- 
mitting perjury  is  acquitted  of  such 
charge  on  a  trial  subsequently  held. 
Maybush  v.  Com.,  29  Gratt.  (70  Va.) 
857. 


23.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Review." 

[a]  When  no  auestiou  was  raised 
below  (1)  as  to  whether  the  particular 
form  of  oath  required  by  law  was  ad- 
ministered (Adams  v.  State,  49  Tex. 
Crim.  361,  91  S.  W.  225),  or  (2) 
whether  the  information  or  indictment 
was  sufficient  (State  v.  Moore,  111  Ita. 
1006,  36  So.  100;  United  States  v. 
Jamias,  21  Phil.  Isl.  632;  Mortiga  v. 
Serra,  5  Phil.  Isl.  34;  United  States  v. 
Sarabia,  4  Phil.  Isl.  566;  People  v.  Al- 
varado,  19  Porto  Bico  827),  it  cannot 
be  raised  for  the  iirst  time  upon  ap- 
peal. 

[b]  Failure  to  call  attention  during 
the  trial  of  a  variance  precludes  the 
presentation  of  such  question  on  the 
appeal.  People  v.  Melnick,  274  111.  616, 
113  N.  E.  971. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.  DEFINITION  AND  DISTINCTIONS,  335 

II.  CLASSIFICATION,  336 


CEOSS-REFEEENCES: 


Forms  of  Action; 
Proceedings  In  Rem ; 


Real  and  Mixed  Actions; 
Suits'and  Actions. 


Proceedings  in  personam  in  admiralty,  see  1  Standaed  Peoc.  413, 
418. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  DEFINITION  AND  DISTINCTIONS.  —  Personal  actions,  at 
common  law,  are  those  brought  for  the  recovery  of  a  debt,  or  damages 
for  breach  of  contract,  or  for  a  specific  personal  chattel,  or  for  satis- 
faction in  damages  because  of  some  injury  to  the  person  or  to  personal 
or  real  property.^     The  term  is  used  to  distinguish  the  actions  em- 


1.  Doe  V,  Waterloo  Min.  Co.,  43 
Fed.  219,  221;  Osborn  v.  Fall  Kiver, 
140  Mass.  508,  5  N.  E.  483;  1  Chit.  PI. 
97. 

[a]  For  other  definitions,  see  Me. 
Boyd  V.  Cronan,  71  Me.  286;  Linaoott 
V.  Fuller,  57  Me.  406,  408;  Hall  v. 
Decker,  48  Me.  255.  N.  J.— Hayden  v. 
Vreeland,  37  N.  J.  L.  372,  18  Am. 
Eep.  723.  N.  Y.— Farrington  v.  Free- 
man, 2  Edw.  Ch.  572,  573.  Pa.— Com. 
V.  Lehigh  Valley  E.  Co.,  7  Kulp  229. 
Bng. — Attorney  General  v.  Churchill, 
8  Mees.  &  W.  171,  191.  Can.— For- 
rester V.  Thrasher,  9  Ont.  Pr.  383,  388; 
Ee  McGugan  v.  MoGugan,  21  Ont. 
289,  294,  personal  action  signifies  com- 
mon law  action. 

[b]  The  term  "personal  actions" 
includes  (1)  the  action  of  trespass 
qiiar-e  clausum  (Boyd  v.  Cronan,  71  Me. 
286;  Linscott  v.  Fuller,  57  Me.  406. 
See  the  title  "Trespass"),  (2)  the  ac- 
tion for  damages  to  real  estate  (Egoz- 


eue  V.  Belaval,  5  Porto  Eico  174),  (3) 
the  action  for  abatement  of  nuisance 
(Giervolini  v.  Succession,  of  Eodriguez, 
23  Porto  Eico,  808.  See  the  title  "Nui- 
sance"), (4)  an  action  for  collection 
of  rent  (Boga  v.  Sajo  Vecina,  11  Phil. 
Isl.  409;  Asencio  v.  Gutierrez,  1  Phil. 
Isl.  12),  (5)  a  suit  for  execution  of 
deed  and  damages  (Argueso  v.  Mul- 
lenhoff,  5  Porto  Eico  157),  (6)  an  ac- 
tion for  money  lost  on  a  wager  (Mot- 
low  V.  Johnson,  151  Ala.  276,  44  So. 
42),  (7)  mandamus  (State  ex  rel.  Brum- 
ley  V.  Jessup  &  Moore  Paper  Co.,  3 
Boyce  [Del.]  118,  80  Atl.  350.  Com- 
pare the  title  "Mandamus"),  and  (8) 
process  to  obtain  damages  for  flowing 
land  by  a  mil]  dam  under  statute. 
Hall  V.  Decker,  48  Me.  255.  (9)  But 
the  term  does  not  include  an  infor- 
mation in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto 
(Vanatta  v.  Delaware  &  B.  B.  E.  Co., 
38  N.  J.  L.  282.  See  the  title  "Quo 
Warranto"),  or  (10)  a  prosecution  by 
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braced  within  it  from  real  and  mixed  actions,^  and  sometimes  from 
actions  in  rem.^  In  a  more  limited  sense,  the  term  is  used  to  designate 
those  actions  which  die  with  the  person  in  whose  behalf  they  are  in- 
stituted.* 

II.  CLASSIFICATION.  —  Personal  actions  are  as  to  cause  of  ac- 
tion either  ex  contractu  or  ex  delicto;"  and  as  to  place  of  trial,  either 
local  or  transitory;*  and  it  ha^  been  held,  as  to  object,  in  personam  or 
in  rem.' 


indictment^      Oom.    v.    Liehigh   Valley 
E.  Co.,  7  Kulp   (Pa.)   229. 

[c]  As  used  in  a  statute  authoriz- 
ing the  enforcement  of  a  lien  by  per- 
sonal action,  the  term  does  not  sup- 
pose the  ordinary  action  in  personam 
for  the  recovery  of  a-  sum  of  money 
or  damages  against  the  debtor.  Dewey 
V.  Fifield,  2  Wis.  73.  See  the  titles 
"Liens;"   "Mechanics'  laens." 

2.  Kane  v.  Fillmore  Ave.  Baptist 
Church,  72  N.  J.  L.  442,  60  Atl.  1099; 
Attorney  General  v.  Churchill,  8  Mees. 
&  W.  (Eng.)  171,  191.  See  the  title 
"Real  and  Mixed  Actions." 

3.  Kean  v.  Eogers  (Iowa),  118  N. 
W.  515.  See  the  title  "Proceedings  in 
Rem." 

[a]  As  used  in  a  statute  relating 
to  venue,  the  term  "personal  actions" 


includes  all  actions  except  actions  in 
rem.  Kean  v.  Eogers  (Iowa),  118  N. 
W.  517;  Everett  v.  Board  of  Suprs.  of 
Pottawatamie  Co.,  93  Iowa  721,  725, 
61  N.  W.  1062. 

4.  State  ex  rel.  Brumley  v.  Jessup 
&  Moore  Paper  Co.,  3  Boyce  (Del.) 
118,  80  Atl.  350;  Hayden  v.  Vreeland, 
37  N.  J.  L.  372,  18  Am.  Eep.  723. 

[a]  The  maxim,  actio  personalis 
moritur  cum  persona,  is  the  embodiment 
of  this  rule.  See  the  titles  "Revivor;'-' 
"Survival." 

5.  3  Bl.   Com.   108. 

6.  Boyd  V.  Cronan,  71  Me.  286; 
Linscott  V.  Fuller,  57  Me.  406;  Hall 
V.  Decker,  48  Me.  255.  See  the  title 
"Venue." 

T.    Hall  V.  Decker,  48  Me.  255. 


PERSONAL  INJURDiiS.  —  See  Injuries  to  Persons  and  Property. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.  ACTIONS  AND  REMEDIES  IN  GENERAL  AFFECTING  PER- 

SONAL PROPERTY,  338 

II.  ACTIONS  RELATING  TO  BAILMENTS,  338 

A.  Between  Bailor  and  Bailee,  338 

1.  Form  of  Action,  338 

a.  By  Bailor,  338 

(I.)     Assumpsit,  338 
(II.)     Trespass,  339 
(III.)     Case,  339 
(IV.)     Detinue,  339 
(V.)     Replevin,  339 
(VI.)     Trover,  340 

b.  By  Bailee,  340 

2.  Conditions  Precedent,  340 

a.  Demand,  340 

b.  Tender,  341 

3.  Parties,  341 

4.  Pleadings,  34l 

5.  Trial,  342 

a.  Instructions,  342 

b.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  342 

B.  Actions  Against  Third  Persons,  343 

1.  Form  of  Action,  343 

a.  Assumpsit',  343 

b.  Trespass,  343 

c.  (/ase,  344 

d.  Trover  and  Conversion,  344 

e.  Replevin  and  Detinue,  34'5 

2.  Parties,  345 

3.  Pleadings,  345 

C.  Actions  hy  Third  Persons,  346 

III.    REMEDIES  OF  OWNER  OR  FINDER  OF  LOST  GOODS,  346 

A.  Of  Owner, -^^Q 

B.  Of  Finder,  346 
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IV.    RELIEF  FOR  INFRINGEMENT  OF  LITERARY  PROPERTY, 


34e 


A.  Unauthorized  Publication  of  Manuscript,  346 

B.  Other  Infringement,  34" 

V.    RELIEF  FOR  VIOLATION  OF  PRIVACY,  347 

A.  Publication  of  Photographs,  347 

B.  Other  Violations  of  Privacy,  348 


CBOSS-BEFEBENCES: 


Chattel  Mortgages; 
Injuries  to  Persons  and  Property; 
Judgments  and  Decrees, 
Enforcement  of; 


Liens ; 

Pledges; 

Warehouseman. 


For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  ACTIONS  AND  REMEDIES  IN  GENERAL  AFFECTING 
PERSONAL  PROPERTY.  —  The  question  of  the  appropriate  remedy 
and  procedure  for  the  recovery  of  personal  property,^  or  for  injury 
thereto,^  or  for  the  loss  thereof,^  will  be  found  elsewhere  in  this 
work. 

IL    ACTIONS    RELATING    TO    BAILMENTS.  —  A.     Between 

Bailor  ajstd  Bailee.  —  1.  Form  of  Action.  —  a.  By  Bailor.  —  (I.)  As- 
suinpsit.4  _  Where  a  bailee  converts  the  property  the  bailor  may  waive 
the  tort  and  sue  in  assumpsit,^  and  where  the  bailee  fails  to  return 


1.  See  the  titles  "Eepleviin;"  "Tro- 
ver and  Conversion." 

Recovery  from  carrier,  see  the  title 
"Freight  Carriers." 

Recovery  of  baggage,  see  the  title 
"Passengers.'-' 

Recovery  of  property  in  factor's 
bands,  see  8  Standard  Proc.  863. 

Recovery  from  pawnbroker,  see  the 
title  "Pawnbrokers." 

Recovery  fiom  plejige*,  see  the  title 
"Pledges." 

Recovery  from  warelionsemen,  see  the 
title  "Warehousemen." 

2.  See  title  "Injuries  to  Persons 
and  Property." 

Injury  to  baggage,  see  the  title  "Pas- 
sengers." 

Injury  to  freight  by  carrier,  see  the 
title  "Freight  Carriers." 

Injury  by  warehouseman,  see  the 
title  ' '  Warehousemen. ' ' 
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3.    Loss  of  baggage,  see    the    title 


Loss  of  goods  by  canier,  see  the 
title  "Freight  Carriers." 

For  loss  of  goods  by  guest,  see  the 
title  "Inns  and  Innkeepers." 

For  loss  of  goods  by  warehousemen, 
see  the  title  "Warehousemen." 

i.  Assumpsit  generally,  see  3  Stand- 
ard Proc.  166. 

5.  V.  S.— 7m  re  Coe,  169  Ted.  1002, 
having  election  between  assumpsit  and 
tort.  Ala. — Hackney  v.  Perry,  152  Ala. 
626,  44  So.  1029.  Ind.— Smith  v.  Stew- 
art, 5  Ind.  220.  N.  H. — ^Frothingham 
V.  Morse,  45  N.  H.  545.  N.  Y.— Seovill 
V.  Griffith,  12  N.  T.  509.  Ohio.— Bar- 
ker V.  Cory,'  15  Ohio  9.  Pa. — Hamaker 
V.  Blanchard,  90  Pa.  377,  35  Am.  Eep. 
664. 

[a]  Action  for  goods  sold  and  d»- 
Uvered  lies  where  goods  are  sent  to 
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the  property  and  agrees  to, pay  for  it,  the  bailment  being  converted 
into  a  sale,  assumpsit  may  be  maintained."  The  bailor  may  recover 
by  assumpsit  from  the  bailee  the  moneys  received  by  the  latter  from 
one  who  has  injured  the  bailed  property.''  Assumpsit  will  lie  for  a 
breach  of  the  implied  covenant  that  the  bailee  will  take  reasonable 
and  proper  care  of  the  bailed  property.^ 

(II.)  Trespass.9  —  Trespass  is  a  proper  action  where  the  bailee  has 
destroyed,^"  or  injured,^^  the  property  intrusted  to  his  care. 

(III.)  Case.12  -  Case  is  proper  where  the  bailed  property  has  been 
misused  by  the  bailee,^^  lost,^*  or  the  property  has  been  injured  through 
the  negligence  of  the  bailee.^" 

(IV.)  Detinue.18  —Detinue  is  a  proper  remedy  where  the  bailor  is 
entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  bailed  property.^' 

(V.)   Eepievin.i8    -  Replevin,  like  detinue,^*  is  a  pi'oper  remedy  where 


a  person  who  is  to  take  and  use  such 
parts  thereof  as  he  needs  for  his 
own  purposes  and  sell  the  remainder, 
and  he  takes  and  uses  all  the  goods  for 
his  own  purposes.  Wadsworth  v.  Gay, 
118  Mass.  44. 

[b]  Refusal  to  deliver  goods  on  de- 
mand where  bailee  has  promised  to  de- 
liver them  when  called  for  authorizes 
assumpsit  for  their  value.  Mason  v. 
Briggs,  16  Mass.  453. 

[c]  Intermingled  Goods.  —  If  the 
owner  of  goods  intentionally  inter- 
mingles them  with  the  goods  of  another 
person,  but  through  negligence,  mere- 
ly, and  not  wilfully,  or  fraudulently, 
his  property  in  them  is  not  lost;  but 
his  remedy  is  not  by  action  of  book 
account,  even  though  his  goods  may 
have  been  used  by  the  owner  of  the 
goods  with  which  they  were  thus  inter- 
mingled, but  is  trover  where  such  per- 
son refuses  to  return  them  to  him,  or 
if  they  have  been  sold  the  tort  may 
be  waived  and  assumpsit  brought. 
Pratt  V.  Bryant,  20  Vt.  333. 

6.  Parker  v.   Tiffany,  52  111.   286. 

7.  Walsh  V.  United  States  Tent,  etc, 
Co.,  153  111.  App.  229. 

8.  Phillips  V.  International  Text 
Book  Co.,  26  Pa.  Super.  230,  "In  case 
the  property  is  negligently  injured  an 
action  will  lie  for  the  breach  of  the 
implied  covenant,  and  whether  that 
action  be  in  assumpsit  or  trespass,  it 
is  still  founded  in  contract." 

[a]  Where  goods  are  lost  by  bailee 
it  is  generally  optional  for  bailor  to 
bring  assumpsit  or  sue  in  tort.  Coal 
Co.  V.  Eichter,  31  W.  Va.  858,  8  S.  E. 
609. 

9.  Action  of  trespass  generally,  see 
the  title  "Trespass." 

10.  Nelson  v.  Bondurant,    26    Ala. 


341;  Setzar  v.  Butler,  27  N.  0.  212. 

11.  Ala. — Hall  v.  Goodson,  32  Ala. 
277.  Pa. — Phillips  v.  International 
Text  Book  Co.,  26  Pa.  Super.  230. 
Tenn. — James  v.  Carper,  4  Sneed  397. 

12.  Action  of  case  generally,  see 
the  title  "Case  (The  Action  of  Tres- 
pass on  the)." 

13.  Del. — Keith  Co.  v.  Booth  Fish- 
eries Co.,  4  Boyce  218,  87  Atl.  715. 
Mo. — Johnson  v.  Strader,  3  Mo.  359. 
N.  Y.— Scovill  V.  Grifath,  12  N.  T. 
509.  N.  0.— Setzar  v.  Butler,  27  N.  C. 
212.  Tenn. — Parker  v.  Thompson,  5 
Sneed  349;  McNeill  v.  Brooks,  1  Yerg. 
73. 

14.  Hallenbake     v.    Fish,   8    Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   547,  24  Am.  Dec.  88   (lost  or 
stolen);   Packard  v.  Getman,  4   Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  613,  21  Am.  Dec.  166;  Cairnes  ■ 
V.  Bleecker,  12  Johns.    (N.   Y.)   300. 

15.  Ala. — Hackney  v.  Perry,  152 
Ala.  626,  44  So.  1029.  Del.— Union 
Stone  Co.  v.  Wilmington  Trans.  Co.,  5 
Boyce  59,  90  Atl.  407;  Keith  Co.  v. 
Booth  Fisheries  Co.,  4  Boyee  218,  87 
Atl.  715.  111. — Standard  Brewery  v. 
Hales  &  Curtis  Malting  Co.,  70  111. 
App.  363,  365.  Mo.— Johnson  v.  Stra- 
der, 3  Mo.  359. 

16.  Action  of  detinue  generally,  see 
7   Standard   Pboc.   467. 

17.  Boozer  v.  Jones,  169  Ala.  481, 
53  So.  1018;  Lay's  Exi.  v.  Lawson's 
Admr.,  23  Ala.  377;  Stoker  v.  Yerby, 
11  Ala.  322;  Eucker  v.  Hamilton,  8 
Dana  (Ky.)  36  (even  though  the  bailee 
parts  with  possession  of  the  property 
before  suit  is  brought) ;  Lewis  v.  Hoo- 
ver, 1  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  500,  19  Am. 
Dec.  120. 

18.  Action  of  replevin  generally, 
see  the  title   "Eeplevin." 

X9.    S«e  supra,  II,  A,  1,  a,  (IV). 
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the  bailee  has  a  right  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  subject  of 
the  bailment.^" 

(VI.)  Trover.2i  -Generally  a  bailor  for  hire  for  a  definite  term 
cannot  maintain  trover  for  an  injury  done  to  the  thing  during  the 
continuance  of  the  term,"  but  if  the  bailee  be  actually  guilty  of  con- 
version trover  will  lie,^^  as  where  he  sells  the  property  bailed  the  bailor 
may  sue  him  in  trover.^*  Trover  will  not  lie  aga,inst  the  bailee  where 
the  property  is  stolen  from  his  possession.^" 

b.  By  Bailee.  —  A  person  in  possession  of  goods  as  bailee  may 
maintain  replevin  against  all  persons  except  the  bailor,^"  and  if  he 
have  a  lien  against  the  property  he  may  even  maintain  replevin  against 
the  bailor.^' 

2.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  a.  Demand.  —  Generally  a  demand 
must  be  made  upon  the  bailee  before  suit  can  be  brought,^*  but  where 
the  bailee  has  converted  the  property  bailed,"*  or,  it  is  held,  if  the 


20.  D.  C. — ^Wall  V.  De  Mitkiewioz, 
9  App.  Cas.  109.  Miss.  —  Button  v. 
Shaw,  38  So.  638.  N.  Y.— Wood  v.  Or- 
ser,  25  N.  Y.  348.  Can. — Sutherland  v. 
Mannix,  8   Man.   541. 

21.  Action  of  trover  generally  see 
the  title  "Trover  and  Conversion." 

22.  Felton  v.  Hales,  67  N.  C.  107; 
Swift  V.  Moseley,  10  Vt.  208,  33  Am. 
Dec.  197.  And  cases  cited  in  succeed- 
ing  notes. 

23;  Ala. — Cartlidge  v.  Slone,  124 
Ala.  596,  26  So.  918.  N.  H.— Sanborn 
V.  Colman,  6  N.  H.  14,  23  Am.  Dee. 
703.  N.  C— Felton  v.  Hales,  67  IST.  C. 
107.  Vt.— Swift  V.  Moseley,  10  Vt. 
208,  33  Am.  Dee.  197.  Va. — Harvey 
V.  Epes,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)   153. 

[a]  Misuse  of  Property. — "But  if 
he  merely  use  the  property  in  a  man- 
ner or  for  a  purpose  not  authorized  by 
the  contract,  and  without  destroying 
it,  or  without  intending  to  injure  or 
impair  the  reversionary  interest  of 
the  bailor  therein  such  misuser  does 
not  determine  the  bailment,  and  there- 
fore is  not  a  conversion  for  which 
trover  will  lie."  Harvey  v.  Epes,  12 
Gratt.    (53    Va.)    153. 

24.  Sanborn  v.  Colman,  6  N.  H.  14, 
23  Am.  Dec.  703;  Swift  v.  Moseley,  10 
Vt.  208,  33  Am.  Dec.  197. 

25.  Dorman  v.  Kane,  5  Allen  (Mass.) 
38;  Brown  v.  Waterman,  10  Cush. 
(Mass.)    117. 

[a]  Negligent  omission  not  amount- 
ing to  an  exercise  of  dominion  will 
not  authorize  bailor  to  sue  in  trover, 
as  where  the  bailor's  horse  in  control 
of  the  bailee  was  lost  due  to  the  lat- 
ter'b  omission  to  place  the  horse  in 
a  barn  at  night  as  agreed,  and  the 
Vol.  XXI 


horse  either  escaped,  or  was  stolen. 
Rosenberg  v.  Diele,  61  Misc.  610,  114 
N.  Y.  Supp.  24. 

26.  Sowden  v.  Kessler,  76  Mo.  App. 
581. 

27.  Sowden  v.  Kessler,  76  Mo.  App. 
581.  *^ 

28.  Ark. — McLain  v.  Hufeman,  30 
Ark.  428;  Spencer  v.  McDonald,  22 
Ark.  466.  Ga. — Montgomery  v.  Evans, 
8  Ga.  178.  Ind. — Underwood  v.  Ta- 
tham,  1  Ind.  276,  Smith  152.  Mo. 
Boss  V.  Clark,  27  Mo.  549;  Irwin  v. 
Wells,  1  Mo.  9.  Mont.— Caasidy  v. 
Siemens,  41  Mont.  426,  109  Pae.  976; 
Woods  V.  Latta,  35  Mont.  9,  88  Pac. 
402.  N.  Y. — ^Phelps  v.  Bostwiek,  22 
Barb.  314;  Brown  v.  Cook,  9  Johns. 
361.  N.  0. — Benners  v.  Howard's 
Exrs.,  1  N.  C.  149,  1  Am.  Dec.  583. 
Tex.— Clapp  v.  Nelson,  12  Tex.  370,  62 
Am.  Dec.  530. 

29.  Ala. — Cothran  v.  Moore,  1  Ala. 
423.  Ind.— Cox  v.  Reynolds,  7  Ind. 
257;  Smith  v.  Stewart,  5  Ind.  220; 
Spencer  v.  Morgan,  5  lad.  146.  Mo. 
People's  State  Savings  Bank  v.  Mis- 
souri, K.  &  T.  Ry.,  158  Mo.  App.  519, 
138  S.  W.  915.  N.  H.— Lovejoy  v. 
Jones,  30  N.  H.  164.  N.  Y.— Dela- 
mater  v.  Miller,  1  Cow.  75,  13  Am. 
Dec.  512;  Bates  i'.  Conkling,  10  Wend. 
389;  Corotinsky  v.  Cooper,  26  Misc. 
138,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  970.  N.  C— Fel- 
ton V.  Hales,  67  N.  C.  107. 

[a]  Must  be  demand  or  an  actual 
conversion  before  trover  can  be 
brought  against  a  bailee.  Baston  v. 
Rabun,  115  Ga.  378,  41  S.  E.  5^68. 

[b]  As  long  as  the  property  is  In 
the  hands  of  the  bailee  demand  is  nec- 
essary  but   wRere   the  bailee   has .  de- 


PERSONAL  PROPERTY 


341 


bailee  does  not  return  the  bailed  property  at  the  termination  of  the 
bailment;'"  or  where  demand  would  avail  nothing,'^  as  where  the 
property  has  been  lost  through  the  negligence  of  the  bailee/^  demand 
need  not  be  made.  Where  the  property  has  been  deposited  with  the 
bailee  by  two  bailors,  demand  by  one  of  the  bailors  without  the  con- 
currence of  the  other  is  not  sufficient,^'  and  where  property  is  bailed 
to  two,  a  demand  on  one  alone  will  not  suffice  as  a  demand  on  the 
other.'* 

b.  Tender.  —  If  money  be  due  the  bailee,  it  must  be  tendered  before 
suit  can  be  brought  against  him  for  the  property.'" 

3.  Parties.  —  The  bailor  of  property  though  not  the  real  owner 
-thereof  may  sue  in  his  own  name  for  loss  or  injury  thereto.'® 

4.  Pleadings.'^  —  When  a  necessary  condition  precedent,  a  demand 
must  be  appropriately  alleged.'^  Where  the  action  is  for  breach  of 
the  contract  to  return  the  bailed  property  in  as  good  condition  as 
received,  no  allegation  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  bailee  is  neces- 
sary,'" it  being  sufficient  in  this  respect  to  allege  delivery  to  the  bailee 
of  the  property  in  good  condition  under  a  contract  to  deliver  it  in 
like  condition  and  its  return  in  bad  condition  or  failure  to  return.*" 
Generally  in  suing  for  damage  to  goods  while  in  possession  of  a  bailee, 
negligence  may  be  alleged  in  general  terms.*^  In  an  action  for  con- 
version the  pleading  follows  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.*'* 


livered  it  to  a  third  person,  conver- 
sion being  eompleted  no  demand  is 
necessary.  Esmay  v.  Fanning,  9  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  176,  5  How.  Pr.  228. 

30.  Lay's  Exr.  v.  Lawson's  Admr., 
23  Ala.  377. 

31.  Line  v.  Mills,  12  Ind.  App.  100, 
39  N.  E.  870;  Pattee  v.  Gilmore,  18  N. 
H.  460,  45  Am.   Dec.   385. 

32.  Ala. — Cothran  v.  Moore,  1  Ala. 
423.  HI. — Warner  v.  Dunnavan,  23  111. 
380.  Ind.— Line  v.  Mills,  12  Ind.  App. 
100,   39  N.   B.   870. 

33.  May  v.  Harvey,  13  East  197, 
104  Bng.  Reprint  345. 

34.  White  v.  Demary,  2  N.  H.  546. 

35.  Cal. — Vance  v.  Dingley,  14  Cal. 
53.  Kan. — ^Brown  v.  Holmes,  21  Kan. 
687.  Mich. — Moynahan  v.  Moore,  9 
Mich.  9,  77  Am.  Dec.  468.  Miss.— Dut- 
ton  V.  Shaw,  38  So.  638,  where  bailee 
has  lien  for  services  in  repairing  prop- 
erty, tender  must  be  made  of  the  sum 
due  him  before  replevin  will  lie.  Mo. 
Montieth  v.  Great  Western  Printing 
Co.,  16  Mo.  App.  450.  Pa. — Brown  v. 
Dempsey,  95  Pa.  243. 

[a]  Where  the  bailee  refuses  to  de- 
liver property  except  on  payment  of 
ezcessive  amount,  fornial  and  complete 
tender  of  the  amount  actually  due 
should  be   made.     Folsom  v,  Barrett, ' 


180  Mass.  439,  62  N.  B.   723,  91  Am. 
St.  Eep.  320. 

36.  Casey  v.  Suter,  36  Md.  1;  Oeh- 
men  v.  Portmann,  153  Mo.  App.  240, 
133  8.  W.  104.  See  generally  the  title 
"Parties." 

37.  Pleadings  on  contracts  gener- 
ally see  the  title  "Implied  and  Ex- 
press  Agreements." 

38.  Montgomery  v.  Evans,  8  Ga. 
178.  See  the  title  "Suits  and  Ac- 
tions." 

When  demand  necessary  see  supra, 
II,  A,  2,  a. 

39.  N.  Y.— Harms  v.  New  York,  69 
Misc.  315,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  477.  N.  D. 
Grady  v.  Schweinler,  16  N.  D.  452, 
113  N.  W.  1031,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  674, 
14  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1089,  15  Ann.  Cas. 
161.  S.  0.— Tindall  v.  McCarthy,  44 
S.  C.  487,  22  S.  B.  734. 

40.  Harms  v.  New  York,  69  Misc. 
315,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  477. 

41.  Ga. — Miller  v.  Ben  H.  Fletcher 
Co.,  142  Ga.  668,  83  S.  E.  521;  Stew- 
art V.  Greene,  124  Ga.  975,  53  S.  B. 
450.  Ind. — Belt  E.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Clain,  58  Ind.,  App.  171,  106  N.  B. 
742.  Mo. — ^Freeman  v.  Foreman,  141 
Mo.  App.  359,  125  S.  W.  524. 

See  the  title  "Negligence." 

42.  See  the  title  "Trover  and  Con- 
version.'' 
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Joinder  of  Counts.43  -  Counts  in  case  and,  trover  may  be  joined  in  a 
declaration  against  a  bailee/*  but  counts  in  trover  and  assumpsit  can- 
not be  joined.*^ 

5.  Trial.  —  a.  Instructions.^^  —  The  court  should  charge  the  jury 
in  accordance  with  the  law  applicable  to  the  issues  made  by  the  plead- 
ings,*' and  should  instruct  the  jury  on  all  the  issues  presented  by 
the  evidence.** 

b.  Questions  of  Lam  and  Fact.  —  The  degree  of  care  or  diligence 
required  on  the  part  of  the  bailee  is  usually  one  of  law  for  the  court,** 
while  the  question  whether  the  bailee  exercised  the  requisite  degree 
of  care  in  a  particular  case  is  one  of  fact  for  the  jury,^"  except  where 


[a]    Termination     of     Hiring. — An 

allegation  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
immediate  possession  of  a  certain  ar- 
ticle "his  property"  theretofore  by  him 
let  for  hire  to  the  defendant"  is  a 
sufSxiient  allegation  that  the  term  of 
hiring  had  ceased.  Gleason  v.  Morri- 
son, 20  Mise.  320,  45  N.  T.  Supp.  684. 

43.  See  the  titles  "Joinder  of  Ac- 
tions ; "    "  Several   Counts. ' ' 

44fc  Horsely  v.  Branch,  J.  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  199;  Baxter  v.  Pope,  Meigs 
(Tenn.)  467;  Harvey  v.  Skipwith,  16 
Gratt.  (57  Va.)  393;  Spencer  v.  Pil- 
cher,  8  Leigh   (35   Va.)   565. 

45.  Angus  V.  Dickerson,  Meigs 
(Tenn.)  459;  Spencer  v.  Pilcher,  8 
Leigh    (35    Va.)    565. 

[a]  Where  the  declaration  has  a 
double  aspect  being  partly  In  trover 
and  partly  in  conversion,  the  plaintiff 
may  be  permitted  to  strike  from  his 
declaration  the  objectionable  features 
so  as  to  make  it  applicable  to  but  one 
form  of  action.  Moses  v.  Taylor,  6 
Mackey    (I>.   C.)    255. 

46.  See  generally  the  title  "In- 
structions." 

47.  Ala. — Higman  v.  Camody,  112 
Ala.  267,  20  So.  480,  57  Am.  St.  Eep. 
33.  Ark. — James  v.  Orrell,  68  Ark. 
284,   57   S.   W.   931,   82   Am.   St.   Eep. 

293.     Dl ^Bennett  v.  O'Brien,  37  111. 

250. 

48.  Ga. — Evans  v.  Nail,  1  Ga.  App. 
42,  57  S.  E.  1020.  Ky.— Tudor  v.  Lew- 
is, 3  Mote.  378.  Tex. — ^Baker  &  Lock- 
wood  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Clayton,  40  Tex. 
Civ.  Ajp.  586,  90  8.  W.  519. 

49.  Ind. — Watkins  v.  Eoberts,  28 
Ind.  167.  Kan. — Filson  v.  Pacific  Ex- 
press Co.,  84  Kan.  614,  114  Pac.  863. 
N.  Y. — Morris  v.  Third  Ave.  E.  Co.,  1 
Daly  202.  N.  0.— Broek  ».  King,  48 
N.  C.  45.' 

60.    U.     S.  — Stewart     v.     Western 

Vol.  ZXI 


Union  B.  Co.,  4  Biss.  362,  23  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  13,438.  Ala. — ^Bricken  v.  Sikes, 
14  Ala.  App.  187,  68  So.  801.  Ark. 
Baker  v.  Bailev,  103  Ark.  12,  145  S, 
W.  532,  39  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1085.  CaJ. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  •;;.  Von  Schmidt 
Dredge  Co.,  118  Cal.  368,  50  Pac.  650. 
Del. — Pusey  v.  Webb,  2  Penne.  490,  47 
Atl.  701.  Fla. — West  v.  Blackshear  & 
Co.,  20  Fla.  457.  Ga.— MacNabb  v. 
Loekhart,  18  Ga.  495;  Morel  v.  Eoe, 
Charlt.  19.  111.— Gray  v.  Merriam,  148 
111.  179,  35  N.  E.  810,  39  Am.  St.  Eep. 
172,  32  L.  E.  A.  769;  Skelley  v.  Kahn, 
17  111.  170;  Saunders  v.  Hartsook,  85 
111.  App.  55.  la. — Sherwood  v.  Home 
Sav.  Bank,  131  Iowa  528,  109  N.  W.  9. 
Kan. — Filson  ■  v.   Pacific     Express    Co., 

84  Kan.  614,  114  Pae.  863;  Union  Pac. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Eollins,  5  Kan.  167.  Ky. 
Green  v.  HoUingsworth,  5  Dana  173, 
30  Am.  Dee.  680;  Dehoney  v.  Kimball, 
14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  858.  Me.— Storer  v. 
Gowen,  18  Me.  174.  Mass. — Conway 
Bank  v.  American  Express  Co.,  8  Al- 
len 512;  Whitney  v.  Lee,  8  Mete.  91. 
Minn. — Miller  v.  Dayton,  94  Minn. 
340,  102  N.  W.  862.  Miss.— Bates- 
ville  Gin  Co.  v.  Whitten,  48  So.  616; 
Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Sims,  77  Miss. 
325,  27  So.  527,  49  L.  E.  A.  322.  Mo. 
Corbin  v.  Gentry  &  Forsythe  Clean- 
ing &  Dyeing  Co.,  181  Mo.  App.  151, 
167  S.    W.   1144;   McKenna  v.   Walker, 

85  Mo.  App.  570.  N.  Y. — Wilson  v. 
Wyckoff,  133  App.  Div.  92,  117  N.  T. 
Supp.  783;  Bean  v.  Ford,  65  Misc. 
481,  119  N.  Y.  Supp,  1074;  Hoffman  v. 
Coughlin,  26  Misc.  24,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
600.  S.  C— Ashford  v.  Pittman,  160 
N.  C.  45,  75  S.  E.  943;  Eowlaud  v. 
Jones,  73  N.  C.  52.  Ohio. — Grifath  v. 
Zipperwick,  28  Ohio  St.  388.  Pa. 
Carlisle  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Graham, 
79  Pa.  106,  21  Am.  Eep.  49;  Lancas- 
ter  County    Nat.   Bank   v.    Smith,   62 
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but  one  inference  can  be  drawn  from  the  evidence."^  Whether  the 
transaction  between  the  parties  was  a  bailment,"^  or  whether  the  bailee 
has  been  guilty  of  negligence;"'  whether  the  bailment  was  gratuitous 
or  not,"*  or  whether  there  was  a  special  contract  between  the  parties 
for  the  care  of  the  bailed  property;""  whether  the  bailee  has  violated 
the  terms  of  the  bailment  contract;"^  whether  the  bailor  by  his  con- 
duct waived  provision  of  the  bailment  contract,"^  or  whether  the  bail- 
ment contract  was  cancelled,"*  is  for  the  jury,  on  disputed  evidence. 

B.  Actions  Against  Third  Piirsons.  —  1.  Form  of  Action.  —  a. 
Ass7impsit.^^  —  An  action  for  money  had  and  received  will  lie  by  a 
bailor  against  one  who  has  received  the  bailed  property  from  the 
bailee  and  sold  it  after  notice  of  bailor's  title.*" 

b.  Trespass.^^  —  Generally  a  bailor,  having  neither  the  actual  nor 
constructive  possession  of  the  property,  cannot  maintain  trespass 
against  a  wrongdoer.®^  If,  however,  the  bailment  be  gratuitous,*^  or 
otherwise  one  that  may  be  terminated  at  any  time  by  the  bailor,**  or 


Pa.  47.  S.  C. — Glover  v.  Burbidge,  27 
S.  C.  305,  3  S.  B.  471.  Tenn.— Kirt- 
land  V.  Montgomery,  1  Swan  452.  Tex. 
Fulton  V.  Alexander,  21  Tex.  148; 
Haralson  v.  Hahl,  85  S.  W.  1008.  Va. 
Carrington  v.  Ficklin's  Exrs.  32  Gratt. 
(73  Va.)  670.  W.  Va.— Powell  Music 
Co.  V.  Parkeraburg  Transfer  &  Storage 
Co.,  75  W.  Va.  659,  84  S.  E.  563. 
See  the  title  "Negligence." 

51.  Ean. — Pilson  v.  Pacific  Express 
Co.,  84  Kan.  614,  114  Pae.  863.  Mo. 
Wiser  v.  Chesley,  53  Mo.  547;  Mason 
V.  St.  Louis  Union  Stock  Yards  Co., 
60  Mo.  App.  93.  N.  Y. — Wamser  v. 
Browning,  187  N.  Y.  87,  79  N.  E.  861, 
10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  314.  Pa.— See 
Beading  Auto  Co.  v.  DeHaven,  53  Pa. 
Super.  344.  Vt. — ^Briggs  v.  Taylor,  28 
Vt.  180. 

52.  Porter  v.  Duncan,  23  Pa.  Super. 
58. 

53.  Ala. — Cartlidge  v.  Slone,  124 
Ala.  596,  26  So.  918.  Kan. — Lobeu- 
stein  V.  Pritehett,  8  Kan.  213.  N.  Y. 
Morris  v.  Third  Ave.  E.  Co.,  1  Baly 
•202. 

54.  Kincheloe  v.  Priest,  89  Mo. 
240,  1  8.  W.  235,  58  Am.  Eep.  117; 
Mariiier  v.  Smith,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
203. 

55.  Saunders  v.  Hartsook,  85  111. 
App.  55. 

56.  Miller  v.  Dayton,  94  Minn.  340, 
102  N.  W.  862;  Sharpless  v.  Zelley,  37 
Pa.  Super.  102. 

57.  Gafford  v.  Globe  Transfer  k  8. 
Co.,  71  Wash.  204,  128  Pae.  228,  for 
the  jury  whether  a  bailor's  failure 
tb  remove  goods  amounted  to  a  'waiver 


of  a  'special  agreement  whereby  a 
warehouseman  agreed  to  store  goodi 
on  the  fourth  floor  of  a  building, 
where  the  bailor,  observing  them  on 
the  first  floor,  told  the  manager  that 
the  goods  were  not  stored  according  to 
agreement,  and  protested  that  the  first 
floor  was  not  a  good  place  to  store 
them. 

58.  Cox  V.  Burdett,  23  Pa.  Super. 
346. 

59.  Assumpsit  generally  see  the  ti- 
tle "Assumpsit." 

60.  Kaminski  v.  Sehefer,  46  App. 
Div.  170,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  771. 

61.  See    the    title    "Trespass." 

62.  Cal. — Triscony  v.  Orr,  49  Cal. 
612.  Ky. — Lexington  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Kidd,  7  Dana  245.  N.  H.— Wilson  v. 
Martin,  40  N.  H.  88.  Vt.— Swift  v. 
Moseley,  10  Vt.  208,  33  Am.  Dec.  197 
(where  he  has  parted  with  property 
for  a  definite  period);  Soper  v.  Sum- 
ner, 5  Vt.   274. 

See  Enos  v.  Cole,  53  Wis.  235,  10 
N.  W.  377.  But  see  Ely  v.  Ehle,  3 
N.  Y.  506,  that  owner  is  in  construc- 
tive possession  of  goods  held  by  his 
bailee  within  the  rule  that  one  whose 
chattel  is  tortiously  taken  from  his 
actual  or  constructive  possession  may 
at  his  election  bring  trespass  or  re- 
plevin. 

63.  Walker  v.  Wilkinson,  35  Ala. 
725,   76   Am.   Dec.   315. 

64.  Ala. — Walker  v.  Wilkinson,  35 
Ala.  725,  76  Am.  Dee.  315.  Ky.— Lex- 
ington &  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Kidd,  7  Dana 
245.  N.  Y.— Orser  v.  Storms,  9  Cow. 
687,  18  Am.  Dee.   543. 
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has  been  determined  by  some  act  of  the  bailee,^^  he  may  do  so.  A 
bailee  of  chattels  may  maintain  trespass  for  the  taking  of  them,  against 
a  stranger.** 

c.  Case.*'  —  Where  there  is  a  permanent  injury  to  the  chattel,  the 
owner  may, maintain  an  action  of  case  against  the  wrongdoer,"'  and 
a  bailee  may  maintain  case  against  one  injuring  the  bailed  property.*" 

d.  Trover  and  Conversion.'"'  —  During  the  continuance  of  the  bail- 
ment the  bailor  cannot  maintain  the  action  of  trover  as  he  has  neither 
the  possession  nor  the  right  of  possession,'^  but  if  the  bailment  has 

65.  Me.— Sibley  v.  Brown,  15  Me.  v.  Lee,  102  Cal.  583,  36  Pae.  936.  Conn, 
185.  Mass. — Stanley  v.  Gaylord,  1  Gillette  v.  Goodspeed,  69  Conn.  363, 
Gush.  536,  18  Am.  Dec.  643,  unauthor-  37  Atl.  973.  Fla. — Atlantic  Coast 
ized  mortgage  of  property  may  sue  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Partridge,  58  Pla.  153, 
mortgagee  in  trespass.  Mo. — Moore  v.  50  So.  634.  lU. — Walsh  v.  United 
Simms,  47  Mo.  App.  182,  conversion  States  Tent,  etc.  Co.,  153  111.  App.  229; 
by  bailee.  Vt.— Swift  v.  Moseley,  10  McGraw  v.  Patterson,  47  111.  App.  87. 
Vt.  208,  33  Am.  Dec.  197.  |  la.— Alien    v.    Barrett,    100    Iowa    16, 

66.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Atlan-  16  iN.  W.  272.  Ky. — Lexington  &  O. 
tic  Coast  Line  K.  Co.,  206  Fed.  190.  E.  Co.  v.  Kidd,  7  Dana  245.  Me.— Mor- 
Ala.— Hare  v.  Fuller,  7  Ala.  717.  Me.  an  v.  Portland  Steam  Packet  Co.,  35 
Little  V.  Fossett,  34  Me.  545,  56  Am.  Me.  55.  Md.— American  District  Tel. 
Dee.  671.  Mass.— Cowing  v.  Snow,  11  Co.  v.  Walker,  72  Md.  454,  20  Atl. 
Mass  415.  N.  J. — Outcalt  v.  Durling,  1,  20  Am.  St.  Sep.  479.  Mass. — Bow- 
25  N.  J.  L.  443.  N.  Y.— Bass  V.  en  v.  New  York,  etc.  E.  Co.,  202  Mass. 
Pierce,  16  Barb.  595;  Nefi  v.  Thomp-  263,  88  N.  E.  781;  Way  v.  Davidson, 
son,  8  Barb.  213;  Brownell  v.  Carnley,  12  Gray  465,  74  Am.  Dec.  604.  Micb. 
3  Duer  9.  S.  0.— Jones  v.  McNeil,  2  Mizner  v.  Frazier,  40  Mich.  592,  29 
Biijley  466.  Vt.— Burdict  v.  Murray,  Am.  Eep.  562.  Minn.— Chamberlain 
3  Vt.  302,  21  Am.  Dec.  588.  | -y.    West,   37   Minn.   54,   33   N.   W.   114. 

67.  Action  on  case  generally  see  ;  Miss.— Baggett  v.  McCormaek,  78  Miss, 
the  title,  "Case,  The  Action  of  Tres- |  552,  19  So.  89,  55  Am.  St.  Eep.  554. 
pass  on  The."  I  Mo. — American  Storage  &  Moving  Co. 

68.  Oonn. — Palmer  v.  Mayo,  80  ;  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  120  Mo  App 
Conn.  353,  68  Atl.  369,  125  Am.  St.  '  410,  97  S.  W.  184.  Neb.— UnioA  Pae" 
Eep.  123,  15  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  428,  12  Ey.  Co.  v.  Meyer,  76  Neb.  549  107 
Ann.  Cas.  691.  Ky.— Hawkins  v.  Phy-  '  N.  W.  793,  14  Ann.  Cas.  634.  N.  H. 
thian,  8  B.  Mon.  515;  Lexington  &  Dumas  v.  Hampton,  58  N.  H.  134.  N.  y! 
O.  E.  Co.  V.  Kidd,  7  Dana  245.  N.  H.  '  Abrahamovitz  v.  New  York  City '  e' 
Howard  v.  Farr,  18  N.  H.  457.  N.  J.  ;  Co.,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  663;  Harrison  v 
New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  New  ■  Marshall,  4  E.  D.  Smith  271.  N.  c! 
Jersey  etc.  Co.,  60  N.  J.  L.  338,  38  Hopper  v.  Miller,  76  N.  C.  402  Pa' 
Atl.  828.  N.  Y.— Baird  v.  Daly,  57  (  Lyle  v.  Barker,  5  Binu.  457  S  c" 
N.  Y.  236,  15  Am.  Eep.  488.  N.  C.  '  Jones  v.  McNeil,  2  Bailey  466  '  Vt' 
wi,ft.»  „    nrifflr,    AQ  TV    n    iqo      T!«e,     Wilder  v.   StaflEord,  30   Vt.   399.  '  Eng! 

Armory  v.  Delamirie,  1  Stra.  505,  93 
Eng.  Eeprint   664;   Booth  v.   Wilson,  1    * 

B.  &  Aid.  59,  106  Eig.  Eeprint  22; 
Burton   v.   Hughes,   2   Bing.    173,   9   E. 

C.  L.  533,  130  Eng.  Eeprint  272.  Can. 
Mason  v.  Morgan,  24  U.  C.  Q.  B.  328; 
Irving  V.  Hagerman,  22  U.  C.  0  B. 
545.  ^ 

70.    See  the  title  "Trover  and  Con- 


White  V.  Griffin,  49  N.  C.  139.  Eng. 
Moars  V.  London  &  S.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  11 
C.  B.  (N.  S.)  850,  103  E.  C.  L.  850, 
142  Eng.  Eeprint,  1029. 

69.  U.  S.  —  Knight  v.  Davis  Car- 
riage Co.,  71  Fed.  662,  18  C.  C.  A. 
287,  30  U.  S.  App.  664;  Cornell  Steam- 
boat Co.  V.  The  Jersey  City,  51  Fed. 
527,  2  C.  C.  A.  365;  United  States  v. 
Vermilye,  10  Blatchf.  280,  28  Fed.  .„.  ^^ 
Cas.  No.  16,618;  Hovey  v.  The  Sarah  version." 
E.  Brown,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,744.  Ala.  71.  Cal.— Triscony  v.  Orr,  49  Cal 
Hare  v  FuUev,  7  Ala.  717;  Cox  v.  612.  N.  J.-New  York,  L.  E  &  W 
Easley,  11  Ala  362.  Ark.— Chamblee  E.  Co.  v.  New  Jersey,  etc.  E  Co  60 
I'.  McKenzxe,  31  Ark.  155.  Cal.— Bode  N.  J.  L.  338,  38  Atl.  828.  £  o!— An- 
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been  terminated  by  some  act  of  the  bailee  he  may  do  so.''^  A  bailee 
who  has  been  dispossessed  by  a  third  person  may  maintain  trover/' 
e.  Replevin  and  Detinue.''^  —  Replevin  cannot  generally  be  brought 
by  a  bailor  as  he  has  not  an  immediate  right  of  possession/''  The  same 
is  true  as  to  detinue.'®  But  where  the  bailment  was  gratuitous,  or 
has  been  terminated  by  an  act  on  the  part  of  the  bailee,"  the  rule  is 
the  contrary.  A  bailee  may  bring  replevin,'^  or  detinue,"  against  a 
stranger  who  tortiously  takes  or  retains  the  property. 

2.  Parties.*"  —  The  bailee  need  not  join  the  bailor  as  a  party  plain- 
tiff in  a  suit  against  one  injuring  the  bailed  property.*^  A  bailor 
cannot  join  as  defendants  the  bailee  and  a  third  person,  the  former 
for  breach  of  his  contract  and  the  latter  for  a  tort,  affecting  the  bailed 
property.'^ 

3.  Pleadings.  —  A  bailee  in  suing  a  stranger  for  injury  to  the 


drew3  V.  Shaw,  15  N.  C.  70.  Tenn. 
Caldwell  v.  Cowan,  9  Yerg.  262.  Vt. 
Swift  V.  Moseley,  10  Vt.  208,  33  Am. 
Dec.  197.  Eng. — Gordon  v.  Harper,  7 
T.  Rep.  9,  101  Eng.  Reprint  828. 

72.  Ala. — Abercrombie  v.  Bradford, 
16  Ala.  560.  Mass. — H.  A.  Prentice 
Co.  V.  Page,  164  Mass.  276,  41  N.  E. 
279.  N.  H.— Sargent  v.  Gile,  8  N.  H. 
325.  Pa. — Jjewis  v.  Shortledge,  1  W. 
N.  C.  507.  Vt.— Thrall  v.  Lathrop,  30 
Vt.  307,  73  Am.  Deo.  306;  Swift  v 
Moseley,  10  Vt.  208,  33  Am.  Dec.  197. 

73.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Atlan- 
tic Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  206  Fed.  190. 
Mass. — Adams  v.  O'Connor,  100  Mass. 
515,  1  Am.  Rep.  137.  N.  J.— Warren 
V.  Finn,  84  N.  J.  L.  206,  86  Atl.  530. 
N.  Y. — Bowen  v.  Fenner,  40  Barb. 
383.  N.  C— Hopper  v.  Miller,  76  N. 
C.  402. 

[a]  "The  reason  why  the  bailee 
is  entitled  to  recover  full  damages 
against  one  who  converts  the  prop- 
erty bailed  is  that  he  is  bound  to 
restore  the  property  to  the  general 
owner  or  stand  responsible  to  him  for 
the  full  value."  United  States  v.  At- 
lantic Coast  Line  R.  Co.,  206  Fed. 
IS'O. 

74.  See  the  titles  "Detinue;"  "Re- 
plevin." 

75.  Me. — Wyman  v.  Dorr,  3  Greenl. 
183.  Mass. — Collins  «.  Evans,  15  Pick. 
63;  Wheeler  v.  Train,  3  Pick.  255. 
Mich.— Hunt  v.  Strew,  33  Mich.  85. 
See  also  Warren  v.  Gutches,  71  Mich. 
407,  39  N.  W.  476.  N.  J.— New  York, 
L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  New  Jersey,  etc. 
R.  Co.,  60  N.  J.  L.  338,  38  Atl.  828. 
N.  Y. — Marshall  v.  Davis,  1  Wend, 
109,  19  Am.  De,e.  463. 

76.  Sima  v.  Boynton,  32  Ala.  353, 


70  Am.  Dec.  540.  But  see  Sims  v. 
Boynton,  32  Ala.  353,  70  Am.  Dec. 
540,  that  if  the  bailee  of  a  hired  slave 
is  deprived  of  his  possession  during 
the  term  by  a  third  person,  and  there- 
upon notifies  his  bailor  that  he  de- 
clines to  sue  for  his  recovery,  and  re- 
quests the  latter  to  sue,  the  bailor 
may  maintain  detinue  for  the  slave 
against  such  third  person,  without 
waiting  for  the  termination  of  the 
bailment. 

77.  Ind. — Lucas  v.  Eader,  29  Ind. 
App.  287,  64  N.  E.  488.  Me.— Small 
V.  Hutchins,  19  Me.  255;, Emerson  ■;;. 
Fisk,  6  Greenl.  200,  19  Am.  Dec.  206. 
Mass. — ^Bemis  v.  De  Land,  177  Mass. 
182,  58  N.  E.  684.  Mich.— Dunlap  v. 
Gleason,  16  Mich.  158,  93  Am.  Dec. 
231.  N.  H.— Partridge  v.  Philbrick, 
60  N.  H.  556.  Hr.  Y.— Ely  v.  Ehle,  3 
N.  Y.  506.  Pa.— Collins  v.  Bellefonte 
Cent.  R.  Co.,  171  Pa.  243,  33  Atl.  331; 
Barnett  v.  Fein,  41   Pa.  Super.   423. 

78.  Mich.— West  Michigan  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Howard,  52  Mich.  423,  18 
N.  W.  199.  Mo. — Sowden  v.  Kessler, 
76  Mo.  App.  581.  N.  D.— Smith  v. 
Willoughby,  24  N.  D.  1,  138  N.  W.  7. 
Pa.-!-Mead  v.  Kilday,  2   Watts  110. 

79.  U.  S.— Knight  v.  Davis  Car- 
riage Co.,  71  Fed.  662,  18  C.  C.  A. 
287,  30  V.  S.  App.  664.  Ala.— Noles  v. 
Marable,  50  Ala.  366.  See  also  Tray- 
lor  V.  Marshall,  11  Ala.  458.  Va. 
Boyle  ■V.  Townes,  9  Leigh  (36  Va.) 
158. 

80.  See  the  title  "Parties." 

81.  Chicago  v.  Pennsylvania  Co., 
119  Fed.   497,   57   C.   C.   A.   509. 

82.  Hackney  v.  Perry,  152  Ala. 
626,  44  So.  1029. 
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chattel  should  allege  facts  showing  his  interest  in  the  property.^' 
C.  Actions  by  Third  Persons.  —  Trover  is  a  proper  action  for  the 
true  owner  of  the  property  to  maintain  against  a  bailee  who  has  con- 
verted the  property,^*  or  detinue  may  be  brought  to  recover  the 
property.'®  One  from  whom  goods  have  been  wrongfully  taken  need 
not  pay  or  tender  storage  charges  of  a  bailee  to  whom  the  goods  were 
delivered  by  the  wrongdoer,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  maintaining 
an  action.'" 

III.  REMEDIES  OP  OWNER  OR  FINDER  OF  LOST  GOODS. 
A.  Of  Owner.  —  The  true  owner  may  recover  the  goods  from  the 
finder  by  replevin,'^  or  sue  in  trover  for  their  conversion  where  the 
finder  refuses  to  return  them,''  or  if  the  finder  refuse  to  return  the 
goods  on  demand,  the  owner  may  waive  the  tort  and  sue  in  assumpsit.'" 

B.  Of  Finder.  —  The  finder  of  goods  may  maintain  trover,^"  or 
replevin,"^  against  anyone,  except  the  true  owner,  depriving  him  of 
the  possession  of  the  goods. 

IV.  RELIEF  FOR  INFRINGEMENT  OF  LITERARY  PROP- 
ERTY,—  A.  Unauthorized  Publication  of  Manuscript.  —  The 
author  of  unpublished  manuscript  may  bring  case  for  damages  against 
one  publishing  the  same  without  authority,"^  or  may  proceed  in  equity 
to  have  the  publication  enjoined,"^  and  for  an  accounting  of  the  prof- 


83.  Mizner  v.  Frazier,  40  Miel. 
592,  29  Am.  Eep.  562,  alleging  that 
bailed  property  was  "then  and  there 
lawfully  used  and  driven  by"  the 
plaintiff  imports  that  plaintiff  was  a 
bailee  an^  is  sufS.cient  in  the  absence 
of  demurrer. 

84.  Ala. — Blair  v.  Eiddle,  3  Ala. 
App.  292,  57  So.  382,  one  to  whom 
bailor  has  transferred  his  right  may 
bring  trover.  N.  0. — Smith  v.  Dur- 
ham, 127  N.  C.  417,  37  S.  E.  473.  Tex. 
Kirkpatrick  v.  San  Angelo  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.)  148  S.  W.  362,  may 
sue  bailee  .and  bailor,  jointly  and  sev- 
erally. 

85.  Hunter  v.  Sevier,  7  Yerg. 
(Teun.)   127. 

[a]  A  demand  is  necessary  before 
one  to  whom  property  has  been  bailed 
by  the  apparent  owner  can  be  sued  in 
detinue  by  the  true  owner.  Hunter 
V.   Sevier,   7   Yerg.    (Tenn.)    127. 

86.  Florence  Sewing  Machine  Co. 
V.  Warford,  1  Sweeny  (N.  Y.)   433. 

"87.  Tome  v.  Four  Cribs  of  Lum- 
ber, Taney  533,  24  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14,- 
083. 

88.  Wood  V.  Pierson,  45  Mich.  313, 
7   N.   W.    888. 

89.  Eittenhouse  v.  Knoop,  9  Ind. 
App.  126,  36  N.  B.  384. 

90.  Del. — Clark  v.  Maloney,  3  Harr. 
68.     Me. — Weeks  v.  Hackett,  104  Me. 
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264,  71  Atl.  858,  129  Am.  St.  Eep.  390, 
19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1201.  Mo.— Hoag- 
land  V.  Forest  Park  Highlands  Amuse- 
ment Co.,  170  Mo.  335,  70  S  W.  878 
94  Am.  St.  Eep.  740.  N.  Y.— Mathews 
V.  Harsell,  1  E.  D.  Smith  393.  Ore. 
Eobertson  v.  Ellis,  58  Ore  219,  114 
Pac.  100,  35  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   979. 

[a]  Action  by  Joint  Finders 
Against  Each  Other. — Weeks  v.  Hack- 
ett, 104  Me.  264,  71  Atl.  858,  129  Am. 
St.  Eep.  390,  19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1201. 

91.  Hamaker  v.  Blanchard,  90  Pa. 
377,  35  Am.  Eep.  664.  See  also  Tancil 
V.  Seaton,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.)  601,  26 
Am.  Eep.  380. 

92.  Press  Pub.  Co.  v.  Monroe,  73 
Fed.  196,  19  C.  C.  A.  429,  51  L.  E.  A. 
353. 

93.  Goldmark  v.  Kreling,  35  Fed. 
661,  13  Sawy.  310;  Goldmark  v.  Kre- 
ling, 25  Fed.  349;  Keene  v.  Wheatley, 

4  Phila.  157,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,644; 
Folsom  V.  Marsh,  2  Story  100,  9  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,901;  Crowe  v.  Aiken,  2  Biss. 
208,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,441,  4  Am.  Law 
Eev.  450;  Boucicault  v.  Hart,  13 
Blatchf.  47,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,692; 
Boucicault  v.  Wood,  2  Biss.  34,  3  Fed. 
Cas.  No.   1,693;  Bartlett  v.  Crittenden, 

5  McLean  32,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,076. 
N.  J. — Aronson  v.  Baker,  43  N.  J.  Eq. 
365,  12  Atl.  177.  N.  Y.— Jones  v. 
Thorne,  1  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  408.    Eng. 
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its.^*  Trover  has  been  said  to  be  the  proper  remedy  for  conversion  of 
literary  property.*"  An  employe  who  takes  and  publishes  his  em- 
ployer's manuscript  will  be  restrained,"'  as  will  third  persons  who 
secure  the  works  from  them  with  knowledge  of  the  breach  of  trust.'^ 
B.  Other  Infringement.  —  Where  one  has  successfully  produced 
on  the  stage  a  play  under  a  certain  title,  the  use  of  such  title  for  a 
dissimilar  moving  picture  will  be  restrained.**  And  one  news  agency 
may  restrain  another  agency  from  appropriating  and  publishing  news 
gathered  by  it.** 

V.  RELIEF  FOR  VIOLATION  OF  PRIVACY.  —  A.  Publication 
OF  Photographs.  —  The  publication  of  a  photograph  of  either  a  living 
or  deceased  person  will  not  be  enjoined  by  equity  so  long  as  there  is 
no  breach  of  trust  or  contract  and  it  is  not  libelous.^  The  destruction 
of  photographs  of  inmates  of  a  reformatory  kept  under  authority  of 


Macklin  v.  Richardson,  Ambl.   694,  27 
Eng.  Eeprint  451. 

[a]  Assignee  of  author  will  be  pro- 
tected to  the  same  ends.  Crowe  v. 
Aiken,  2  Biss.  208,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
3,441,  4  Am.  Law  Eev.  450. 

[b]  Presentation  of  opera  not  copy- 
righted, by  one  not  authorized,  may 
be  enjoined  by  owner  thereof  on  giving 
security.  Goldmark  v.  Kreling,  25  Fed. 
349. 

94.  French  v.  Kreling,  63  Fed.  621, 
opera  produced  without  authority  of 
the  author;  Macklin  v.  Richardson, 
Ambl.   694,  27  Eng.   Eeprint  451. 

95.  Stover  v.  Lathrop,  33  Fed.  348. 

96.  Lamb  v.  Evans,  1  Ch.  (1893) 
218,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  404,  68  L.  T.  N.  S. 
131,  2  Report  189,  41  Wkly.  Rep.  405; 
Merrvweather  v.  Moore,  2  Ch.  (1892) 
518,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  505,  66  L.  T.  N.  8. 
719,  40  Wkly.  Eep.  540;  Prince  Albert 
V.  Strange,  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  652,  13 
Jur.  507,  64  Eng.  Eeprint  293;  Eeuter's 
Telegram  Co.  v.  Byron,  43  L.  J.  Ch. 
661;  Louis  V.  Smellie,  73  L.  T.  N.  S. 
226. 

97.  Abernathy  v.  Hutchinson,  1  Hall 
&  Tw.  28,  3  L.  J.  Ch.  (O.  S.)  209,  47 
Eng.  Reprint  1313;  Prince  Albert  v. 
Strange,  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  652,  13  Jur. 
507,  64  Eng.  Reprint  293;  Exchange 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Gregorv,  1  Q.  B.  (1896)  147, 
60  J.  P.  52,  65  L.  J.  Q.  B.  262,  74 
L.  T.  N.  S.  83;  Exchang-e  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Central  News,  2  Ch.  (1897)  48,  66  L.  J. 
Ch.  672,  '76  L.  T.  N.  S.  591,  45  "Wkly. 
Eei).  595. 

98.  Dickey  v.  Metro  Pictures  Corp., 
164  N.  Y.  Siipp.  788;  Klaw  v.  General 
Film  Co.,  154  N.  Y.  Supp.   988. 

99.  Associated  Press  v.  Internation- 
al N<3ws  Service,  240  Fed.  988. 


1.  Mich. — Atkinson  v.  Doherty  &  Co., 
121  Mich.  372,  80  N.  W.  285,  80  Am. 
St.  Rep.  507,  46  L.  E.  A.  219.  N.  Y. 
Roberson  v.  Rochester  Folding-Box  Co., 
171  N.  Y.  538,  64  N.  E.  442,  89  Am. 
St.  Rep.  828,  59  L.  E.  A.  478;  Owen 
V.  Partridge,  40  Misc.  415,  82  N.  Y. 
Supp.  248;  Murray  v.  Gast  Lith.,  etc. 
Co.,  8  Misc.  36,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  271, 
31  Abb.  N.  Cas.  266,  58  N.  Y.  St. 
811.  See  Marks  v.  Jaffa,  6  Misc.  290, 
26  N.  Y.  Supp.  908,  where  plaintiff 
was  grahted  injunction  to  restrain  pub- 
lication of  photograph  in  newspaper 
popularity  contest  without  his  consent. 
Under  recent  statute,  see  Binns  v. 
Vitagraph  Co.,  210  N.  Y.  51,  103  N.  B. 
1108,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  1024,  L.  E.  A. 
1915C,  839. 

Contra,  see  Munden  v.  Harris,  153 
Mo.  App.  652,  134  S.  W.  1076. 

[a]  An  injunction  will  be  granted 
against  a  photographer  who  publishes 
a  photograph  taken  in  the  regular 
course  of  business.  Pollard  x>.  Photo- 
graphic Co.,  40  Ch.  D.  345,  58  t.  J. 
Ch.  251,  60  L.  T.  N.  S.  418,  37  Wkly. 
Rep.  266;  Monson  v.  Tussands,  1  Q.  B. 
671,  58  J.  P.  524,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  454, 
70  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  335,  9  Reports 
177;  Du  Best  v.  Beresford,  2  Camp. 
511  (where  it  was  held  that  a  libel- 
ous picture  was  not  a  work  of  art, 
and  the  only  damages  to  be  recovered 
for  its  destruction  are  the  value  of  the 
paint  and  canvas  alone) ;  Corliss  v. 
E.  W.  Walker  Co.,  64  Fed.  280,  31  L. 
R.  A.  283,  57  Fed.  434,  holding  that 
a  private  individual  may  enjoin  the 
publication  of  Ms  portrait,  but  a  pub- 
lic character  cannot  in  the  absence  of 
breach  of  contract  or  violation  of  con- 

Vol.  XXI 


348 


PERSONAL  PROPERTY 


law  will  not  be  compelled  by  injunction,^  nor  will  officers  be  restrained 
from  sending  them  to  other  police  officers  of  the  state.^  However,  the 
taking  and  circulation  of  the  photograph  of  one  merely  suspected  of 
crime,  when  not  necessary  to  identfy  him  or  detect  crime,  will  be 
enjoined.* 

B.  Other  Violations  op  Privacy.  —  Equity  will  not  restrain  the 
publication  of  a  biography  of  a  public  character,"*  or  the  making  and 
exhibition  of  a  statue  of  a  deceased  person,^  or  the  use  of  a  family 
name  where  trade  rights  are  not  involved/ 


fidence  in  securiBg  the  photograph  from 
which  the  publication  is  made. 

Z.  Hodgeman  v.  Olsen,  86  "Wash. 
615,  150  Pae.  1122,  L.  R.  A.  1916A. 
739,  even  after  convict  has  been  par- 
doned. 

3.  Hodgeman  v.  Olsen,  86  Wash. 
615,  150  Pae.  1122,  L.  E.  A.  1916A, 
739,  though  convict  has  been  par- 
doned. 

4.  Schulman  v.  Whitaker,  117  La. 
704,  42  So.  227,  7  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
274;  Itzkovitch  v.  Whitaker,  117  La. 
708,  42  So.  228,  116  Am.  St.  Eep. 
215. 

5.  Corliss  V.  E.  W.  Walker  Co.,  64 


Fed.   280,   31   L.   E.  A.   283,   57  Fed. 
434. 

6.  Schuyler  v.  Curtis,  147  N.  Y.  434, 
42  N.  E.  22,  49  Am.  St.  Eep.  671,  31 
L.  E.  A.  286. 

7.  Du  Boulay  v.  Du  Boulay,  L.  E. 
2  P.  C.  430,  38  L.  J.  P.  C.  35,  6  Moore 
P.  C.   (N.  S.)  31,  17  Wkly.  Eep.  594. 

[a]  Unauthorized  use  of  one's  name 
for  business  purposes  will  be  enjoined. 
U.  S. — Edison  v..  Continental  Chemical 
Co.,  220  Fed.  398.  N.  J.— Edison  v. 
Edison  P.  &  Mfg.  Co.,  73  N.  J.  Eq. 
136,  67  Atl.  392.  N.  Y.— Thompson 
V.  Tillford,  152  App.  Div.  928,  137 
JSr.  T.  Supp.  523;  Ellis  v.  Hurst,  66 
Misc.  235,  121   N.  Y.  Supp.  438. 


PERSONAL  SERVICE.  —  See  Service  of  Process  and  Papers. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 

I.    DEFINITION  AND  DISTINCTIONS,  349 
n.    USE  OP  PETITIONS,  350 

A.  Generally,  350 

B.  In  Specific  Actions  and  Proceedings,  350 

III.  FORM  AND  REQUISITE,  350 

A.  In  General,  350 

B.  Verification,  351 

IV.  AMENDMENT  OF,  351 

V.  NOTICE  OF  PETITION  AND  HEARING  THEREON,  351 

CBOSS-BEFEBENCES: 

Bills  and  Answers;  Motions; 

Declaration  and  Complaint;       Verification. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standabd  Pboc.  966,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 

work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  DEFINITION  AND  DISTINCTIONS.  —  A  petition  is  d-fined  as 
an  instrument  in  writing  containing  a  prayer  from  the  party  pre- 
senting it,  called  the  petitioner,  to  some  body  or  court  for  the  redress 
of  some  wrong  or  the  granting  of  some  favor,  which  the  latter  has 
the  right  to  give.^  It  is  distinguished  from  a  motion  in  that  it  is  an 
application  to  the  court  in  writing,  whereas  a  motion  may  be  made 
viva  voce  f  but  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  exact  line  of  demar- 
kation  between  the  matters  that  should  be  presented  by  motion  and 
those  where  a  petition  should  be  used.^  , 


Eustis    V.    Holmes,    48    Misa.    34, 
Bouvier's  Law   Diet. 

2.  Bergen  V-  Jones,  4  Mete.  (Mass.) 
371;  Shaft  v.  Phoenix  Mut.  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  67  N.  Y.  544,  23.  Am.  Eep.  138. 
See   generally   the  title    "Motions." 

3.  State  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
34  N.  J.  Eq.  450. 


[a]  A  iietitlon  in  many  respects 
very  nearly  resemhles  a  motion,  and 
there  seems  to  be  no  precise  or  posi- 
tive boundaries  between  them.  But 
petitions  are  usually  resorted  to  when 
a  fuller  statement  is  required  than 
can  be  conveniently  contained  in  a 
notice  of  3,  motion.     Hill  v.  Eichards, 
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.II.  USE  OF  PETITIONS.  —  A.  Generally.  — Petitions  are  gen- 
erally used  for  matters  ancillary  and  incidental  to  a  pending  judicial 
proceeding,*  or  in  a  matter  over  which  the  court  has  jurisdiction  by 
some  act  of  the  legislature  or  other  special  authority.^  A  petition  is 
sometimes  used  to  commence  suits  or  proceedings  in  lieu  of  a  declara- 
tion or  complaint;^  and,  where  such  is  the  case,  matter  pertaining  to 
such  a  petition  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.^ 

B.  In  Specific  Actions  and  Proceedings.  —  The  treatment  of  mat- 
ters as  to  a  petition  for  an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus  ;*  for  a  writ 
of  certiorari;'  for  an  interpleader;^"  for  a  writ  of  prohibition;"  for 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  and  matters  pertaining  to  receivership  ;^^ 
in  bankruptcy  proceedings;^'  in  insolvency  proceedings;^*  in  parti- 
tion proceedings  ;^°  of  intervention  ;^"  for  appointment  of  a  guardian  ;^^ 
removal  of  guardian ;'^*  as  an  application  for  writ  of  habeas  corpus;^' 
for  allotment  of  a  homestead  f°  in  juvenile  proceedings  f^  to  sell  prop- 
erty of  an  infant  ;^^  for  removal  of  a  cause  from  a  state  to  a  federal 
court  ;^'  and  other  specific  matters  will  be  found  elsewhere  in  this 
work.^* 

III.  FORM  AND  REQUISITES.  —  A.  In  General.^b  — A  petj. 
tion  must  be  in  writing,^^  contain  the  name  of  the  person^'  presenting 


11  Sined,  &  M.  (Mias.)  194;  Ship- 
■brooke  v.  Hinchinbrook,  13  V«3.  Jr. 
387,  33  Bng.  Eeprint,  339. 

4.  XT.  S.— Maitland  v.  Gibson,  79 
Fed.  136.  Ala. — Eenfro  Bros.  v.  Goet- 
ter,  Weil  &  Co.,  78  Ala.  311,  proper 
for  some  order  or  direction  in  a  pend- 
ing suit,  touching  the  matter  in  con- 
troversy, or  preliminary  to  the  prepara- 
tion of  the  cause.  Miss. — Hill  v.  Rich- 
ards, 11  Smed.  &  M.  194.  N.  J.— State 
Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  34  N.  J.  Eq. 
450,  ordinarily  used  for  interlocutory 
purposes.  N.  Y. — Codwise  v.  Gelston, 
10  Johns.  507,  521,  whether  a  party 
is  entitled  to  relief  by  petition,  or 
must  apply  by  bill,  depends  on  circum- 
stances and  the  discretion  of  the  chan- 
cellor; where  the  petition  is  upon  some 
collateral  matter  which  has  reference 
to  a  suit  in  court,  he  may  be  relieved 
on  petition. 

5.  Mich. — Southern  Michigan  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Bylea,  67  Mich,  296,  34  N.  W. 
702,  quoting  1  Barb.  Ch.  Pr.  578.  Miss. 
Hill  V.  Eiehards,  11  Smed.  &  M.  194. 
N.  Y.— Livingston 's  Petition,  34  N.  Y. 
555,  2  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  1,  where  under 
statute  any  person  interested  in  the 
execution  of  an  express  trust  might 
apply  for  the  removal  of  the  trustee 
on  petition. 

6.  Majors  v.  McNeilly,  7  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  294,  suit  in  equity  may  be 
commenced  in  Tennessee  by  bill  or  by 
petition. 
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7.  See  the  title  "Declaration  and 
Complaint." 

8.  See  the  title  "Mandamus." 

9.  See  the  title  "Certiorari." 

10.  See  the  title  "Interpleader." 

11.  See   the   title    "Prohibition." 

12.  See  the   title    "Receivers." 

13.  See  the  title  "Bankruptcy  Pro- 
ceedings." 

14.  See  the  title  "Insolvency." 

15.  See   the  title   "Partition." 

16.  See    the    title    "Intervention." 

17.  Guardian  ad  litem,  see  10  Stand- 
ard Proc.   733. 

Guardian  for  ward,  see  10  Standard 
Pkoc.  784. 

18.  See  10  Standard  Proc.  812. 

19.  See  10  Standard  Proc.  920. 

20.  See  11  Standard  Proc.  319,  354. 

21.  See    12    Standard   Proc.    864. 

22.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  815,  818. 
Mortgaging  infant's  property,  see  12 

Standard  Proc.  858. 

23.  See  the  title  "Removal  of 
Causes." 

24.  See  generally  the  indes  to  this 
work. 

25.  Form  of  petition,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Proc.   968. 

26.  Eustis  V.  Holmes,  48  Miss.  34. 

27.  Glazbrook  v.  Gillatt,  9  Beav. 
492,  50  Eng.  Reprint  434,  also  his  ad- 
dress where  he  is  not  a  party  to  the 
suit. 
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it,  and  be  signed  by  him.^*  A  petition  in  a  pending  proceeding 
should  be  entitled  in  that  proceeding, ^^  and  should  not  present  new 
questions  and  claims  not  involved  in  the  original  cause.'"  Scandalous 
and  impertinent  matter  in  a  petition  will  be  stricken  out  on  motion.'^ 
B.    Verification.  —  A  petition  must  generally  be  verified.^^ 

IV.  AMENDMENT  OP.  —  A  petition  may  generally  be  amended.^' 

V.  NOTICE  OF  PETITION  AND  HEARING  THEREON. 
Where  the  adverse  party  is  entitled  to  be  heard,  notice  of  the  petition 
should  be  given  him;'*  and  petitions  for  relief  in  a  cause  against  new 
parties  must  have  process  against  such  new  parties  to  affect  them.'' 
The  usual  practice  is  to  have  a  day  fixed  for  the  hearing  of  the  peti- 
tion and  serve  a  copy  thereof  together  with  a  notice  of  the  day  of 
hearing  on  the  adverse  party.'"  Affidavits  are  presented  by  the  par- 
ties in  respect  to  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  petition  and  the  peti- 
tion is  heard  on  these  affidavits.'^ 


28.  Hathaway  v.  Seott,  11  Paige 
(N.  y.)  173.  See  also  Swan  v.  'NeMT- 
man,  3  Head  (Tenn.)  288,  holding  that 
it  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of 
either  a  bill  or  petition  that  the  com- 
plainants should  sign  them;  it  is  suf- 
ficient if  their  names  appear  in  the 
body  or  caption  of  them. 

29.  See  Stafford  v.  Brown,  4  Paige 
(N.  Y.)    360. 

[a]  A  petition  relating  to  two  suits 
should  be  entitled  in-  both  causes. 
Knight  V.  Knight,  25  L.  J.  Ch.  (Eng.) 
848,  4  Wkly.  Eep.   771. 

Form  of  caption  to  petition,  see  9 
Standabd   Proc.    968. 

30.  Benfro  Bros.  v.  Goetter,  Weil 
&  Co.,  78  Ala.  311 ;  Cowles  v.  Andrews, 
39  Ala.  125. 

31.  Toler  v.  East  Tennessee,  etc., 
E.  Co.,  67  Fed.  168;  King  v.  Sea  Ins. 
Co.,  26  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  62.  See  general- 
ly the  title  "Surplusage  and  Scandal." 

32.  Bull  V.  Pyle,  41  Md.  419; 
Shaft  V.  Phoenix  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co., 
67  N.  Y.  544,  23  Am.  Eep.  138;  Matter 
of  Christie,  5  Paige  (N.  Y  )   242.     See 


generally    the    title    "Verification." 

Form  of  verification  of  petition,  see 
9  Standard  Proc.  968. 

33.  In  re  Westbrook's  Trusts,  L.  E. 
11  Eq.  (Eng.)  252.  See  1  Standard 
Proc.   849. 

34.  Ala. — Thornton  v.  Highland 
Ave.,  etc.,  B.  Co.,  94  Ala.  353,  10  So. 
442.  N.  J.-— Long  Branch  &  S.  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  Sneden,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  539.  N.  Y. 
Isnard  v.  Cazeaux,  1  Paige  39.  Pa. 
Gibbon's  Appeal,  104  Pa.  587.  Tenn. 
Majors  v.  McNeiUy,  7  Heisk.  294. 

[a]  If  the  adverse  party  appears 
and  answers  the  petition,  notice  is  dis- 
pensed with.  Weaver  v.  Cooper,  73 
Ala.  318. 

35.  Ihinfee  v.  Childs,  45  W.  Va.  155, 
30  S.  E.  102;  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  42 
W.  Va.  542,  26  S.  E.  294.  See  general- 
ly the  title  "Process." 

36.  Crane  v.  Brigham,  11  N.  J.  Eq. 
29;    Gibbon's  Appeal,  104  Pa.   587. 

37.  Crane  v.  Brigham,  11  N.  J.  Eq. 
29,  petition  itself  is  no  evidence  of  the 
facts  stated  therein;  matters  presented 
by  the  petition  are  heard  upon  affi- 
davits and  upon  them  only. 


PETITORY  ACTIONS.  — See  Real  and  Mixed  Actions;  Title. 


PHILIPPINE  ISLANDS.  —  See  States  and  Territories. 

Vol.  XXI 


PHYSICAL  EXAMINATION 

By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.  VOLUNTARY  EXAMINATION,  353 

II.  COMPULSORY  EXAMINATION,  353 

A.  Power  of  Court  Respecting,  353 

1.  Criminal  Cases,  353 

2.  Civil  Cases,  353 

a.  Involving  Impotency,  353 

b.  Personal  Injury  Cases,  353 

3.  Jurisdiction  at  CJmmiers,  356 

B.  Procedure  To  Obtain  Examination,  356 

1.  Motion  or  Petition,  356 

a.  Coiirt  of  Its  Own  Motion,  356 

b.  Application  of  Party,  356 
(I.)     In  General,  356 
(II.)     Time  To  Make,  356 
(III.)     Form  and  Sufficiency,  357 
(IV.)     Affidavits,  358 

(V.)     Hearing,  358 

2.  Order  of  Court,  358 

a.  In  General,  358 

b.  Form  and  Contents,  358 

c.  Service  of  Order,  359 

d.  Modifying  and  Vacating,  359 

e.  Review  on  Appeal,  359 
(I.)     In  General,  359 

(II.)     iJa;^e«i  of  Review,  359 

3.  Renewal  of  Motion,  360 

4.  Enforcement  of  Order,  360 

C.  r?!e  Examiners,  361 

D.  T/ie  Examination,  362 

1.  Generally,  362 

2.  Time  /or,  363 

3.  PZace  of,  363 

4.  Report  hy  Examiner,  363 

E.  Expense  of  Examination,  363 

F.  Instructions  to  Jury,  364 

CROSS-REFERENCES: 
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1.  VOLUNTARY  EXAMINATION.  —  A  party's  right,  in  a  proper 
case,  to  submit  voluntarily  to  a  physical  examination,  is  of  course  un- 
questioned,^ such  examinations,  however,  concern  procedural  law  only 
in  so  far  as  they  limit  or  otherwise  affect  the  compulsory  examination 
of  which  this  article  treats.^ 

II.  COMPULSORY  EXAMINATION.  — A.  Power  of  Court 
Respecting.  —  1.  Criminal  Cases. —  The  rule  of  criminal  law  that 
a  party  cannot  be  compelled  to  be  a  witness  against  himself  negatives 
any  right  to  compel  an  examination  of  his  person  in  such  cases,'  unless 
he  has  waived  his  privilege.*  It  seems,  however,  that  in  some  juris- 
dictions, though  not  in  others,  the  court  may,  under  some  circum- 
stances compel  a  prosecuting  witness  to  submit  to  physical  examina- 
tion.^ 

2.  Civil  Cases.  —  a.  Involving  Impotency.  —  In  a  certain  class  of 
civil  cases  such  as  divorce,"  annulment  of  marriage,'  and  the  like,  in- 
volving the  question  of  impotency,  the  power  of  the  court  to  order  a 
physical  examination  of  the  parties  has  perhaps  never  been  questioned. 

b.    Personal  Injury  Cases.  —  Concerning  the  right  to  order  a  physi- 
cal examination  in  personal  injury  cases,  the  authorities  are  in  con- 
.    flict.  The  power  is  recognized,  however,  in  the  majority  of  jurisdictions, 
having  its  source  either  in  statutory  enactment,*  or  in  the  inherent' 


1.  Hall  V.  Manaon,  99  Iowa  698,  68 
N.  W.  922,  34  L.  E.  A.  207;  Sehroeder 
V.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  47  Iowa 
375,  378.  See  Enct.  of  Ev.,  title 
"Phsrslcal  Examination." 

Private  examination  'by  jury,  see  9 
Bnoy.  01"  Ev.  811. 

2.  See  9  Ency.  of  Ev.  799. 

3.  See  9  Ency.  op  Ev.  816  (title 
"Physical  Examination");  14  Ency. 
OF  Ev.  661. 

4.  See  9  Ency.  of  Ev.  816;  14  Ency. 
OF  Ev.  662. 

5.  See  9  Ency.  op  Ev.  817,  title 
"Physical  Examination." 

6.  See  7  Standabd  Pboc.  752;  9 
Ency.  of  Ev.  791. 

7.  See  the  title  "Marriage;"  and 
9  Ency.  op  Ev.  791. 

8.  Fla. — State  ex  ret  Carter  v.  Call, 
64  Pla.  144,  59  So.  789,  41  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1071.  N.  J. — McGovern  v. 
Hope,  63  N.  J.  L.  76,  42  Atl.  830. 
N.  Y. — ^Lyon  v.  Manhattan  E.  Co.,  142 
N.  Y.  298,  37  N.  E.  113,  25  L.  E.  A. 
402;  Gregory  v.  Acme  Eoad  Machinery 
Co.,  175  App.  Div.  473,  162  N.  Y.  Supp. 
574;  Goldenberg  v.  Zirimsky,  114  App. 
Div.  827,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  251. 

fa]  A  strict  construction  is  piven 
the  statutes.  Goldenberg  v.  Zirinsky, 
114  App.  Div.  827,  100  N.  Y.  Supp. 
251.     See  also  State  ex  rel.  Carter  v. 


Call,  64  Fla.  144,  59  So.  789,  41  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  1071. 

[h]  X-ray  examination  (1)  in  con- 
nection with  the  usual  physical  ex- 
amination before  trial,  not  authorized 
by  the  statute  (Gregory  v.  Acme  Eoad 
Machinery  Co.,  175  App.  Div.  473,  162 
N.  Y.  Supp.  574;  Lasher  v.  S.  Bolton's 
Sons,  161  App.  Div.  381,  146  N.  Y. 
Supp.  321),  (_2)  unless  with  the  con- 
■aent  of  the  injured  party.  State  -ex 
rel.  Carter  v.  Call,  64  Fla.  144,  59  So. 
789,  41  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1071. 

9.  Ala. — Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Hill,  90  Ala.  71,  8  So.  90,  24  Am. 
St.  Eep.  764,  9  L.  E.  A.  442.  Ark. 
Louisiana  &  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Woodson,  127 
Ark.  323,  192  S.  "W.  174;  St.  Louis, 
I.  M..  &  S.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Carter,  93  Ark. 
589,  126  S.  W.  99;  Sibley  v.  Smith,  46 
Ark.  275,  55  Am.  Eep.  584.  Cal. 
Johnston  v.  Southern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  150 
Cal.  535,  89  Pac.  348.  Colo.— Western 
Glass  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Schoeninger,  42  Colo. 
357,  94  Pac.  342,  126  Am.  St.  Eep. 
165,  15  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  663.  Ga. 
Bagwell  V.  Atlanta  Consol.  St.  Ey.  Co., 
109  Ga.  611,  34  S.  E.  1018,  47  L.  E. 
A.  486;  Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Childress,  82  Ga.  719,  9  S.  E.  602,  14 
Am.  St.  Eep.  189,  3  L.  E.  A.  808.  Ind. 
Kokorao  M.  &  W.  Traction  Co.  v. 
Walsh,  58  Ind.  App.  182,  108  N.  E. 
19,  21;  South  Bend  v.  Turner,  156  Ind. 
418,   60   N.   E.    271,   83   Am.    St.   Eep. 
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powers  of  the  court.    The  federal  tribunals,"  and  those  of  a  number 
of  states,^^  deny  the  courts  power  in  this  respect.    But  even  in  these 


200,  54  L.  E.  A.  396;   Terre  Haute  & 
I.  E.  Go.  V.  Brunker,  128  Ind.  542,  26 
N.   E.    178.      la. — Hall  v.   Manson,   99 
Iowa  698,  68  N.   W.  922,  34  L.  E.  A. 
207.     Kan.— Atchison,   T.   &  S.   F.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Palmore,   68  Kan.   545,  75  Pac. 
509,  64  L.  E.  a!.  90;  Ottawa  v.  Gilliland, 
63  Kan.  165,  65  Pac.  252,  88  Am.  St. 
Eep.    232;    Southern     K.     Ey.     Co.     v. 
Michaels,  57  Kan.  474,  46  Pac.  938.  Ky. 
Stearns    Coal    &    Lumber    Co.    v.     "Wil- 
liams, 177  Ky.  698,  198  S.  W.  54;  Cin- 
cinnati, N.  O.  &  T.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Nolan, 
161   Ky.   205,  170   S.   W.   650;   Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Beeler,  142  Ky.  772,  135 
S.  W.  305.     Md. — SehefBer  v.  Lee,  126 
Md.   373,  94  Atl.   907;   United   Eys.   & 
Elee.   Co.   v.   Cloman,   107   Md.   681,   69 
Atl.  379.  Mich.— Graves  v.  Battle  Creek, 
95   Mich.   266,   54   N.   W.   757,   35   Am. 
St.  Eep.  561,  19  L.  E.  A.  641.     Minn. 
Eief   t'.   Great   Northern    E.    Co.,    126 
Minn.  430,  148  N.  W.  309;  Wittenberg 
V.    Onsgard,    78   Minn.    342,    81    N.   W. 
14,  47  L.  E.  A.  141;  Wanek  v.  Winona, 
78    Minn.    98,   80   N.    W.    851,   79    Am. 
St.   Eep.   354,   46   L.   E.   A.   448.     Mo. 
State  ex  rel.  American  Mfg.  Co.  v.  An- 
derson, 270  Mo.  533,  194  S.  W.  268,  L. 
E.  A.  1917E,  833;  Sidekum  v.  Wabash, 
St.    L.    &   P.   Ey.    Co.,   93   Mo.   400,   4 
S.  W.  701,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.  549;  Shepard 
V.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  85  ,Mo.  629, 
55  Am.  Eep.  390.     Neb. — State  ex  rel. 
Parmenter   v.  Troup,  98  Neb.  333,  152 
N.   W.  748,  L.  E.  A.  1915E,  936.  -  See 
also  Booth  V.  Andrus,  91  Neb.  810,  137 
N.   W.    884;    Sioux    City    &   P.    E.    Co. 
V.   Pinlayson,   16   Neb.   578,   20   N.   W. 
860,  49  Am.  Eep.  724.     Nev.— Murphy 
V.  Southern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  31  Nev.  120, 
101   Pac.    322.     N.   D. — Brown  v.   Chi- 
cago,  M.   &    St.   P.   E.    Co.,    12   N..  D. 
61,   95   N.   W.   153,   102   Am.   St.   Eep. 
564.     Ohio. — Miami  &  M.  Turnpike  Co. 
V.  Baily,  37  Ohio  St.  104.     Pa. — Cohen 
V.  Philadelphia  Eapid  Transit  Co.,  250 
Pa.   15,  95  Atl.  315.     Tenn.— Williams 
V.  Chattanooga  Iron  Works,  131  Tenn. 
683,  176  S.  W.  1031,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B, 
101.      Wash.— Just    V.     Littlefield,     87 
Wash.  299,  151-  Pac.  780;  Lane  v.  Spo- 
kane Falls  &  N.  E.  Co.,  21  Wasn.  119, 
57  Pac.  367,   75  Am.   St.  Eep.  821,  46 
L.   E.   A.   153.     Wis. — O'Brien    v.    La 
Crosse,  99  Wis.  421,  75  N.  W.  81. 

[a]  Analogous  to  Discovery. — The 
power  of  the  court  in  respect  to  phy- 
sical examinations  is  analogous  to  it$ 
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power  to  compel  the  discovery  of 
books,  papers  and  documents.  Walsh 
V.  Sayre,  52  How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   334. 

10.  Union  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Botsford, 
141  U.  S.  250,  11  Sup.  Ct.  1000,  35  L. 
ed.  734. 

[a]  Following  State  Statutes. — (1) 
The  federal  courts  in  a  common  law 
action  will  be  governed  by  the  state 
statutes  on  the  matter.  Where  state 
statutes  exist  empowering  the  court 
to  order  an  examination  the  federal 
courts  will  enforce  them.  Camden  & 
S.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Stetson,  177  U.  S.  172, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  617,  44  L.  ed.  721.  (2) 
In  the  absence  of  such  statutes  the 
power  does  not  exist  (.Brace  v.  Central 
E.  Co.,  216  Fed.  718);  (3)  not  even 
where  the  courts  of  the  state  will,  in 
the  exercise  of  their  equitable  pow- 
ers, grant  the  order.  Brace  v.  Central 
E.   Co.,  216  Fed.  718. 

[b]  Couits  of  Territory. — Kingfisher 
V.  Altizer,  13  Okla.  121,  74  Pac.  107. 

-11.  111.— Parker  v.  Enslow,  102  111. 
272,  40  Am.  Eep.  588;  Carden  v.  Chi- 
cago Eys.  Co.,  183  111.  App.  168; 
Schuerger  v.  City  Water  Co.,  183  111. 
App.  469.  Iia. — Kennedy  v.  New  Or- 
leans Ey.  &  Light  Co.,  77  So.  777. 
Mass. — Stack  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  & 
H.  E.  Co.,  177  Mass.  155,  58  N.  E. 
686,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  269,  52  L.  E. 
A.  328.  Miss.— Gentrv  v.  Gulf  &  S.  I. 
E.  Co.,  109  Miss.  66,  67  So.  849;  Yazoo 
&  M.  V.  E.  Co.  V.  Eobinson,  107  Miss. 
192,  65  So.  241.  Mont. — May  v.  North- 
ern Pac.  E.  Co.,  32  Mont.  522,  81  Pac. 
328,  70  L.  E.  A.  111.  Okla.— Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Melson,  40  Okla. 
1,  134  Pac.  388,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  760; 
Chicago,  E.  T.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hill,  36 
Okla.  540,  129  Pac.  13,  43  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  622.  S.  C— Brackett  v.  South- 
ern Ey.,  88  S.  C.  447,  70  S.  E.  1026, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  1212;  Best  v.  Colum- 
bia 8.  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  85  S.  C.  422, 
67  S.  E.  1.  Utah. — Sharp  v.  Ogden 
Eapid  Transit  Co.,  48  Utah  481,  160 
Pac.  438;  Larson  v.  Salt  Lajse  City, 
34  Utah  318,  97  Pac.  483,  23  L.  E. 
A.    (N.    S.)    462. 

The  early  New  York  cases  denying 
the  right  have  since  been  met  by  statu- 
tory enactment,  see  supra,  this  sub- 
section. 

fal  Cases  Seeminetly  Denying  the 
Power. — Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  Ey.  Co. 
V,  Sherwood  (Tex.),  67  S.  W.  776;  Ft. 
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latter  jurisdictions  the  exemption  may  be  waived.^* 

Nature  of  Eight.  —  The  right  to  have  a  physical  examination  ordered 
is  not  an  absolute  one,  but  rests  in,  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,^* 
to  be  exercised  only  where  the  circumstances  require  it,  and  under  well 
defined  restrictions  looking  to  the  convenience  and  safety  of  the  sub- 
ject." 

Compelling  Fumishing  of  Urine  for  Analysis.  —  As  to  whether  a  party 
may  be  compelled  to  furnish  a  sample  of  urine  for  analysis  the  courts 
are  not  in  harmony,  the  matter  apparently  being  governed  by  the 
same  principles  that  are  applied  to  compi^ory  physical  examination.^'' 


Worth  &  E.  G.  Rv.  Co.  v.  White  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  51  S.  W.  855;  Chicago, 
R.  I.  &  T.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Langston,  19 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  568,  47  S.  W.  1027,  48 
S.  W.  610;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  ¥.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Pendery,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  60,  36 
S.  W.  793.  And  see  Chieago,  R.  I. 
&  G.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Pemberton  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  170  S.  W.  108. 

[b]  Permissible  in  Connection  With 
Cross-Examination.  —  Larson  v.  Salt 
Late  City,  34  Utah  318,  97  Pae.  4?3, 
23  L.  R.  A.   (N.  S.)  462. 

12.  Swenson  v.  Aurora,  196  111.  App. 
83;  Oklahoma  Ry.  Co.  v.  Thomas 
(Okla.),  164  Pae.  120.  See  also  Wheel- 
er V.  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co.,  267  111. 
306,  108  N.  B.  330;  Galveston,  H.  & 
S.  A.  Rv.  Co.  V.  Chojnacky  (Tex.), 
163  S.  W.  1011;  San  Antonio  &  A.  P. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Stuart  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178 
S.  W.  17. 

[a]  Where  the  party  voluntarily 
puts  his  injured  limb  in  evidence,  the 
court  may  then  order  a  physical  ex- 
amination of  the  limb.  Swenson  v. 
Aurora,  196  111.  App.  83.  See  also 
Pronskevitch  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co., 
232  111.  136,  83  N.  E.  545. 

13.  Ark. — ^Louisiana  &  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Woodson,  127  Ark.  323,  192  S.  W.  174; 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Rv.  Co.  v.  Carter, 
93  Ark.  589,  126  S.  W.  99.  Fla.— State 
ex  rel.  Carter  v.  Call,  64  Fla.  144,  59 
So.  789,  41  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1071.  Ga. 
Macon  Ry.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Vining,  120  Ga. 
511,  48  S.  E.  232;  Savannah  F.  &  W. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Wainwright,  99  Ga.  255,  25 
S.  E.  622;  Richmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Childress,  82  Ga.  719,  9  S.  E.  602,  14 
Am.  St.  Rep.  189,  3  L.  R.  A.  808.  Ind. 
Kokomo  M.  &  W.  Traction  Co.  v. 
Walsh,  58  Tnd.  App.  182,  108  N.  B. 
19;  South  Bend  v.  Turner,  156  Ind.  418, 
60  N.  B.  271,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  200,  54 
L.  E.  A.  396.  la.— Hall  v.  Manson,  99 
Iowa  698,  68  N.  W.  922,  34  L.  R.  A. 
207.     Kan.— Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey. 


Co.  V.  Thul,  29  Kan.  466,  44  Am.  Rep. 
659.  Ky. — Stearns  Coal  &  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Williams,  177  Ky.  698,  198  S.  W. 
54;  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Beeler,  142 
Ky.  772,  135  S.  W.  305;  Belle  of  Nel- 
son Distilling  Co.  v.  Eiggs,  104  Ky. 
1,  45  S.  W.  99.  Md.— SchefBer  v.  Lee, 
126  Md.  373,  94  Atl.  907.  Mo.— Fuller- 
ton  V.  Fordyce,  121  Mo.  1,  25  S.  W. 
587,  42  Am.  St.  Rep. '516;  Owens  v. 
Kansas  City,  St.  J.  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.,  95 
Mo.  169,  8  S.  W.  350,  6  Am.  St.  Rep. 
39;  Sidekum  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P. 
Ey.  Co.,  93  Mo.  400,  4  S.  W.  701,  3 
Am.  St.  Rep.  549;  Shepard  v.  Mis- 
souri Pae.  Ry.  Co.,  85  Mo.  629,  55 
Am.  Rep.  390;  Graham  v.  Sly,  177  Mo. 
App.  348,  164  S.  W.  136;  Paul  v.  Omaha 
&  St.  Louis  Ry.  Co.,  82  Mo.  App.  500; 
Kinney  i;.  Springfield,  35  Mo.  App.  97. 
Neb. — Stuart  j;.  Havens,  17  Neb.  211, 
22  N.  W.  419.  Pa.— Cohen  v.  Philadel- 
phia Rapid  Transit  Co.,  250  Pa.  15, 
95  Atl.  315.  Wash. — Lane  v.  Spokane 
Falls  &  N.  R.  Co.,  21  Wash.  119,  57 
Pae.  367,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  821,  46 
L.  R.  A.  153;  Smith  v.  Spokane,  16 
Wash.  403,  47  Pae.  888. 

[a]  Refusal  of  a  second  examina- 
tion at  a  second  trial  held  not  error 
where  the  party  had  been  compelted 
to  submit  to  an  examination  by  de- 
fendant's physicians  at  the  first  trial. 
Sculliu  V.  Vining,  127  Ark.  124,  191 
S.  W.  924. 

14.  State  ex  rel.  Carter  v.  CstU,  64 
Fla.  144,  59  So.  789,  41  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1071;  Dean  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.,  229 
Mo.  425,  129  S.  W.  953. 

Matters  controlling  the  court  in  the 
exercise  of  its  discretion,  see  9  Ency. 
OP  Ev.  800. 

15.  See  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Huddleston,  151  Ind.  540, 
46  N.  B.  678,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  238,  36 
L.  R.  A.  681  (power  affirmed) ;  Austin 
&  N,  W.  IRj.  Co.  V.  Cluck,  97  Tex.  172, 
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3.  Jurisdiction  at  Chambers.  —  The  power  to  order  a  physical  ex- 
amination cannot  be  exercised  by  a  judge  at  chambers/*  and  especially 
outside  of  the  county  where  the  suit  was  pending.^' 

B.  Procedure  To  Obtain  Examination.  —  1.  Motion  or  Petition, 
a.  Court  of  Its  Own  Motion.  —  In  the  exercise  of  its  power  to  control 
the  conduct  of  a  case,  the  court  may  of  its  own  motion  order  the  physi- 
cal examination  of  a  party.^' 

b.  Application  of  Party.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  The  usual  mode  of 
obtaining  such  examination  is  by  proper  and  timely  application  to 
the  court  by  motion/^  or  petition.^" 

(II.)  Time  To  Make.  —  The  application  should  be  seasonably  made^^ 
so  as  to  insure  care  and  deliberation  on  the  part  of  the  movant/^  and 
to  avoid  any  unnecessary  delay  or  prolongation  of  the  trial/^  or  any 
prejudice  to  the  plaintiif  in  proving  his  ease.^*  It  is  usual,  if  not 
necessary  to  make  the  application  a  reasonable^°  length  of  time  before 
the  trial.^°    If  made  pending  the  trial,  the  motion  will  be  denied  when 


77  S.   W.   403,   104  Am.  St.   Eep.   863, 
64  L.  E.  A.  494. 

Evidence  of  lefusal  to  suljuiit,  see  9 
Enct.  of  Ev.  812. 

16.  Ellsworth  v.  Fairbury,  41  Neb. 
881,  60  N.  W.  336.  See  generally  the 
title   "Judicial  Officers." 

17.  Ellsworth  v.  Pairbury,  41  Neb. 
881,  60  N.   W.  336. 

18.  Anonvmous,  89  Ala.  291,  7  So. 
100,  18  Am."  St.  Eep.  116,  7  L.  E.  A. 
425;  Hall  V.  Manson,  99  Iowa  698,  68 
N.  W.  922,  34  L.  E.  A.  207. 

19.  Colo. — Western  Glass  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Schoeniger,  42  Colo.  357,  94  Pae.  342, 
126  Am.  St.  Eep.  165,  15  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  663.  Fla. — State  ex  rel.  Carter, 
V.  Call,  64  Fla.  144,  59  So.  789,  41 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1071;  A.tlantic  Coast 
Line  E.  Co.  v.  Dees,  56  J'la.  127,  48 
So.  28.  Ga. — Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Childress,  82  Ga.  719,  9  S.  E.  602,  14 
Am.  St.  Eep.  189,  3  L.  E.  A.  808.  Haw. 
Fuller  V.  Honolulu  Eapid  Transit,  etc. 
Co".,  16  Haw.  1.  Mo. — Owen's  v.  Kan- 
sas Citv,  St.  J.  &  C.  B.  E.  Co.,  95 
Mo.  169,  8  S.  W.  350,  6  Am.  St.  Eep. 
39.  Tenn. — Williams  v.  Chattanooga 
Iron  Works,  131  Tenn-  683,  176  S.  W. 
1031,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  101.  Tex.— St. 
Louis  Southwestern  E.  Co.  v.  Smith,  38 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  507,  86  S.  W.  943. 

20.  Scheffler  v.  Lee,  126  Md.  373,  94 
Atl.  907. 

21.  Ala. — Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Greenwood,  99  Ala.  501,  14  So.  495; 
Anonymous,  35  Ala.  226;  Mobile  Light 
&  E.  Co.  V.  Bureh,  12  Ala.  App.  421, 
68  So.  509.  Ind.— Hess  v.  Lowrey,  122 
Ind.  225,  23  N.  E.  156,  17  Am.  St. 
Eep.  355,  7  L.  E.  A.  90.     Kan.— South- 
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em  K.  By.  Co.  v.  Michaels,  57  Kan. 
474,  46  Pac.  938.  Ky. — Lexington  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Cropper,  142  Ky.  39,  133  S.  W. 
968.  Mo. — Dent  v.  Springfield  Trac- 
tion Co.,  145  Mo.  App.  61,  129  8.  W. 
1044. 

22.  Southern  K.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Michaels, 
57  Kan.  474,  46  Pac.  938. 

23.  Ala. — Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  V. 
Greenwood,  99  Ala.  501,  14  So.  495; 
Mobile  Light  &  E.  Co.  v.  Bureh,  12  Ala. 
App.  421,  68  So.  509.  Kan. — Southern 
K.  Ey.  "Co.  V.  Michaels,  57  Kan.  474, 
46  Pac.  938.  Ohio. — Miami  &  M.  Turn- 
pike Co.  V.  Baily,  37  Ohio  St.  104. 

24.  Miami  &  M.  Turnpike  Co.  •». 
Baily,  37   Ohio   St.   104. 

25.  Southern  K.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Michaels, 
57  Kan.  474,  46  Pac.  938;  Kinney  v. 
Springfield,  35  Mo.  App.  97. 

[a]  An  application  made  one  day 
before  the  date  on  which  the  case  is 
called  for  trial  and  two  days  after 
the  date  for  which  it  was  docketed, 
may,  in  the  court's  discretion,  be  re- 
fused, especially  where  the  granting  of 
the  application  would  delay  the  trial. 
Kinney  v.  Springfield,  35  Mo.  App. 
97. 

26.  Ga» — Savannah  P.  &  W.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Wainwright,  99  Ga.  255,  25  S.  E. 
622.  Haw. — Fuller  v.  Honolulu  Rapid 
Transit,  etc.  Co.,  16  Haw.  1.  Ind. — Terre 
Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Brunker,  128  Ind. 
542,  26  N.  E.  178.  Kan.— Southern  K. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Michaels,  57  Kan.  474,  46 
Pac.  938.  Minn. — Wittenberg  v.  Ons- 
gard,  78  Minn.  342,  81  N.  W.  14,  47 
L.  E.  A.  141.  Mo.— Dent  v.  Springfield 
Traction  Co.,  145  Mo.  App.  61,  129 
S.  W.  1044.    Neb.— Chadron  v.  Glover, 
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it  appears  that  to  grant  the  examination  would  in  any  way  suspend 
or  interrupt  the  proceedings,^'  but  the  facts  of  each  case  must  be 
considered  and  a  denial  of  a  motion  for  examination  made  after  the 
trial  is  entered  upon  may  under  the  circumstances  amount  to  an  abuse 
of  discretion,''^  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  court  may  be  warranted 
in  refusing  an  application  made  before  the  trial  has  begun.^' 

(HI.)  Form  and  Sufficlency.so  _  The  motion,  though  ordinarily  made 
by  oral  application  in  open  court,  may  of  course  be 'by  formal  appli- 
cation in  writing.''^ 

Contents.   —It  should  appear  from  the  motion,'^  or  the  supporting 


43  Neb.  732,  62  N.  W.  62;  Stuart  v. 
Havens,  17  Neb.  211,  22  N.  W.  419; 
Sioux  Citw  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Finlayson, 
16  Neb.  578,  20  N.  W.  860,  49  Am. 
Kep.  724.  Wash. — ^Myrberg  v.  Balti- 
more &  S.  M.  B.  Co.,  25  Wash.  364,  65 
Pac.  539. 

27.  Ala. — Mobile  Light  &  E.  Co.  v. 
Burch,  12  Ala.  A-pp.  421,  68  So.  509. 
Ga.— Macon  Ey.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Vining, 
120  Ga.  511,  48  S.  E.  232.  Ind.— Terre 
Haute  &  I.  B.  Co.  v.  Brunker,  128  Ind. 
542,  26  N.  E.  178.  Mo.— Dent  v.  Spring- 
field Traction  Co.,  145  Mo.  App.  61,  129 
S.  W.  1044. 

[a]  Motion  made  after  plaintiff's 
testimony  is  closed  held  under  the  cir- 
cumstances to  be  too  late.  Ala. — Mo- 
bile Light  &  E.  Co.  V.  Burch,  12  Ala. 
App.  421,  68  So.  509.  Ga. — Savannah 
F  &  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Wainwright,  99  Ga. 
255,  25  S.  E.  622.  Ind.— Terre  Haute 
&  L  E.  Co.  V.  Brunker,  128  Ind.  542, 
26  N.  E.  178.  Kan. — Southern  K.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Michaels,  57  Kan.  474,  46  Pae. 
938.  Ky.— Lexington  B.  Co.  v.  Crop- 
per, 142  Ky.  39,  133  S.  W.  968.  Mo. 
Fullerton  v.  I'ordyce,  121  Mo.  1,  25 
S.  W.  587,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  516.  Neb. 
Sioux  City  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  i;inlayson, 
16  Neb.  578,  20  N.  W.  860,  49  Am, 
Eep.  724.  Wash.— Myrberg  v.  Balti- 
more &  8.  M.  E.  Co.,  25  Wash.  364, 
65  Pac.  539. 

[b]  At  the  end  of  cross-examina- 
tion of  plaintiff,  it  is  too  late  to  ap- 
plv  for  physical  examination.  Archer 
17.  The  Sixth  Avenue  B.  Co.,  20  Jones 
&  S.   (N.  Y.)   378. 

[e]  Case  Ready  for  Argument.— Mo- 
tion made  after  all  the  testimony  is 
in  and  the  case  ready  for  argument, 
properly  denied.  Macon  Ey.  &  L.  Co. 
V.  Vining,  120  Ga.  511,  48  S.  E.  232; 
Bagley  v.  Mason,  69  Vt.  175,  37  Atl. 
287 

[d]  Renewal  During  Trial.— Where 
prior  to  entering  upon  the  trial  a  mo- 


tion is  made  to  require  an  examina- 
tion, it  may  be  renewed  during  the 
triaL  Alabama  G.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Hill, 
90  Ala.  71,  8  So.  90,  24  Am.  St.  Eep. 
764,  9  L.  E.  A.  442. 

[e]  Some  reason  for  the  delay  must 
be  shown,  or  the  court  will  ordinarily 
deny  a  belated  motion.  Hess  v.  Low- 
rey,  122  Ind.  225,  23  N.  B.  156,  17 
Am.  St.  Eep.  355,  7  L.  B.  A.  90; 
Miami  &  M.  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Baily,  37 
Ohio   St.   104. 

[f]  That  a  satisfactory  and  com- 
petent physician  could  not  be  obtained 
without  a  suspension  of  the  trial  will 
justify  the  court  in  refusing  the  order. 
Savannah,  F.  &  W.  By.  'Co.  v.  Wain- 
wright, 99  Ga.  25S,  25  S.  E.  622. 

28.  Schroeder  v.  Chicago,  B.  I.  &  P. 
B.   Co.,  47  Iowa  375. 

[aj  Application  after  jury  sworn, 
improperly  denied.  Schroeder  v.  Chi- 
cago, E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  47  Iowa  375. 

29.  Graham  v.  Sly,  177  Mo.  App. 
348,  164  S.  W.  136. 

[aJ  After  two  mistrials,  wherein  no 
physical  examination  was  asked  for, 
a  motion  for  such  examination  made 
shortly  before  the  third  trial,  is  prop- 
erly refused.  Graham  v.  Sly,  177  Mo. 
App.  348,  164  S.  W.  136. 

30.  Forms  of  motions,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Proc.  852,  and  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
E.  Co.  V.  Dees,  56  Fla.  127,  48  So. 
28;  Williams  v.  Chattanooga  Iron 
Works,  131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  101. 

31.  Fullerton  v.  Fordyce,  121  Mo.  1. 
25  S.  W.  587,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  516; 
Williams  v.  Chattanooga  Iron  Works, 
131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031,  Ann. 
Cas.   1916B,  101. 

32.  Colo. — Western  Glass  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Schoeniger,  42  Colo.  357,  94  Pac. 
342,  126  Am.  St.  Eep.  165,  15  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  663.  Fla.— Atlantic  Coast 
Line  Ey.  Co.  v.  Dees,  56  Fla.  127,  48 
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papers,^^  that  the  examination  is  necessary  to  a  full  presentation  of 
all  the  facts. 

(IV.)  Affidavits.s4  —  Supporting  Affidavits.  —The  movant  may  be  re- 
quired to  support  his  motion  with  affidavits  showing  a  necessity  for 
the  examination,^^  his  belief  as  to  what  it  would  develop,^^  and  facts 
showing  that  the  examination  can  be  had  without  danger  to  the  plain- 
tiff or  any  serious  pain.^' 

Answering  affidavits  may  be  filed  by  the  adversary,  in  opposition  to 
the  motion.^* 

(V.)  Hearing.  -  The  motion  is  heard  as  are  motions  generally.^*  A 
sufficient  showing  must  be  made  by  the  movant,*"  and  the  court  should 
determine  the  matter  in  its  discretion  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances.*^ 

2.  Order  of  Court.*^  —  a.  In  General.  —  Upon  hearing  the  mo- 
tion, the  court  makes  an  order  granting  or  denying  the  application.*' 

b.    Form  and  Contents**  —  The  order  may  designate  the  persons 


So.    28.     Tex. — International   &   G.    N 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Underwood,  64  Tex.  463. 

[a]  Unwillingness  to  suljuiit  to  a 
voluntary  examination  by  a  reputable 
surgeon  or  physician  should  be  stated. 
See  International  &  G.  N.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Underwood,   64  Tex.   463. 

33.  See  infra,  III,  B,  1,  b,  (IV). 

34.  See  generally  "Affidavits  of 
Merits  and  Defense;"  "Motions." 

35.  Colo. — Western  Glass  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Schoeniger,  42  Colo.  357,  94  Pac. 
342,  126  Am.  St.  Eep.  165,  15  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  663.  Ind.— Terre  Haute  & 
I.  E.  Co.  'v.  Brunker,  128  Ind.  542,  26 
N.  E.  178.  Ky. — Lexington  E.  Co.  v. 
Cropper,  342  Ky.  39,  133  S.  W.  968. 
N.  Y. — Orlando  v.  Syracuse  Eapid 
Transit  E.  Co.,  109  App.  Div.  356,  95 
N.  Y.  Supp.  898;  Landau  v.  Citron,  47 
Misc.  354,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  1111;  Green 
V.  Middlesex  E.  Co.,  10  Misc.  473,  32 
N.  Y.  Supp.  177,  24  Civ.  Proc.  272, 
1  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  167,  65  N.  Y.  St. 
257.  Tenn. — Williams  v.  Chattanooga 
Iron  Works,  131  Tenn.  683, '176  S.  W. 
1031,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  101.  Tex. 
Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Sher- 
wood, 67  S.  W.  776. 

36.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Brun- 
ker, 128  Ind.  542,  26  N.  E.  178.  See 
Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Sher- 
wood (Tex.),  67  S.  W.  776. 

37.  Williams  v.  Chattanooga  Iron 
Works,  131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  101. 

38.  Orlando  v.  Syracuse  Eapid  Tran- 
sit E.  Co.,  109  App.-  Div.  356,  95  N.  Y. 
Supp.  898. 

39.  See  the  title  "Motions." 

40.  See  9  Enoy.  or    Ev.    808,    and 
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Williams  v.  Chattanooga  Iron  Works, 
131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916B,  101. 

41.  See  9  Enct.  op  Ev.  800,  and 
supra,  II,  A,  2,  b. 

42.  See  generally  the  title  "Or- 
ders." 

43.  Ellsworth  v.  Fairbury,  41  Neb. 
881,  60  N.  W.  336;  Williams  v.  Chat- 
tanooga Iron  Works,  131  Tenn.  683, 
173  S.  W.  1031,  Ann.  gas.  1916iS,  101. 

44.  Forms  of  orders  generally,  see 
9  Standard  Pboc.  900. 

[a]  Form  of  Order. — And  now  on 
this  (insert  date)  this  motion  com- 
ing on  for  hearing  before  me  ; 

.judge  of  the  fifth  judicial  district  of 
the  state  of  ,  and  it  appear- 
ing that  due  notice  has  been  given  of 
the  .application  and  filing  of  this  mo- 
tion and  having  read  the  affidavit   of 

— • filed  herewith:  It  is  ordered 

by  me  that  Dr.  of  ; 

Dr. '■ of ;  Dr.  • 

of  


-,  and  one  physician  to  be 
selected  by  each  pa>rty  hereto,  be,  and 
they  are  hereby  appointed  a  board  of 
surgeons  and  physicians  to  proceed  to 
the  residence  of  plaintiff  in  this  case,  in 
and   to    thoroughly    examine 


said  plaintiff,  and  to  ascertain,  if  pos- 
sible, what  disease  or  injury  she  is  now 
suffering  from,  if  any,  and  the  cause 
thereof. 

It  is  further  ordered  that  th-e  costs 
and  expenses  attending  such  examina- 
tion shall  be  paid  in  the  first  instance 
by  the  defendant  in  the  case,  and  the 
same  reported  to  the  clerk  of  the  dis- 
trict  court   of  county,  

to  be  charged  up  as  costs  in  this  case 
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to  conduct  the  examination  and  the  time,  place  and  manner  of  making 
it,*°  and  in  some  jurisdictions  should  state  the  finding  or  conclusions 
of  the  court  authorizing  it.**  It  must  operate  upon  the  plaintiff  him- 
self and  not  en  his  attorney.*^ 

Oral  Examination.  —  Under  the  New  York  statute  the  order  must  con- 
tain a  provision  for  the  party's  oral  examination.** 

e.  Service  of  Order  *^  —  The  order  should  be  served  upon  the  party 
who  is  to  be  examined.^" 

d.  Modifying  and  Vacating.  —  In  the  exercise  of  its  power  over 
its  own  orders  the  court  may  for  good  cause  and  on  proper  application 
modify,^^  or  vacate,^^  its  order  for  a  physical  examination. 

e.  Review  on  Appeal.  —  (I.)  In  GeneraJ.  —  Orders  upon  motion  for 
physical  examination  are  reviewable  on  a:ppeaP^  unless  the  party  has 
waived  his  right  to  have  the  decision  reviewed.^* 

(II.)  Extent  of  Review.  —  Since  the  application  in  such  cases  is  ad- 
dressed to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  trial  court,°°  its  ruling  will  not 
be  disturbed  on  appeal  unless  such  discretion  is  manifestly  abused.^" 


and  to  abide  the  result  thereof. 


Judge. 
Ellsworth   V.    Fairbury,    41     Neb.     881, 
60  N.  W.  336.     See  also  Hess  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.   S.  E.   Co.,   7  Pa.   Co.   Ct. 
565. 

45.  Ellsworth  v.  Fairbury,  41  Neb. 
881,  60  N.  W.  336. 

Appointment  of  examiners,  ■see  infra, 
n,  C. 

As  to  examination,  see  infra,  III, 
D. 

46.  Williams  v.  Chattanooga  Iron 
Works,  131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  101. 

47.  Bowe  V.  Brunnbauer,  13  Mise. 
631  25  Civ.  Proe.  56,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
919'  69  N.  Y.  St.  138. 

48.  Lyon  v.  Manhattan  By.  Co.,  142 
N  Y.  298,  37  N.  B.  113,  25  L.  R.  A. 
402;  Landau  v.  Citron,  47  Misc.  354, 
93  N.  Y.  Supp.  1111.  ^     ^. 

[a]  The  scope  of  the  examination 
may  be  confined  by  the  court  to  ques- 
tions touching  the  nature  and  extent 
of  his  injuries.  Landau  v.  Citron,'  47 
Misc.  354,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  1111. 

49.  See  generally  the  title  "Service 
of  Process  and  Papers." 

50.  Goldenberg  v.  Zirinsky,  114  App. 
Div.  827,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  251. 

[a]  Service  on  the  attorney  of  the 
party  to  be  examined  is  not  sufficient, 
even  though  the  order  directs  that 
service  on  the  attorney  be  made.  Gold- 
enberg V.  Zirinsky,  114  App.  Div.  827, 
100  N.  Y.  Supp.  251. 


51.  Landau  v.  Citron,  47  Misc.  354, 
93  N.  Y.  Supp.  1111. 

[a]  But  there  is  no  warrant  for 
striking  out  all  provision  for  an  oral 
examination.  Landau  v.  Citron,  47 
Misc.  354,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  1111. 

52.  Orlando  v.  Syracuse  Rapid  Tran-   ' 
alt  R.  Co.,  109  App.  Div.  356,  95  N.  Y. 
Supp.  898. 

[a]  Where  prior  voluntary  examina- 
tion has  been  had.  Orlando  v.  Syracuse 
Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.,  109  App.  Div. 
356,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  898. 

53.  Goldenberg  v.  Zirinsty,  114  App. 
Div.  827,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  251;  Williams 
V.  Chattanooga  Iron  Works,  131  Tenn. 
683,  176  S.  W.  1031,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B, 
101. 

54.  Ellsworth  v.  Fairbury,  41  Neb. 
881,  CO  N.  W.  336. 

[a]  Failure  To  Object.— (1)  Acqui- 
escence in  an  erroneous  order  by  com- 
pliance therewith  without  filing  an  ex- 
ception, and  failure  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion at  the  trial,  constitutes  a  waiver 
of  the  right  to  review.  Ellsworth  v. 
Fairbury,  41  Neb.  881,  60  N.  W.  336. 
(2)  But  where  it  must  affirmatively 
appear  that  the  court  properly  exer- 
cised his  discretion  in  ordering  an  ex- 
amination, no  specific  objections  need 
be  made  in  the  trial  court  pointing  out 
deficiencies  in  the  prerequisites  of  the 
order.  Williams  •;;.  Chattanooga  Iron 
Works,  131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031, 
Ann.   Cas.  1916B,  101. 

55.  See  supra,  II,  A,  2,  b. 

56.  Ga. — Macon  By.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Vin- 
ing,  120   Ga.   511,  48   S.  E.   232.     Irid. 
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Harmless  Error.  —An  error  which  works  no  prejudice  to  the  com- 
plaining  party  will  be  disregarded  by  the  appellate  court."^ 

3.  Renewal  of  Motion.  —  The  denial  of  an  application  for  physi- 
cal examination  may  be  made  without  prejudice  to  renew  the  same 
during  the  trial,"'  and  in  any  case  the  motion  may  be  renewed  within 
the  limitations  applicable  to  the  renewal  of  motions  generally."* 

4.  Enforcement  of  Order.  —  Power  of  Court.  —  The  court  has  full 
power  to  compel  obedience  to  its  order  for  physical  examination/"  and 
while  it  remains  in  full  force  and  effect  it  cannot  be  treated  as  a  nullity 
by  the  party  against  whom  it  is  obtained." 

Remedies  To  Enforce.  —  Disobedience  to  an  order  for  physical  exam- 
ination may  result  in  the  party's  being  put  in  contempt.*^    The  usual 

Aspy  V.  Botkins,  160  Ind.  170,  66  N.  the  order,  but  in  the  absence  of  any 
E.  462.  Ky. — Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  showing  to  the  contrary,  on  the  ground 
Beeler,  142  Ky.  772,  135  S.  W.  305;  that  under  the  circumstances  the  order 
Belle  of  Nelson  Distilling  Co.  v.  Eiggs,  ought  not  to  have  been  granted. 
104  Ky.  1,  45  S.  W.  99.  Mo. — ^Fuller-  Miami  &  M.  Turnpike  Co,  v.  Baily,  37 
ton  V.  Fordyce,   121   Mo.   1,  25   S.    W.    Ohio  St.  104. 

587,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  516;  Owens  v.  \  57.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  Ey.  Co. 
Kansas  City,  St.  J.  &  C.  B.  E.  Co.,  v.  Sherwood  (Tex.),  67  S.  W.  776.  See 
95  Mo.  169,  8  S.  W.  350,  6  Am.  St.  generally  2  Standard  Proc.  457.  , 
Eep.  39;  Sidekum  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  |  [a]  Error  in  denying  an  examina- 
&  P.  Ey.  Co.,  93  Mo.  400,  4  S.  W.  tion  will  be  considered  harmless,  where 
701,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.  54^  Paul  v.  Omaha  |  it  appears  plaintiff  did  submit  to  an 
&  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  82  Mo.  App.  500;  examination  by  several  surgeons  and 
Kinney  v.  Springfield,  35  Mo.  App.  physicians  of  learning  and  integrity. 
97.    N.  Y. — Smyth  v.  Lichtenstein,  137    International  &  G.  N.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Under- 


App.  Div.  335,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  74. 
Tenn. — Williams  v.  Chattanooga  Iron 
Works,  131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031, 
Ann.  Gas.  1916B,  101.  Wash.— Smith 
V.    Spokane,    16    Wash.    403,,   47    Pae. 


wood,  64  Tex.  463. 

[b]  That  a  wrong  reason  was  as- 
signed by  the  trial  court  for  its  de- 
cision will  be  disregarded,  provided 
the    decision   itself   is   correct.      SJoux 


888.  I  City  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Finlayson,  16  Neb. 

[a]  Where  a  reasonably  clear  case  578,  20  N.  W.  860,  49  Am.  Eep.  724. 
for  the  examination  is  presented  by  ,  See  generally  2  Standard  Peoc.  413. 
the  circumstances  appearing  on  the  '  ^^-  ■*^*-  Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
record,  the  court's  refusal  to  order  it  I  Hill,  90  Ala.  71,  8  So.  90,  24  Am.  St. 
will  warrant  a  reversal  of  the  judg-  I^ep.  764,  9  L.  E.  A.  442.  Fla.— At- 
ment.  Ark.— Sibley  v.  Smith,  46  Ark.  lantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Dees,  56 
275,  55  Am.  Eep.  584.  Colo.— Western  ^la.  127,  48  So.  28.  Mo.— Sidekum  v. 
Glass  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Sehoeninger,  42  Colo.  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.,  93  Mo. 
357,  94  Pac.  342,  126  Am.  St.  Eep.  400,  4  S.  W.  701,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.  549. 
165,  15  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  663.  la.  '  59.  Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Hill, 
""  ~     90  Ala.  71,  8  So.  90,  24  Am.  St.  Eep. 

764,    9   L.    E.   A.    442.     See    the   title 

"Motions." 

60.  Sibley  v.  Smith,  46  Ark.  275,  55 
Am.  Eep.  584. 

61.  Goldenberg  v.  Zirinsky,  114  App. 
Div.  827,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  251;  Farmers' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Underwood,  90  Hun  342, 
25  Civ.  Proc.  94,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  693, 
70  N.  Y.  St.  491. 

62.  Sibley  v.  Smith,  46  Ark.  275,  55 
Am.  Eep.  584;  Schroeder  v.  Chicago, 
E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  47  Iowa  375. 

Ta]    If  plaintiff  withdraws  his  claim 


Hall  V.  Manson,  99  Iowa  698,  68  N.  W, 
922,  34  L.  E.  A.  207.  Wash.— Lane  v. 
Spokane  Falls  &  N.  E.  Co.,  21  Wash. 
119,  57  Pac.  367,  75  Am.  St.  Eep.  821, 
46  L.  E.  A.  153. 

[b]  Refusal  of  second  examination 
held  an  abuse  of  discretion.  Eief  v. 
Great  Northern  E.  Co.,  126  Minn.  430, 
148  N.  W.  309. 

[cl  Presumptions.— The  refusal  of 
the  court  to  allow  an  examination  of 
the  plaintiff  will  not  be  presumed  to 
have  been  made  on  the  ground  of  a 
want   of  power  in  the  court  to   make 
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procedure  to  enforce  compliance  with  the  court's  order  is,  however, 
to  dismiss  the  disobedient  party's  case,'^  or  to  stay  the  proceedings 
until  he  submits  to  the  examination,^*  or  to  suppress  his  testimony,"* 
or  refuse  him  the  privilege  of  giving  evidence  to  establish  the  injury 
until  he  obeys  the  order  ;^"  and  the  court  is  also  warranted  in  striking 
from  his  pleadings  all  allegations  as  to  permanent  injury  and  with- 
drawing from  the  jury  that  part  of  the  case."' 

C.  The  Examiners.  —  That  a  fair  and  impartial  examination  may 
be  assured,  the  physicians  or  other  examiners  should  be  selected  by 
the  court,"*  and  not  by  either  of  the  litigants."'  The  parties  of  course 
may  agree  on  examiners,'"  but  the  court  should  approve  of  those  se- 


for  pennanent  injury,  the  proceedings 
as  for  contempt  will  be  suspended. 
Schroeder  v.  Chicago,  E.  L  &  P.  E.  Co., 
47  Iowa  375. 

63.  Ala. — Anonymous,  89  Ala.  291, 
7  So.  100,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  116,  7  L. 
E.  A.  425.  Md.— Sch«ffler  v.  Lee,  126 
Md.  373,  94  Atl.  907.  Minn.— Wanek 
1)  Winona,  78  Minn.  98,  80  N.  W.  851, 
79  Am.  St.  Eep.  354,  46  L.  E.  A.  448. 
Mo. — Shepard  v.  Missouri  Pae.  Ey.  Co., 
85  Mo.  629,  55  Am.  Eep.  390.  N.  D. 
Brown  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co., 
12  N.  D.  61,  95  N.  W.  153,  102  Am. 
St.  Eep.  564.  Ohio.— Miami  &  M.  Tpk. 
Co.  V.  Baily,  37  Ohio  St.  104.  Tenn. 
Williams  v.  Chattanooga  Iron  Works, 
181  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031,  Ann. 
Gas.  1916B,  101. 

[a]  A  bill  for  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  physical  incapacity  may  be  dis- 
missed if  the  plaintifE  refuses  to  sub- 
mit to  a  physical  examination  ordered 
by  the  chancellor.  Anonymous,  89  Ala. 
291,  7  So.  100,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  316, 
7  L.  E.  A.  425. 

64.  N.  T.— Goldenberg  v.  Zirinsky, 
114  App.  Div.  827,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.. 
251.  Ohio. — Miami  &  M.  Turnpike  Co. 
V.  Baily,  37  Ohio  St.  104.  Pa.— Cohen 
V.  Philadelphia  Eapid  Transit  Co.,  250 
Pa.  15,  95  Atl.  315;  Hess  v.  Lake  Shore 
&  M.  S.  E.  Co.,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  565. 

[a]  A  continuance  may  be  granted 
defendant  until  the  examination  is 
made.  State  ex  rel.  Carter  v.  Call, 
64  Fla.  144,  59  So.  789,  41  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1071 ;  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P. 
E.  Co.  V.  Nolan,  161  Ky.  205,  170 
S.  W.  650. 

[b]  Defective  Service  of  Order. 
Where  the  order  for  examination  is 
served  on  the  attorney  for  plaintiff  in- 
stead of  on  the  plaintiff  himself,  the 
plaintiff   will   not   be    stayed    in    his 


action.       Goldenberg   v.    Zirinsky,    114 
App.  Div.  827,  100  N".  Y.  Supp.  251. 

65.  AnoriymouB,  35  Ala.  226. 

66.  Miami  &  M.  Turnpike  Co.  V. 
Baily,  37  Ohio  St.  104. 

67.  Schroeder  v.  Chicago,  E. '  I.  & 
P.  E.  Co.,  47  Iowa  375. 

68.  Ala. — Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Go.  v. 
Hill,  93  Ala.  514,  9  So.  722,  30  Am. 
St.  Eop.  65.  Ga. — Eichmoud  &  ]>.  E. 
Co.  i;.  Childress,  82  Ga.  719,  9  S.  E. 
602,  14  Am.  St.  Eep.  189,  3  L.  E.  A. 
808.  Kjui. — Southern  K.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Michaels,  57  Kan.  474,  46  Pac.  938. 
Ky.— Keller  &  Brady  Co.  v.  Berry,  121 
S.  W.  1009.  Neb.— Stuart  v.  Havens, 
17  Neb.  211,  22  N.  W.  419;  Sioux  City 
&  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Finlayson,  16  Neb.  578, 
20  N.  W,  860,  49  Am.  Eep.  724.  N.  Y. 
Goldenberg  v.  Zirinsky,  114  App.  Div. 
827,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  251.  Tenn.— Wil- 
liams V.  Chattanooga  Iron  Works,  131 
Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031,  Ann.  Gas. 
1916B,  101.  Tex.— Houston  &  T.  C.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Berling,  14  Tex.  Giv.  App.  544, 
37  S.  W.  1083. 

[a]  "The  selection  of  such  experts 
is  a  matter  entirely  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  trial  judge.  Neither 
party  has  any  right,  by  suggestion, 
motion,  or  otherwise,  to  control  his 
discretion  in  any  degree."  Alabama 
G.  S.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Hill,  93  Ala.  514,  9 
So.  722,  30  Am.  St.  Eep.  65. 

69.  "Ga. — Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
ChUdress,  82  Ga.  719,  9  S.  E.  602,  14 
Am.  St.  Eep.  189,  3  L.  E.  A.  808. 
N.    y. — Goldenberg    v.     Zirinsky,     114 

I  App.  Div.  827,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  251. 
Wftsh. — Smith  v.  Spokane,  16  Wash. 
403,  47  Pac.  888. 

70.  Sioux  Gitv  &  P.  E.  Go.  v.  Kn- 
layson,  16  Neb.  578,  20  N.  W.  860,  49 
Am.  Eep.  724;  Houston  &  T.  C.  Ey. 
Co.  v.  Berling,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  544, 
37  S.  W.  1083. 
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lected/^  They  should  be  competent"  and  disinterested"  physicians 
or  surgeons,  and,  where  possible,  of  the  party's  own  sex.'* 

Number  of  Examiners.  —  The  court  must  of  necessity  exercise  its  dis- 
cretion in  respect  to  the  number  of  physicians  to  make  the  examin- 
ation,'^ and  the  order  for  examination  usually  designates  the  number.'* 

D.  The  Examination.  —  1.  Generally.  —  The  examination  should 
be  had  under  the  court's  order  and  direction,"  and  should  strictly 
conform  thereto,'*  the  comfort  and  safety  of  the  subjects  being  mat- 


71.  Eailway  Co.  v.  Palmore,  68  Kan. 
545,  75  Pae.  509-,  64  L.  R.  A'.  (N.  S.) 
90.  I 

72.  State  ex  rel.  Carter  v.  Call,  64  i 
Fla.  144,  59  So.  789,  41  L.  R.  A.   (N.  I 
S.)    1071;    Wittenberg   v.    Onsgard,    78 
Miun.  342,  81  N.  W.  14,  47  L.  R.  A. 
141. 

[a]  X-ray  examination  denied  where 
it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  that  the 
person  by  whom  the  defendant  desired 
the  photograph  to  be  taken  had  the 
necessary  skill  and  experience  proper- 
ly and  safely  to  apply  the  rays  with- 
out injury  to  the  plaintiff.  Witten- 
berg V.  Onsgard,  78  Minn.  342,  81  N. 
W.  14,  47  L.  R.  A.  141.  See  infra, 
III,  D,  1. 

73.  Ga. — Richmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Childress,  82  Ga.  719,  9  S.  E.  602,  14 
Am.  St.  Rep.  189,  3  L.  R.  A.  808.  Ky. 
Keller  &  Brady  Co.  v.  Berry,  121  S. 
W.  1009.  Neb.— Sioux  City  &  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Pinlayson,  16  Neb.  578,  20  N.  W. 
860,  49  Am.  Rep.  724.  N.  Y.— Gold- 
enberg  v.  Zirinsky,  114  App.  Div.  827, 
100  N.  Y.  Supp.  251.  Tenn.— Williams 
V.  Chattanooga  Iron  Worka,  131  Tenn. 
683,  176  S.  W.  1031,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B, 
101.  Wash.— Just  V.  Littlefield,  87 
Wash.  299,  151  Pac.  780;  Lane  v. 
Spokane  Falls  &  N.  R.  Co.,  21  Wash. 
119,  57  Pac.  367,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  821, 
46  L.  R.  A.  153;  Smith  v.  Spokane,  16 
Wash.  403,  47  Pac.  888. 

[a]  A  physician  of  the  movant  (1) 
should  not  be  appointed  (Goldenberg 
V.  Zirinsky,  114  App.  Div.  827,  100 
N.  Y.  Supp.  251;  Just  V.  Littlefield, 
87  Wash.  299,  151  Pac.  780),  (2)  even 
though  the  physician  of  the  other  party 
is  permitted  to  attend  the  examina- 
tion (Goldenberg  v.  Zirinsky,  114  App. 
Div.  827,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  251),  (3) 
but  the  matter,  it  seems,  rests  in  the 
court 's  discretion  (Ky. — Keller  &  Brady 
Co.  V.  Berrv,  121  S.  W.  1009.  Neb. 
Stuart  V.  Havens,  17  Neb.  211,  22  N. 
.  W.  419;  Sioux  City  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Finlayson,  16  Neb.  578,  20  N.   W.  860, 


49  Am.  Rep.  724.  Pa. — Clark  v.  North- 
umberland Borough,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
555.  Wash. — Smith  v.  Spokane,  16 
Wash.  403,  47  Pae.  888.  Wis.— White 
V.  Milwaukee  City  Ry.  Co.,  61  Wig. 
536,  21  N.  W.  524,  50  Am.  Rep.  154), 
and  (4)  a  refusal  to  order  an  examina- 
tion by  physicians  named  by  the  de- 
fendant has  even  been  deemed  an  abuse 
of  discretion.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  P. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Thul,  29  Kan.  466,  44  Am. 
Rep.  659. 

74.  Williams  v.  Chattanooga  Iron 
Works,  131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  101. 

[a]  Under  the  statute  a  physician 
of  plaintiff's  own  sex  must  make  the 
examination.  Lawrence  v.  Samuels,  16 
MiBC.  501,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  976. 

75.  Shepard  v.  Missouri  Pae.  Ry. 
Co.,  85  Mo.  629,  634,  55  Am.  Rep. 
390. 

[a]  Three  Physicians. — An  applicar 
tion  denied  because  an  examination  by 
three  physicians  requested.  Shepard  v. 
Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  85  Mo.  629,  634, 
55  Am.  Rep.  390. 

[b]  Four  Physicians.  ■ —  Application 
denied  where  an  examination  by  four 
physicians  asked.  Sidekum  v.  Wabash, 
St.  L.  &  P.  Rv.  Co.,  93  Mo.  400,  4  S.  W. 
701,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  549. 

76.  Ellsworth  v.  Fairbury,  41  Neb. 
881,  60  N.  W.  336;  Clark  v.  Northum- 
berland Borough,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  555; 
Hess  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.,  7 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  565. 

77.  Fla. — State  ex  rel.  Carter  v.  Call 
64  Fla.  144,  59  So.  789,  41  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1071.  Kan.— Southern  K.  By. 
Co.  V.  Michaels,  57  Kan.  474,  46  Pac. 
938.  Ky. — ^Belt  Electric  Line  Co.  ■». 
Allen,  102  Ky.  551,  44  S.  W.  89,  80 
Am.  St.  Rep.  374. 

78.  Hess  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E. 
Co.,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  565. 

Oral  examination  in  connection  with 
the  physical,  is  sometimes  provided  for. 
See  supra,  IT,  B,  2,  b,  catchline  Oral 
Examination. 
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ters  of  primary  consideration."  The  examination  should  proceed  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  avoid  the  infliction  of  pain,  the  subjection  to  in- 
dignity or  the  endangering  of  health  or  life.^" 

The  examiner  appointed  must  himself  make  the  examination;  he 
cannot  authorize  another  to  make  it.^^ 

The  court  may  in  its  discretion  refuse  to  permit  an  x-ray  examina- 
tion,82  particularly  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  exam- 
iner is  qualified  to  make  the  examination  safely;*^  and  it  has  been 
doubted  whether  such  an  examination  should  be  permitted  in  any  case 
until  it  has  been  thoroughly  established  as  a  scientific  fact  that  it  can 
be  made  without  injury.**  Some  statutes  providing  for  examination, 
have  been  construed  as  not  extending  to  x-ray  examinations.*^ 

2.  Time  for.*«  —  The  order  may  designate  a  time  for  the  exam- 
ination, or  authorize  the  party  to  be  examined  to  arrange  the  matter.*'' 

3.  Place  of.  —  The  place  for  holding  the  examination  is  necessarily 
a  matter  calling  for  the  exercise  of  the  court's  discretion.**  It  is  not 
improper  in  certain  cases  to  conduct  the  examination  in  open  court  in 
the  presence  of  spectators,**  but  the  court  may,  where  necessary,  order 
a  private  examination,  designating  the  place  where  and  in  whose  pres- 
ence it  shall  take  place.*" 

4.  Report  by  laminar.  —  The  examiner  or  examiners  appointed 
by  the  court  should,  it  has  been  said,  file  a  report  stating  in  detail  the 
result  of  the  examination,  open  for  inspection  by  the  parties  but  not 
for  use  as  evidence  except  on  cross-examination  of  the  examiner.*^ 

E.  Expense  of  Examination.  —  The  expense  of  the  examination 
should  be  borne,  at  the  outset  at  least,  by  the  party  at  whose  instance 
it  is  made.*^ 


79.  Railway  Co.  v.  Palmore,  68  Kan. 
545,  75  Pac.  509,  64  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
90. 

80.  Kan. — Railway  Co.  v.  Palnjore, 
68  Kan.  545,  75  Pae.  509,  64  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  90.  Pa. — Hess  v.  Lake  Shore 
&  M.  S.  E.  Co.,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  565. 
Tenn. — William's  v.  Chattanooga  Iron 
Works,  131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031, 
Ann.   Cas.   1916B,  101. 

81.  State  ex  rel.  Carter  v.  Call,  64 
Fla.  144,  59  So.  789,  41  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1071. 

82.  Boelter  v.  Eoss  Lumb.  Co.,  103 
Wis.  324,  79  N.  W.  243. 

83.  International  &  G.  N.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Bartek  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  177  S.  W. 
137. 

84.  Wittenberg  v.  Onsgard,  78  Minn. 
342,  81  N.  W.  14,  47  L.  E.  A.  141. 

85.  See  supra,  II,  B,  2,  b,  note. 

86.  Time  to  make  application  for 
examination,  see  supra,  III,  B,  1,  b, 
(II). 

87.  Clark  v.  Northumberland  Bor- 
ough,   23    Pa.    Co.    Ct.    555;     Hess    v. 


Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E.  Co.,  7  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  565. 

88.  Eailway  Co.  v.  Dobbins,  60  Ark. 
481,  30  8.  W.  887,  31  S.  W.   147. 

89.  Hall  V.  Manson,  99  Iowa  698,  68 
N.   W.  922,  34  L.  E.  A.  207. 

90.  Eailway  Co.  v.  Dobbins,  60  Ark. 
481,  30  S.  W.  887,  31  S.  W.  147;  Clark 
V.  Northumberland  Borough,  23  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  555;  Hess  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E. 
Co.,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  565.  See  9  Ency. 
OP  Ev.  811. 

,  [a]  Private  examination  by  jury 
(1)  not  permissible  (see  Garvik  v.  Bur- 
lington, C.  E.  &  N.'  E.  Co.,  124  Iowa 
691,  100  N.  W.  498),  (2)  at  least  in 
the  absence  of  the  judge.  Fordyce  v. 
Key,  74  Ark.  19,  84  S.  W.  797.  ' 

fb]  Plaintiff  residing  in  another 
state  may  be  directed  to  submit  to 
examination  there  instead  of  requiring 
him  to  appear  before  the  jury.  Eail- 
way Co.  V.  Dobbins,  60  Ark.  481,  30 
S.   W.  887,  31  S.  W.  147. 

91.  Williams  v.  Chattanooga  Iron 
Works,  131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031, 
Ahn.  Cas.  1916B,  101. 

92.  Ga. — Eichmond   &  D.   E.   Co.  v. 
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F.  Instructions  to  Jury.  —  The  court  may  instruct  the  jury  an 
to  the  inferences,  if  any,  to  be  drawn  from  the  party's  refusal  to  sub- 
mit to  physical  examination.®' 


Childress,  82  Ga.  719,  9  S.  B.  602,  14 
Am.  St.  Eep.  189,  3  L.  E.  A.  808.  Neb. 
Ellsworth  i;.  Fairbury,  41  Neb.  881,  60 
N.  W.  336.  Tenn.— Williams  v.  Chat- 
tanooga Iron  Works,  131  Tenn.  683,  176 
S.  W.  1031,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  101.  Wash. 
Lane  v.  Spokane  Falls  &  N.  E.  Co.. 
21  Wash.  119,  57  Pac.  367,  75  Am 
St.  Eep.  821,  46  L.  E.  A.  153. 

[a]  Fee  should  be  fixed  in  advance 
and  paid  into  court,  to  be  paid  to  the 
expert  when  he  files  his  report.  See 
Williams  v.  Chattanooga  Irotn  Works, 
131  Tenn.  683,  176  S.  W.  1031,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916B,  101. 
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Elfers  V.  Woolley,  116  N.  Y.  294, 
E.  548. 


93. 

22  N. 

[a]  Where  no  power  to  compel  an 
examination  exists  in  the  court  the  de- 
fendant is  not  entitled  to  an  instrue- 
tion  that  would  tend  to  show  a  failure 
to  exhibit  her  limb  should  be  taken  as 
a  circumstance  against  her.  Sehuerger 
V.  City   Water   Co.,  183  111.   App.   469. 

[b]  After  denial  of  application  for 
an  order  because  it  was  not  timely, 
see  Miami  &  M.  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Baily. 
37  Ohio  St.  104. 
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For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.    REVIEW  OP  REFUSAL   TO   GRANT   LICENSE.  — A,     In 

General.  —  Generally  the  rule  applies  that  the  courts  will  not  inter- 
fere with  the  discretionaryi  powers  of  the  boards.^ 

B.  Modes  of  Review.  —  A  method  by  which  one  may  have  a  review 
of  the  board's  decision  is  provided  by  statute  in  many  states.^  Some 
statutes  provide  for  an  appeal  and  a  trial  de  novo.^  Mandamus  is 
often  recognized  as  a  proper  remedy  where  the  board  refuses  to  act,* 


1.  Cal. — "Van  Vleek  v.  Board  of  Den- 
tal Examiners,  48  Pac.  223,  holding  that 
it  is  a  judicial  rather  than  .a  ministerial 
act  to  determine  what  institutions  are 
' '  reputable "  so  as  to  entitle  their 
students  to  license  to  practice  upon 
diploma.  Idalio. — Barton  v.  Schmer- 
shall,  21  Idaho  562,  122  Pac.  385;  Eaaf 
V.  State  Board,  11  Idaho  707,  84  Pac. 
33.  Ohio. — Kowenstrot  v.  State,  4  Ohio 
N.  P.  257.  Ore. — Miller  v.  Board  of 
Medical  Examiners,  33  Ore.  5,  52  Pae. 
763,  holding  that  a'  new  board  could 
not  review  the  decision  of  a  former 
board. 

2.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Idaho. — Barton  v.  Schmershall,  21 
Idaho  562,  122  Pac.  385;  Eaaf  v.  State 
Board,  11  Idaho  707,  84  Pac.  33,  hold- 
ing that  the  statute  provides  for  an 
inquiry  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  re- 
view, but  not  for  an  appeal.  Ind. 
In  re  Coffin,  152  Ind.  439,  53  N.  E. 
458.  Minn.-^Williams  v.  State  Board 
of  Medical  Examiners,  180  Minn.  313, 
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139  N.  W.  500,  reviewing  various  stat- 
utes and  pointing  out  that  there  may 
be  a  review  in  ordinary  cases,  and 
yet  none  where  application  of  phy- 
sician from  other  state  to  be  admitted 
without  examination  is  denied.  Mont. 
State  ex  r-el.  Kiddell  v.  District  Court, 
27  Mont.  103,  69  Pac.  710,  'citing  Pol. 
Code,  §603,  as  .authorizing  an  appeal. 
See  also  State  v.  District  Court,  19 
Mont.  501,  48  Pac.  1104. 

3.  State  ex-  rel.  Eiddell  v.  District 
Court,  27  Mont.  103,  69  Pac.  710;  State 
ex  rel.  Seres  v.  District  Court,  19  Mont. 
501,  48  Pac.  1104;  In  re  Littlefield,  61 
"Wash.  150,  112  Pac.  234,  holding"  that 
the  trial  de  novo  need  not  be  of  all 
the  matters  involved,  but  niiay  be  only 
as  to  those  matters  of  which  the  ap- 
pellant complains,  as  of  his  standings 
in  various  'subjects.  And  see  cases  in 
last  preceding  note. 

4.  See  the  title  "Mwadamns,"  and 
the  followins:  Cal. — "Van  Vleek  v.  Board 
of  Dental  Examiners,  48  Bac.  223,  in 
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but  in  so  far  as  the  board  acts  judicially  mandamus  cannot  be  in- 
voked to  review  its  action.^  The  remedy  may  be  by  certiorari,  where 
the  board  has  acted  without  jurisdiction,^  The  appeal  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  special  proceeding  rather  than  an  action,  under  some  statutes.^ 
Pending  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  the  court  has  no  right  to  make 
an  order  temporarily  permitting  the  applicant  to  practice.^ 

After  decision  by  the  reviewing  court  against  the  board  of  examiners, 
the  board  is  the  aggrieved  party,  and  may  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court  under  some  statutes.^ 

II.  REVOCATION  OF  LICENSE.  —  A.  By  Boards.  —  1.  In  Gen- 
eral.—  The  board's  investigation  need  not  be  carried  on  in  observance 
of  the  technical  rules  adopted  by  courts  of  law.^°  The  accused  may 
appear  in  person  or  by  counsel.^^  Costs  are  not  allowed  as  in  ordinary 
actions.^" 

2.    Notice.  —  The  person  whose  license  it  is  sought  to  revoke  must 


so  far  as  the  matter  to  be  passed  upon 
is  purely  ministerial.  Idaho. — Baaf  v. 
State  Board,  11  Idaho  707,  84  Pac.  33, 
"If  the  board  should  fail  to  act  when 
it  is  their  duty  to  act,  the  courts  are 
open  to  enforce  action."  Ore. — Miller 
V.  Board  of  Medical  Examiners,  33  Ore. 
5,  52  Pac.  763,  holding  that  where  a 
board,  from  whose  decision  there  was 
no  appeal,  has  become  functus  oflieio 
there  is  no  way  of  subjecting  its 
action  to  review.  Can. — Eeg.  v.  Col- 
lege of  Physicians  &  Surgeons,  44  U.  C. 
O    B.  564. 

5.  State  ex  rel.  Powell  v.  State  Med- 
ical Board,  32  Minn.  324,  20  N.  W.  238, 
50  Am.  Bep.  573.  See  the  title  "Man- 
damus." 

6.  See  the  title  "Certiorari,"  and 
State  ex  rel  Milwaukee  M.  College  v. 
Chittenden,  127  Wis.  468,  107  N.  W. 
500,  holding  that  the  writ  is  issuable 
on  petition  of  a  dental  college  whose 
graduates  are  being  prevented  from 
obtaining  licenses  through  the  passing 
of  a  resolution  by  the  board  declaring 
the  college  was  not  reputable,  which 
resolution  was  passed  without  giving 
the  college  notice  and  opportunity  to 
be   heard. 

7.  State  ex  rel.  Eiddell  v.  District 
Court,  27  Mont.  103,  69  Pac.  710,  but 
holding  that  the  mere  failure  to  en- 
title it  as  a  special  proceeding  did  not 
vitiate  the  judgment. 

8.  State  V.  Pirst  Judicial  Dist.  Court, 
26  Mont.  121,  66  Pac.  754,  the  court 
has  no  such  power  inherently,  nor  by 
analogy  to  the  statute  permitting  such 
order  on  appeal  from  an  order  revok- 
ing a  lieen^e. 


9.  State  ex  rel.  Eiddell  v.  District 
Court,  27  Mont.  103,  69  Pac.  710,  hold- 
ing that  certiorari  on  the  theory  that 
the  lower  court  had  no  jurisdiction  is 
not  the  proper  procedure. 

10.  la. — Traer  v.  State  Board,  106 
Iowa  559,  76  N.  W.  833,  "a  more  flex- 
ible practice  must  of  necessity,  be  fol- 
lowed in  many  cases. "  Kan. — Meffert  v. 
State  Medical  Board,  66  Kan.  710,  72 
Pac.  247,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  811,  judg- 
ment affirmed,  195  V.  S.  625,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
790,  49  L.  ed.  350.  Mont.— State  ex  rel. 
Kellogg  V.  District  Court,  13  Mont. 
370,  34  Pac.  298,  the  legislature  has 
not  defined  the  procedure,  but  no  doubt 
"contemplated  that  such  proceedings 
should  be  conducted  in  such  an  order- 
ly manner  as  that  no  substantial  right 
would  be  denied  the  accused."  Neb. 
Munk  V.  Frink,  81  Neb.  631,  116  N.  W. 
525,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  439.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  rel.  Greenberg  v.  Eeid,  151 
App.  Div.  324,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  428, 
the  proceeding  may  be  summary  and 
not  subject  to  strict  rules  of  evi- 
dence. 

11.  People  ex  rel.  Greenberg  v.  Eeid, 
151  App.  Div.  324,  136  N".  Y.  Supp. 
428,  holding  that  though  one  has  had 
notice  of  and  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard  before  the  board  of  dental  ex- 
aminers, he  is  also  entitled  to  a  hear- 
ing before  the  board  of  regents  of 
the  university  who  alone  have  power 
to  decide,  upon  the  coming  in  of  the 
report  of  the  examining  board. 

12..  State  ex  rel.  Beckman  v.  Bates, 
34  Ore.  196,  51  Pac.  77,  52  Pac.  571, 
55  Pac.  25,  the  case  falls  within  the 
rule  that  there  can  be  no  costs  where 
the  statute  does  not  allow  them. 
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have  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  hearing,^'  and  of  the  nature  of 
the  charge  made  against  him.^*  But  where  a  license  was  fraudulently 
obtained  the  court  will  not  intercede  to  reinstate  it  after  the  board 
has  revoked  it  without  notice.^" 

3.  Parties.  —  The  proceeding  may  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
state  on  the  relation  of  the  board  or  other  citizens.^® 

4.  Pleading  and  Variance.  —  The  charges  against  the  physician 
need  not  be  as  formal  or  specific  as  required  in  an  information  or  in- 
dictment,^' and  a  complaint  is  sufficient  if  it  informs  the  accused  not 
only  of  the  nature  of  the  wrong,  but  of  the  particular  instance  of 
its  alleged  perpetration.^^    The  proof  before  the  board  must  conform 


13.  lU.— People  v.  McCoy,  125  111. 
289,  17  N.  E.  786,  this  is  so  whether 
the  license  be  considered  property,  in 
a  technical  sense,  or  merely  a  valuable 
franchise.  The  statute  now  requires 
notice,  see  People  v.  Apfelbaum,  251 
111.  18,  95  N.  E.  995,  which  suggests 
that  the  statutory  provision  for  reg- 
ular notice  and  a  hearing,  implies  that 
the  board's  power  is  not  arbitrary. 
la. — Traer  v.  State  Board,  106  Iowa 
559,  76  N.  W.  833,  the  person  whose 
right  is  to  be  revoked  "must  be  given 
a  fair  opportunity  to  meet  the 
charges."  Minn. — State  ex  ret  Powell 
V.  State  Medical  Board,  32  Minn.  324, 
20  N.  W.  238,  50  Am.  Rep.  575,  a 
statute  confeTring  power  to  revoke 
licenses,  and  providing  that  the  board 
'shall  "take  testimony  in  all  matters 
relating  to  its  duties,"  and  for  an 
appeal,  infers  that  notice  shall  be  given. 
Mont. — State  v.  Sohultz,  11  Mont.  429, 
28  Pac.  643.  Neb.— Mathews  v.  Hed- 
lund,  82  Neb.  825,  119  N.  W.  17,  there 
must  be  an  "opportunity  to  appear  and 
defend."  N.  Y. — People  ew  rel.  Green- 
berg  V.  Reid,  151  App.  Div.  324,  136 
N.  Y.  Supp.  428.  Can.— Reg.  v.  College 
of  Physicians  &  Surgeons,  44  V.  C. 
Q.  B.  146;  Be  Washington,  23  Ont. 
299. 

[a]  Too  short  notice  is  cured  by 
adjournment  for  a  longer  period  than 
required  by  the  statute  in  the  first  in- 
stance. In  re  Stinson  &  College  of 
Physicians  &  Surgeons,  22  Ont.  L.  Rep. 
(Can.)  627. 

14.  Ue  Washington,  23  Ont.  299. 

[a]  Notice  is  sufficient  which  con- 
tained sufficient  to  apprise  defendant 
of  the  charges  against  him,  and  re- 
quired him  to  answer,  though  the  word- 
ing of  the  notice  was  not  technically 
correct  from  a  lawyer's  viewpoint. 
Wolf  V.  State  Board,  109  Minn.  360,  123 
N.  W.  1074.  ' 
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15.  Volp  «.  Saylo]',  42  Ore.  546,  71 
Pac.  980,  the  situation  is  analogous  to 
that  of  a  court  vacating  a  void  decree 
judgment  or  order  entered  without 
jurisdiction  or  authority.  The  license 
had  been  issued  as  a  temporary  license, 
which  the  board  had  no  power  to  issue, 
and  the  licensee  had  then  altered  it  by 
striking  out  the  qualifying  words. 

16.  State  ex  rel.  Beekman  v.  Estes, 
34  Ore.  196,  51  Pac.  77,  52  Pae.  571, 
55  P,ac.  25. 

■  17.  MefEert  v.  State  Medical  Board, 
66  Kan.  710,  72  Pac.  247,  1  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  8.1  811,  judgment  affirmed,  195  TJ. 
8.  625,  25  Sup.  Ct.  790,  49  L.  ed. 
350. 

18.  Richardson  v.  Simpson,  88  Kan. 
684,  129  Pae.  1128;  Mathews  v.  Hed- 
lund,  82  Neb.  825,  119  N.  W.  17;  Munk 
V.  Tririk,  81  Neb.  631,  116  N.  W.  525, 
17  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  439;  Walker  v. 
McMahn,  75  Neb.  179,  106  N.  W.  427; 
Munk  V.  Erink,  75  Neb.  172,  106  N.  W. 
425. 

[a]  Complaint  held  insufficient  which 
merely  charged  as  unprofessional  con- 
duet  that  the  physician  had  been  ac- 
cused of  circulating  obscene  literature 
and  had  admitted  the  accusation  was 
true.  Treated  as  a  charge  that  he  had 
circulated  such  literature  the  com- 
plaint is  insufficient  as  failing  to  so 
identify  the  literature  as  to  give  him 
notice  of  the  charge,  though  it  would 
have  been  improper,  on  account  of  its 
nature,  to  embody  the  literature  in  the 
complaint.  Czarra  v.  Board  of  Medical 
Suprs.,  24  App.   Cas.   (D.  C.)   251. 

[b]  Complaint  held  sufficient  which 
charged  unprofessional  conduct  in  pro- 
curing an  abortion,  which  set  out  the 
act  with  sufficient  particularity  to  ap- 
prise defendant  of  the  charge,  but  did 
not  describe  the  abortion  with  as  suf- 
ficient fullness  as  might  have  been 
necessary   in   a   prosecution   for    that 
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to  the  charge  made.^" 

5.  Review  of  Board's  Decision.  —  The  statutes  frequently  provide 
for  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  board  to  the  courts.^"  Man- 
damus has  been  recognized  as  a  proper  writ  to  compel  the  restoration 
of  the  physician's  name  to  the  register  from  which  it  had  been  erased 
without  authority,^^  and  the  writ  of  prohibition  may  be  invoked  where 
the  board  is  about  to  proceed  without  authority.^''  Certiorari  does  not 
lie  where  the  action  of  the  board  has  not  been  arbitrary.^^  That  the 
legislature  has  not  prescribed  rules  of  practice  to  govern  appeals  in 
this  class  of  cases  does  not  render  the  appeal  nugatory.^*  Whether 
the  physician  has  been  guilty  of  unprofessional  and  dishonorable  con- 
duct is  a  question  of  fact  and  hence  the  finding  of  the  board  thereon 
cannot  be  reviewed.^^ 

The  decision  of  the  court  on  appeal  from  the  finding  of  the  board,  may 
be  reviewed  by  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  under  some  statutes.^" 


crime.     Lanterman  v.   Anderson    (Cal. 
App.),  172  Pae.  625. 

19.  People  V.  McCoy,  125  111.  289,  17 
N.  E.  786,  holding  that  under  a 
charge  of  making  ' '  statements  and 
promises  .  .  .  calculated  to  deceive 
and  defraud  the  public,"  the  physician 
could  not  be  found  guilty  of  "unpro- 
fessional and  dishonorable  conduct,"  in 
publicly  advertising  his  business. 

20.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Minn. — State  v.  State  Medical, 
etc.  Board,  32  Minn.  324,  20  N.  W. 
238,  50  Am.  Eep.  575.  Mont. — State 
t;.  District  Court,  18  Mont.  370,  34  Pac. 
298.  Neb.— Mathews  v.  Hedlund,  82 
Neb.  825,  119  N.  W.  17;  "Walker  v.  Mc- 
Mahn,  75  Neb.  179,  106  N.  W.  427; 
Munk  V.  Frink,  75  Neb.  172,  106  N. 
W.  425.  Ore. — State  ex  rel.  Beckman 
V.  Estes,  34  Ore.  196,  51  Pae.  77,  52 
Pac.  571,  55  Pac.  25.  R.  I.— State 
Board  of  Health  v.  Eoy,  22  E.  I.  538, 
48  Atl.  802.  Can.— 2Je  Washington,  23 
Ont.  299. 

21.  Eeg.  V.  College  of  Physicians  & 
Surgeons,  44  U.  C.  Q.  B.  146. 

[a]  Cannot  be  reviewed  on  applica- 
tion to  order  the  county  court  to  erase 
the  word  "annulled"  from  the  phy- 
sician's registered  license.  The  court's 
authority  over  the  records  in  the 
clerk's  office  applies  only  to  the  rec- 
ords as  clerk  of  the  court.  In  re 
Conrad,  155  App.  Div.  590,  140  N.  Y. 
Supp.  630.  , 

[b]  Mandamus  is  the  proper  rem- 
edy to  reinstate  an  appeal  from  the 
board  where  the  court  refused  to  take 
jurisdiction.  State  v.  District  Court, 
13  Mont.  370,  34  Pae.  298. 

22.  See  infra,  this  note. 

9* 


[a]  The  writ  was  recognized  as 
proper  to  review  the  question  as  to 
whether  proper  notice  had  been  given 
or  whether  the  statute  of  limitations 
had  run;  but  not  to  determine  wheth- 
er the  acts  charged  amounted  to  a 
charge  of  crime  of  which  the  physi- 
cian had  been  acquitted,  or  were  un- 
professional or  immoral  conduct.  Irt 
re  Stinson  &  College  of  Physicians  & 
Surgeons,  22  Ont.  L.  Eep.   (Can.)   627. 

23.  'Tiaer  v.  State  Board,  106  Iowa 
559,  re  N.  W.  833,  questions  of  the 
sufficiency  and  competency  of  the  evi- 
dence cannot  be  reviewed  by  isuch 
proceedings.  , 

24.  State  v.  District  Court,  13  Mont. 
370,   34  Pac.   298. 

Analogous  procedure  under  statute, 
see  State  ex  rel.  Beckman  v.  Estes,  34 
Ore.  196,  51  Pac.  77,  52  Pae.  571,  55 
Pac.  25,  See  also  State  Board  of 
Health  v.  Eoy,  22  R.  I.  538,  48  Atl. 
802. 

25.  People  V.  McCoy,  125  111.  289, 
17  N.  E.  786  (provided  the  board  acts 
on  regular  notice  and  investigates  ju- 
dicially the  charge  made) ;  Eichard- 
son  V.  Simpson,  88  Kan.  684,  129  Pae. 
1128;  Mefiert  v.  State  Medical  Board, 
66  Kan.  710,  72  Pac.  247,  1  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  8.)  811,  judgment  affirmed,  195  U. 
S.  625,  25  Sup.  Ct.  790,  49  L.  ed.  350. 

26.  State  ex  rel.  Beckman  v.  Estes, 
34  Ore.  196,  51  Pac.  77,  52  Pac.  571, 
55  Pac.  25,  holding  that  the  board  may 
appeal  from  a  judgment  overruling  its 
decision. 

[a]  Notice  of  such  appeal  is  'suf- 
ficient if  served  upon  the  state  and 
not  upon  the  relators,  nor  upon  the 
board    of    examiners.      State    ^ex  rel. 
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B.  By  Couet.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Under  some  statutes  the  courts 
have  original  jurisdiction  to  revoke  licenses  to  practice.^' 

2.  Parties.  —  Under  the  statute  giving  the  court  jurisdiction  to  set 
aside  licenses  for  dishonorable  or  unprofessional  conduct,  the  action 
is  brought  in  the  name  of  the  state,^*  but  the  board  of  medical  ex- 
aminers is  not  a  necessary  party. ^^  A  proceeding  to  set  aside  a  license 
as  having  been  irregularly  issued  should  be  brought  by  the  attorney- 
general  in  the  name  of  the  state,^"  and  the  board  which  issued  the 
license  is  a  necessary  party  defendant.'^ 

3.  Pleadings.  —  A  petition  is  sufficient  which  fully  sets  forth  the 
unprofessional  and  dishonorable  conduct  of  defendant.^^ 

4.  Questions  of  Law  or  Fact.  —  Whether  the  defendant  has  been 
guilty  of  conduct  which  renders  him  amenable  to  the  statute  is  one 
of  fact  for  the  jury,^^  subject  to  instruction  by  the  court  as  in  other 
cases.'* 

III.  ACTIONS  FOR  MALPRACTICE  OR  NEGLIGENCE.'^  _  ^ 
Nature  and  Foem  op  Remedy.  —  Though  a  physician  or  surgeon  may 
be  liable,  under  the  same  state  of  facts,  both  ex  contractu  and  ex 
delicto,  the  plaintiff  may  at  his  option  declare  against  him  in  either 
form.''     That  is  he  may  sue  either  in  assumpsit  on  the  contract  it- 


Beckman  v.  Estes,  34  Ore.  196,  51  Pac. 
77,  52  Pac.  571,  55  Pac.   25. 

27.  See  th«  statutes,  and  Berry  v. 
State  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S.  W.  631 
(conatruing  law  of  1907  [Gen.  Laws, 
pp.  224-228]  which  confers  jurisdiction 
on  district  court);  State  «.  Schaeffer, 
129  Wis.  459,  109  N.  W.  522,  holding 
that  the  statute  (Laws,  1905,  ch.  422) 
is  retroactive  but  provides  for  a  civil 
action,  and  not  one  for  a  penalty  or 
forfeiture,  nor  is  it  a  criminal  law 
within   the   rule   as  to   ex   post   facto. 

[a]  The  superior  court  as  a  court 
of  general  superintendence  to  prevent 
errors  and  abuses  of  inferior  tribunals 
has  jurisdiction  in  a  case  where  the 
license  was  issued  after  examination 
by  one  member  of  the  board,  the  stat- 
ute requiring  examination  by  at  least 
two  members.  Brown  v.  Grenier,  73 
N.  H.  426,  62  Atl.  590,  citing  P.  S., 
ch.    204,    §2. 

28.  State  v.  Schaeffer,  129  Wis. 
459,  109  N.  W.  522. 

[a]  In  Texas  it  is  done  at  the  writ- 
ten request  of  any  member  of  the 
board  addressed  to  the  district  or 
county  attorney.  Berry  v.  State  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  135  8.  W.  631. 

29.  State  v.  Schaeffer,  129  Wis. 
459,  109  N.  W.  522. 

30.  Brown  v.  Grenier,  73  N.  H.  426, 
62   Atl.   590. 

31.  Brown  v.  Grenier,  73  N.  H.  426, 
62  Atl.   590. 
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32.  Berry  v.  Slate  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
135  S.  W.  631,  the  petition  set  forth  in 
detail  the  defendant's  conduct,  the 
false  representations  made  to  patients 
and  to  the  public,  the  fraud  practiced 
on  patients,  the  knowledge  of  the  fal- 
sity of  the  representations,  and  the 
intent  to  defraud. 

33.  Berry  v.  State  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
135  S.  W.  631. 

34.  See  the  title  "Instructions," 
and  Berry  v.  State  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
135  S.  W.  631,  an  instruction  in  the 
statutory  language,  "other  grossly  un- 
professional or  dishonorable  conducl  of 
a  character  likely  to  deceive  the  pub- 
lic," is  suficient  unless  a  definition  of 
such  language  is  requested. 

35.  Judgment  in  action  for  services 
as  merger  or  bar  of  malpractice  claim, 
see  15  Standard  Proc.  522,  note  53  [fj, 
554,  notes  62  to  64. 

As  to  negligence  generally  see  the 
title   "  Negligence. ' ' 

36.  Carpenter  v.  Walker,  170  Ala. 
659,  54  So.  60,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  863; 
Lane  v.  Boicourt,  128  Ind.  420,  27 
N.  E.  1111,  25  Am.  St.  Hep.  442;  Goble 
/;.  Dillon,  86  Ind.  3*27,  44  Am.  Eep. 
308;  Beinhardt  v.  Friederich,  58  Ind. 
App.  421,  108  N.  E.  258. 

[a]  At  common  law  might  bring 
assumpsit  or  case.  McCrory  v.  Skin-, 
ner,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  268,  2  West. 
L.  Monthly  203. 

[b]  Examples  of  actions  held  based 
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self,^^  or  in  trespass  on  the  tort.'^  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the 
action  must  always  be  ex  contractu.'® 

An  operation  having  been  performed  at  the  request  of  the  patient, 
if  the  representations  which  induced  the  retainer  were  false  and  fraud- 
ulent, or  if  the  proper  skill  is  not  employed,  case  is  the  proper  remedy  ;*" 
if  the  operation  was  performed  maliciously,  or  without  consent,  tres- 
pass would  lie.*^  Where  there  is  an  express  contract  for  the  physician's 
services  requiring  him  to  come  whenever  called  for,  the  breach  of 
that  contract  would  give  rise  only  to  an  action  for  breach  of  contract,*^ 
but  if  the  physician  came  and  was  negligent  in  his  treatment  an  action 
of  tort  lies  for  non-performance  of  the  duty  cast  upon  him  by  law.*^ 

B.  Joinder  of  Causes  op  Action.  —  Unless  the  statute  permits 
it,**  care  must  be  taken  not  to  join  counts  ex  contractu  and  counts  ex 
delicto,*^  but  plaintiff  may  assert  in  separate  counts,  the  breach  of 


•n  tort  and  not  on  contract,  see  liid. 

Goble  V.  Dillon,  86  lud.  327,  44  Am. 
Eep.  308.  Mo. — Hales  v.  Eaiaes,  162 
Mo.  App.  46,  141  S.  W.  917.  Uteh. 
Cross  V.  Spaulding,  41  TJtali  447,  126 
Pae.  468.  Vt. — MuJliu  v.  Flanders,  73 
Vt.  95,  50  Atl.  813.  Wis.— Lotten  v. 
O'Brien,  146  Wis.  258,  131  N.  W.  361. 
Can. — Miller  v.   Eyerson,  22   Ont.   369. 

[c]  Examples  of  Actions  Based  on 
Contract  and  Not  on  Tort. — Lane  v. 
Boicourt,  128  Ind.  420,  27  N.  E.  1111, 
25  Am.  St.  Eep.  442;  Burns  v.  Baren- 
field,  84  Ind.  43;  Staley  v.  Jameson, 
46  Ind.  159,  15  Am.  Eep.  285. 

[d]  Where  a  promise  is  alleged  and 
counted  upon,  the  gist  of  the  action 
is  contract  and  not  tort.  Burns  v. 
Barenfield,  84  Ind.  43. 

[e]  Where  there  is  no  allegation  of 
a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  physician, 
the  mere  fact  that  plaintiff  alleges  an 
employmtnt  of  him  for  a  certain  re- 
ward is  not  controlling,  the  oTher 
averments  showing  the  complaint  is 
for  negligence.  Harrod  v.  Bisson,  48 
Ind.   Appi    549,   93   N.   E.   1093. 

[f]  Where  there  is  no  allegation 
of  a  hreach  of  the  contract  and  the 
allegations  follow  the  precedents  in  ac- 
tions on  the  case  the  count  is  case 
and  not  assumpsit,  though  the  physi- 
cian's contract  be  set  out  with  some 
particularity.  MuUin  v.  Flanders,  73 
Vt.  95,  50  Atl.  813. 

37.  Carpenter  v.  Walker,  170  Ala. 
659,  54  So.  60,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  863; 
Kuhn  V.  Brownfleld,  34  W.  Va.  252, 
12  S.  E.  519,  11  L.  E.  A.  700,  holding 
assumpsit  is  a  proper  remedy  on  the 
contract  whether  an  expressed  contract 
to  cure,  or  implied  contract  to  use 
proper   skill,   etc. 


38.  Carpenter  v.  Walker,  170  Ala. 
659,  54  So.  60,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  863; 
Eeiuhardt  v.  Friederich,  58  Ind.  App. 
421,  108  N.  E.  258. 

[a J  That  an  action  for  malpractice 
always  sounds  in  tort  whether  it  was 
for  wilful  injury,  or  one  caused  by 
negligence  or  for  the  doing  of  an  act 
forbidden  by  law,  see  In  re  Pillabury  's 
Estate,  175  Cal.  454,  166  Pac.  11. 

39.  Pinch  v.  Bursheim,  122  Minn. 
152,  142  N.  W.  143,  following  Whitta- 
ker  V.  Collins,  34  Minn.  299,  25  N.  W. 
632,  57  Am.  Eep.  55,  where  it  is  said 
that  the  gist  or  gravamen  is  the  breach 
of  the  terms.  It  would  be  impossible 
for  the  plaintiff  to  state  his  case  with- 
out alleging  the  contract,  for  the  liabil- 
ity grows  out  of  that,  and  not  out  of 
some  general  common  law  duty  inde- 
pendent of  contract. 

40.,  Cadwell  v.  Farrell,  28  111.  438, 
if  done  skillfully  patient  has  no  right 
of  recovery  in  anv  form  of  action. 

41.  Cadwell  v.  Farrell,  28  111.  438, 
holding  that  the  averments  as  to  mal- 
ice in  the  particular  action  were  sur- 
plusage. 

4a.  Eandolph's  Admr.  v.  Snyder, 
139  Ky.  159,  129  8.  W.  562.  Compare 
Dashiell  v.  GriflBth,  84  Md.  363,  35  Atl. 
1094,  where  the  court  says  that  assum- 
ing one  would  have  a  right  of  action 
against  a  physician  for  failing  to  be 
at  his  ofBce,  to  give  further  treatment 
after  an  operation,  the  action  would 
be  ex  contractu  and  not  ex  delicto. 

43.  Eandolph's  Admr.  v.  Snyder, 
139  Ky.  159,  129  S.  W.  562. 

44.  See  the  statutes  and  the  title 
"Joinder   of  Actions." 

45.  Carpenter  v.  Walker,  170  Ala. 
659,  54  So.  60,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  863, 
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defendant's  duty  as  a  physician  in  operating  without  plaintiff's  con- 
sent; and  the  unskillful  manner  in  which  the  operation  was  per- 
formed,*°  and  allegations  of  the  several  details  or  steps  in  a  course 
of  negligent  professional  treatment  may  he  alleged  in  one  count.*' 

C.  Joinder  of  Parties.  —  Whether  one  may  sue  one  of  two  phy- 
sicians who  are  partners  without  joining  the  other,  depends  upon 
whether  the  action  be  considered  ex  contractu  or  ex  delicto  and  the 
rule  as  to  suing  partnerships  upon  their  joint  contracts.*^  Whether 
husband  and  wife  can  join  in  an  action  for  the  injury  of  the  wife 
depends  upon  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.*^ 

D.  Pleading.  —  Where  negligence  is  relied  on  it  must  be  pleaded 
in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  governing  that  subject.""  The 
acts  or  omissions  counted  upon  to  show  the  negligence  of  the  physician 
should  be  set  out,°^  but  the  particular  facts  and  circumstances  need 
not  be  set  out  in  detail,"^  and  the  remedy  for  any  defect  in  this  re- 
gard is  the  motion  to  make  more  definite  and  certain,  and  not  de- 


holding  that  even  did  the  statute  not 
permit,  all  the  counts  in  the  ease  at 
bar  were  ex  delicto  and  that  the  al- 
legations as  to  the  contract  were  only 
by  way  of  inducement,  proper  to  show 
the  relation  and  that  there  was  a 
breach  of  duty  growing  out  of  that  re- 
lation. 

46.  Van  Meter  v.  Crews,  149  Ky. 
335,  148  S.  "W.  40. 

47.  Brown  v.  Cadv,  91  App.  Div. 
415,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  959,  in  an  action 
against  a  dentist  it  was  proper  to  al- 
lege unnecessary  removal  of  teeth,  al- 
lowing portions  to  remain  in  the  gum, 
and  placing  improper  bridgework,  the 
several  acts  resulting  in  production 
of   abscesses  and   necrosis. 

48.  See  Whittaker  v.  Collins,  34 
Minn.  299,  25  N.  W.  632,  57  Am.  Rep. 
55;  Lee  v.  Moore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
162  S.  W.  437  (as  to  doctors  who  treat 
each  other 's  patients) ;  and  the  titles 
"Parties;"    "Partner^ip." 

49.  See  Dashiell.v.  Griffith,  84  Md. 
363,  35  Atl.  1094,  and  11  Standard 
Proc.  750,  et  seq. 

50.  See    the    title    "Negligence." 

51.  Ind. — Hawley  v.  Williams,  90 
Ind.  160.  Mo. — Carpenter  v.  McDa- 
vitt,  53  Mo.  App.  393.  Ore.— Hills  v. 
Shaw,   69   Ore.   460,   137  Pac.   229. 

fa]  Examples  of  Complaints  Held 
Sufficient, — G-a. — Edwards  v.  Roberts, 
12  Ga.  App.  140,  76  S.  E.  1054,  un- 
skillful and  impropelr  diagnosis  and 
unnecessary  surgical  operation.  Ind. 
Schillinger  v.  Savage,  115  N.  E.  321 
(improper  treatment  of  fracture)  ; 
Lane  v.  Boicourt,  128  Ind.  420,  27  N. 
E.  1111,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  442  (improp- 
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er  attention  to  childbed  ease);  Burns 
V.  Barenfield,  84  Indj  43  (complaint 
on  contract  to  treat  tumor) ;  Long- 
fellow V.  Vernon,  57  Ind.  App.  611, 
105  N.  E.  178,  negligent  and' unskill- 
ful diagnosis  and  treatment  of  frac- 
ture. Mich. — Hanselman  v.  Carstens, 
60  Mich.  187,  27  N.  W.  18,  improper 
treatment  of  compound  fracture.  Wis. 
Lueke  v.  Senn,  165  "Wis.  544,  163  N. 
W.  171  (complaint  suflicient  to  show 
negligence,  but  not  gross  negligence, 
in  case  of  blood  poisoning  after  child- 
birth); Crowty  V.  Stewart,  95  Wis. 
490,  70  N.  W'.  558,  as  to  unskillfuUy 
treating   a  broken  leg. 

52.  Conn. — Grannis  v.  Branden,  5 
Day  260,  5  Am.  Dec.  143,  the  several 
particular  circumstances  need  not  be 
set  out.  There  is  sufficient  precision  if 
the  cause  of  action  be  so  defined  that 
the  party  may  plead  in  bar  of  another 
suit  for  the  same  cause.  Mich. — Han- 
selman 17.  Carstens,  60  Mich.  187,  27 
N.  W.  18.  Neb. — Morrill  v.  Tegarden, 
19  Neb.  534,  26  N.  W.  202.  N.  Y. 
Brown  v.  Cady,  91  App.  Div.  415,  86 
N.    y.    Supp.    959. 

[a]  Details  Need  Not  Be  Stated. 
The  complaint  having  set  out  with 
particularity  that  the  negligence  con- 
sisted in  permitting  a  drainage  tube 
to  slip  into  the  body,  failure  to  set 
out  how  and  in  what  manner  the  tube 
was  negligently  inserted,  or  to  specifi- 
cally state  what  means,  treatment,  or 
operation  could  liave  been  used  to 
discover  the  tube  "are  not  defects — 
if  such — ^which  can  be  reached  by  de- 
murrer." Sontag  V.  Ude,  191  Mo.  App. 
617,  177  S.  W.  659.     See  also  Talley 
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murrer,^*  except  in  those  jurisdictions  where  special  demurrer  for  un- 
certainty is  allowed."* 

The  complaint  must  affirmatively  show  the  existence  of  a  disease 
or  condition  requiring  treatment  or  advice,  and  an  injury  resulting 
from  the  physician's  treatment  or  advice.'^  The  disease  with  which 
the  patient  was  suffering  should  be  named.'^  There  must  be.  an  al- 
legation that  the  defendant  was,  or  professed  to  be,  a  physician  or 
surgeon,"'  A  specific  allegation  that  the  physician  was  possessed  of 
the  requisite  sMU  and  ability  is  not  necessary,"^  nor  is  it  necessary 


V.  Whitloek  (Ala.)  73  So.  976,  where 
on  a  similar  state  of  facts  the  court 
sayB  "it  is  not  necessary  to  define  the 
quo  modo,  or  to  specify  the  particular 
acts  of  diligence  that  should  have  been 
employed. ' ' 

53.  De  Hart  v.  Etnire,  121  Ind.  242, 
23  N.  E.  77;  Hawley  v.  Williams,  90 
Ind.  160;  Finch  f.  Bursheim,  122  Minn. 
152,  142  N.  W.  143,  an  allegation  that 
defendant  "negligently  and  unskill- 
fully"  treated  the  injury  after  under- 
taking the  case  is  sufficient  as  against 
general  demurrer '  though  ' '  perhaps  a 
motion  to  make  more  definite  and  cer- 
tain might  have  been  sustained."  And 
see:  N.  C. — MuUinax  v.  Hord,  174  N. 
C.  607,  94  S.  E.  426,  where  the  com- 
plaint set  out  with  some  particularity 
the  nature  of  a  gunshot  wound,  the 
negligent  treatment  thereof,  and  the 
court  'says  if  more  was  needed  the 
motion  was  the  proper  remedy.  Ore. 
Hills  V.  Shaw,  69  Ore.  460,  137  Pac. 
229,  holding  that  a  motion  to  make 
more  definite  and  certain  was  prop- 
erly overruled  where  complaint  al- 
leged a  particular  fracture  and  that 
the  negligence  consisted  in  not  bring- 
ing and  keeping  the  broken  parts  in 
apposition,  and  allowing  them  so  to 
remain  for  sixteen  weeks.  Can. — Zir- 
kler  V.  Eobertson,  30  Nova  Scotia  61, 
which  holds  that  the  allegation  "neg- 
ligently, improperly,  ignorantly  and 
unskillfuUy  dressed  ^nd  treated  the 
plaintiff's  said  wounds,"  etc.,  was  by 
itself  insufiicient  and  defendant  might 
have  had  the  pleading  amended  or 
have  demanded  particulars. 

54.  See  Billesbaeh  v.  Larkey,  161 
Cal.  649,  120  Pac.  31  (not  sufficient  to 
allege  physician  "negligently  and 
carelessly"  gave  a  prescription  with- 
out some  facts  tending  to  show  where- 
in it  was  so  given.  Complaint  uncer- 
tain in  that  facts  not  so  stated  that 
it  can  be  told  whether  the  negligence 
was  in  the  prescribing  or  not  in  warn- 
ing as  to  use);  Osborn  v.  Carey,  24 


Idaho  158,  132  Pac.  967,  eolnplaint  un- 
certain where  it  cannot  be  told  there- 
from whether  it  is  claimed  that  de- 
fendant made  an  incorrect  diagnosis 
resulting  in  improper  treatment,  or 
that  the  negligence  consisted  in  a 
wrong  treatment  of  a  disease  correct- 
ly diagnosed. 

55.  Merriam  v.  Hamilton,  64  Ore. 
476,  130  Pac.  406,  mere  allegations  of 
mistaken  diagnosis  as  to  plregnancy 
with  no  averment  of  facts  showing 
some  injury,  do  not  state  any  cause  of 
action.  See  also  Schillinger  i).  Savage 
(Ind.),  115  N.  B.  321,  which  held  a 
complaint  sufficiently  charges  that  al- 
leged carelessness  in  the  treatment  of 
a  fracture  was  the  proximate  cause 
of   the   injury   complained   of. 

56.  Osborn  v.  Carey,  24  Idaljo  158, 
133  Pac.  967  (complaint  insufficient 
which  alleged  merely  that  the  patient 
was  suffering  from  a  "well  known 
disease"  without  naming  it.  The  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  know  what  dis- 
ease is  claimed  so  that  he  may  pre- 
pare his  defense  by  showing  proper 
treatment,  diagnosis,  etc.);  Hawley  v. 
Williams,  90  Ind.  160. 

57.  Bower  v.  Self,  68  Kan.  825,  75 
Pac.  1021  (allegation  sufficient  "is  a 
physician  and  surgeon  engaged  in  the 
practice  of  medicine  and  surgery  .  .  . 
and  has  been  so  engaged!  for  several 
years  last  past");  Jones  v.  Burtis, 
88  Wis.  478,  60  N.  W.  785,  allegation 
sufficient  where  employment  as  a  phy- 
sician is  alleged,  and  in  substance  that 
defendant  falsely  represented  himself 
to  possess  the  necessary  knowledge, 
etc.,  as  a  medical  practitioner. 

58.  Hills  V.  Shaw,  69  Ore.  460,  137 
Pae._  229,  the  allegation  that  defend- 
ant is  a  practicing  physician  in  a  cer- 
tain county  in  the  state,  taken  with 
the  laws  regulating  the  practice,  "nec- 
essarily implies  that  prima  facie,  at 
least,  he  had  the  requisite  skill  and 
ability."  Compare  Barney  v.  Pink- 
ham,  29  Neb.  350,  45  N.  W.  694,  26  Am. 
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to  allege  that  it  became  or  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  act  with 
due  and  proper  skill,^^  nor,  expressly,  that  the  physician  was  em- 
ployed,*" nor  what  compensation  was  to  be  paid,"^  nor  that  the  patient 
was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.**  The  general  rules  of 
amendment  apply.*' 

E.  Issues  and  Peoo^.  —  The  question  of  the  general  competency 
of  the  physician  cannot  be  raised  where  his  want  of  qualifications  is 
not  pleaded,**  and  the  allegation  that  defendant  is  a  physician  is  sup- 
ported by  proof  that  he  held  himself  out  as  such.*^  If  he  has  not 
pleaded  the  fact  defendant  cannot  introduce  evidence  of  an  hereditary 
predisposition  of  the  patient  hampering  his  recovery.**  Whether  a 
specific  allegation  as  to  negligent  treatment  controls  a  general  aver- 
ment, is  governed  by  rules  elsewhere  treated.*'  Plaintiff  may  recover 
on  proof  of  any  one  of  several  acts  of  negligence  pleaded,*^  but  plain- 
tiff cannot  prove  an  act  of  negligence  not  pleaded,*^  or  some  other 


St.  Eep.  389,  where  an  allegation  that 
a  veterinary  surgeon  was  "incompe- 
tent" was  held  not  sufficient  to  show 
lack  of  the  requisite  professional  skill. 

59.  Ind.— Goble  v.  Dillon,  86  Ind. 
327,  44  Am.  Eep.  308;  Peck  v.  Martin, 
17  Ind.  115.  Micb. — Hanselman  v.  Car- 
Btens,  60  Mich.  187,  27  N.  W.  18.  Wis. 
Jones  V.  Burtis,  88  Wis.  478,  60  N.  W. 
785. 

60.  Schillinger  v.  Savage  (Ind.), 
115  N.  E.  321,  it  sufficiently  appeared 
that  the  relatipnship  of  physician  and 
patient    existed. 

61.  Goble  V.  Dillon,  86  Ind.  327, 
44  Am.  Eep.  308;  Peck  v.  Martin,  17 
Ind.  115,  plaiatiffi's  implied  promise 
to  pay  is  sufficient. 

62.  Aspy  V.  Botkins,  160  Ind.  170, 
66  N.  E.  462  (applying  general  stat- 
ute on  negligence  [Act  1899,  p.  58]); 
Scudder  v.  Crossan,  43  Ind.  343.  See 
also  Goon  v.  Vaughn,  64  Ind.  89,  on 
theory  that  action  though  sounding  in 
tort  is  based  on  contract.  See  the  title 
"Negligence."- 

[a]  Assuming  it  was  necessary, 
the  omission  is  cured  by  the  issue  as 
made  by  answer  and  r^ply.  Williams 
V.  Nally,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  244,  45  S.  W. 
874. 

63.  See  the  titles  "Amendments  and 
Jeofails;"  "New  Cause  of  Action  or 
Defense;"  and  Eandolph's  Admr.  v. 
Snyder,  139  Ky.  159,  129  S.  W.  562 
(having^  sued  for  breach  of  a  special 
contract,  cannot  amend,  before  trial, 
and  sue  for  negligent  treatment.  Prop- 
er practice  would  have,  been  to  dismiss 
and  start  new  suit) ;  Kuhn  v.  Brown- 
field,  34  W.  Va.  252,  12  S.  E.  519,  11 
L.  B.  A.  700,  holding  that  a  complaint 
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alleging  an  express  promise  to  cure 
may  be  amended  to  charge  only  the 
engagement  to  treat  patient  with  the 
implied  obligation  to  treat  to  the  best 
of  his  skill  and  judgment. 

[a]  Amendment  permitted  to  con- 
form to  proof  where  complaint  ij^as 
that  "elbow  and  arm"  had  been 
"fractured"  and  "broken"  while 
proof  was  of  a  dislocation  of  the  arm 
at  the  elbow.  Wormall  v.  Eeins,  1 
Mont.    627. 

64.  Mayo  v.  Wright,  63  Mich.  32, 
29  N.  W.  832. 

65.  Musser's  Exr.  v.  Chase,  29  Ohio 
St.   577. 

66.  West  V.  Martin,  31  Mo.  375,  80 
Am.  Dec.  107. 

67.  See  the  title  "Negligence," 
and  Hales  v.  Eaines,  162  Mo.  App. 
46,  141  S.  W.  917  (not  controlled  by 
specific  allegations  of  injury  by  use  of 
"x-ray");  Zirkler  v.  Eoberts'on,  30 
Nova  Scotia  (Can.)  61,  generally  con- 
trolled by  special  allegation  where 
they  are   separateljr   stated. 

68.  Samuels  v.  Willis,  133  Ky.  459, 
118  S.  W.  339,  where  a  petition  charged 
that  defendant  negligently  cut  or  per- 
forated the  intestines,  and  that  a 
sponge  negligently  left  in  the  abdo- 
men ulcerated  the  intestines  and  left 
an  opening  therein,  plaintiff  failing  to 
prove  the  first  charge  may  give  evi- 
dence of  the  latter. 

69.  Cozine  v.  Moore,  159  Iowa  472, 
141  N.  W.  424;  Spain  v.  Burch,  169 
Mo.  App.  94,  154  S.  W.  172,  the  neg- 
ligence alleged  being  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  an  anaesthetic,  and  in  fail- 
ing to  make  a  proper  examination  and 
test  of  the  body  or  organic  funetions 
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wrongful  act  committed  by  the  physician,"*  except  for  the  specific  pur- 
pose of  showing  lack  of  skill  and  care.'^  If  a  complaint  declares  upon 
an  express  promise  to  cure  the  evidence  must  support  that  promise/^ 
on  the  other  hand  in  the  absence  of  any  uch  allegation  no  evidence 
of  warranty  of  cure  should  be  admitted.'^ 

Where  the  exact  nature  of  the  injury  is  admitted  by  the  pleadings 
plaintiff  cannot  contradict  them.'* 

F.  'Questions  foe  Jury/'  —  Neither  the  court  nor  the  jury  under- 
take to  determine  the  best  mode  of  treatment,  or  to  decide  questions 
of  medical  science  on  which  surgeons  differ  among  themselves."    It 


of  the  patient  to  ascertain  ability  to 
stand  the  strain  of  the  operation  and 
anaesthetic,  evidence  of  failure  to 
properly  diet  the  patient  before  ad- 
ministering the  anaesthetic  is  improper. 

[a]  Maimer  of  Performing  Opera- 
tion.— Evidence  (*f  manner  of  perform- 
ing amputation  is  inadmissible  where 
complaint  is  for  unskillful  treatment 
necessitating  the  amputation  and  not 
for  any  uuskillfulneas  in  the  amputa- 
tion. Jacobs  V.  I  Cross,  19  Minn. 
523.  Compare  Wright  v.  Hardy,  22 
Wis.  348,  under  allegation  of  negli- 
gent and  unskillful  performance  of  an 
amputation,  evidence  that  the  ampu- 
tation was  at  a  higher  point  than  nec- 
essary is  admissible. 

[b]  Failure  To  Give  Subsequent 
Treatments. — Md. — Dashiell  v.  Grifath, 
84  Md.  363,  35  Atl.  1094,  under  allega- 
tion of  "actual  misfeasance,  negjli-t 
gence,  and  want  of  skill"  in  treat- 
ment of  patient's  finger,  evidence  can- 
not be  given  of  failure  of  defendant 
to  be  at  his  ofSce  to  give  subsequent 
treatments.  N.  Y. — Carpenter  v.  Blake, 
60  Barb.  488  {reversed  on  other 
grounds,  50  N.  Y.  696),  it  was  not 
necessary  to  allege  falsity  of  repre- 
sentations, to  meet  defendant's  de- 
fense of  consent  to  his  discharge,  but 
if  plaintiff  wishes  to  recover  damages 
for  injuries  resulting  from  failure  to 
obtain  further  surgical  aid  in  reliance 
on  the  representations,  they  must  be 
pleaded.  Pa. — Bemus  v.  Howard,  3 
Watts  255,  mere  recital  that  defendant 
had  ceased  to  attend  plaintiff  does 
not  justify  evidence  of  refusal  to  at- 
tend or  abandonment.  Compare  Law- 
son  V.  Conaway,  37  W.  Va.  159,  16  S. 
E.  564,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  18  L.  E.  A. 
627. 

[c]  Under  a  declaration  for  want 
of  care  and  skill  in  performing  an 
operation,  evidence  may  be  given  as  to 
failure    to    give    proper   treatment   or 


advice  as  to  care  after  the  operation. 
Williams  v.  Oilman,  71  Me.  21. 

70.  Booth  V.  Andrus,  91  Neb.  810, 
137  N.  W.  884.  Compare,  Grannis  v. 
Branden,  5  I>ay  (Conn.)  260,  5  Am. 
Dee.  143,  evidence  of  the  untruth  of 
statements  as  to  the  patient's  having 
an  obnoxious  disease  is  admissible  not 
for  the  purpose  of  'laying  foundation 
for  damages  for  slander,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  defendant 
was  ignorant  of  the  true  state  of  the 
patient 's   case. 

71.  Kalloch  V.  Hoagland,  239  Fed. 
252,  152  G.  C.  A.. 240,  where  evidence 
of  a  deformity  not  pleaded  was  ad- 
mitted, but  it  appeared  the  deformity 
had  subsequently  been  cured  and  no 
damages  were  claimed  therefor.  See 
also  Ingweraen  ■;;.  Carr  (Iowa),  164 
N.  W.  217,  though  petition  did  n"ot 
charge  negligence  in  failing  to  use  an 
x-ray  machine,  evidence  that  such  ma- 
chines were  available  is  proper  ,as 
bearing  on  the  question  as  to  whether 
defendants  failed  to  use  ordinary  care 
to  discover  certain  conditions. 

72.  Hoopingarner  v.  Levy,  77  Ind. 
455.  See  also  Vanhooser  v.  Berghoff, 
90  Mo.  487,  3  S.  W.  72. 

73.  Goodwin  v.  Hersom,  65  Me.  223. 

74.  Williams  v.  Poppleton,  3  Ore. 
139,  plaintiff  alleged  improper  treat- 
in)ent  of  injured  ankle.  Defendant's 
answer  stated  it  was  a  "compound 
fracture."  Plaintiff  cannot  prove  a 
simple  dislocation. 

75.  See  the  titles  "Negligence;" 
"Province  of  Judge  and  Jury." 

76.  Williams  v.  Poppleton,  3  Ore. 
139. 

[a]  In  Canada  it  seems  the  prac- 
tice is  to  try  these  cases  by  the  court 
without  a  jury  where  the  decision  in- 
volves the  consideration  'of  difficult 
questions  of  scientific  inquiry.  See 
Town  V.  Archer,  4  Ont.  L.  Eep.  383, 
and   ca'ses  there   cited. 
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is  a  question  of  law  as  to  what  constitutes  ordinary  skill,  care  and 
diligence  on  the  part  of  a  physician  or  surgeon."  So  it  is  for  the 
court  and  not  the  jury  to  say  whether  facts  have  been  proven  from 
which  the  negligence  may  be  inferred/*  but  since  these  rules  must  then 
be  applied  to  the  evidence  the  whole  question  is  to  be  regarded  as  one 
of  mixed  law  and  fact/^  and  whether  the  required  degree  of  care  and 
skill  has  been  exercised  in  the  case  at  bar,  is  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury;*"  as  are  the  questions  whether  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence,*^  whether  the  injury  was  attributable  to  the 
defendant  or  to  some  other  physician  employed  in  the  case,*^  whether 
the  patient's  condition  resulted  from  the  lack  of  skill,**  or  necessitated 


77.  TefEt  V.  Wilcox,  6  Kan.  46,  "Ir 
is  to  be  stated  by  the  court  as  defined 
in  the  books." 

78.  Spain  d.  Burch,  169  Mo.  App. 
94,  154  S.  W.  172;  Fields  v.  Kuther- 
ford,  29  U.  C.  G.  P.  113;  Jackson  v. 
Hyde,  28  TJ.  C.  Q.  B.  294. 

.79.  Kan. — Teffit  v.  Wilcox,  6  Kan. 
46.  Mich. — Eogers  ti.  Kee,  171  Mich. 
551,  137  N.  W.  260.  Minn.— Chamber- 
lain V.  Porter,  9  Minn.  260. 

Compare  Woodward  v.  Hancock,  52 
N.   C.  384. 

80.  TJ.  S. — Kalloch  v.  Hoagland, 
239  Fed.  252,  162  C.  C.  A.  240,  treat- 
ment of  broken  leg  involving  nerve 
caught  between  broken  ends  of  bone. 
Ala.— Talley  v.  Whitlock,  73  So.  976, 
negligence  in  leaving  or  placing  pus 
drainage  tube  without  properly  secur- 
ing it.  Cal. — Bailey  v.  Kreutzmaun, 
141  Cal.  519,  75  Pac.  104.  Ga.— Moon 
V.  McBae,  111  Ga.  206,  36  S.  E.  635; 
Edwards  v.  Roberts,  12  Ga.  App.  140, 
76  S.  E.  1054.  Ind.— Schillinger  v. 
Savage,  115  N.  E.  321,  reducing  frac- 
ture of  femur.  la. — Haase  v.  Morton, 
138  Iowa  205,  115  N.  W.  921  (as  to 
responsibility  of  physician  for  acci- 
dental injury  of  patient  while  being 
removed  from  operating  room  to 
ward);  Tomer  v.  Aiken,  126  Iowa  114, 
101  N.  W.  769,  whether  diagnosis 
properly  distinguishtd  between  a 
fracture  and  a  dislocation.  Mo. — Van- 
hooser  v.  Berghoff,  90  Mo.  487,  3  S.  W. 
72  (whether  surgeon  was  justified  in 
using  a  rude  substitute  foif  regular 
splint  in  reducing  a  fracture);  Son- 
tag  V.  Ude,  191  Mo.  App.  617,  177  S. 
W.  659;  Beeves  v.  Lutz,  179  Mo.  App. 
61,  162  S.  W.  280;  McClarin  v.  Grenz- 
felder,  147  Mo.  App.  478,  126  S.  W. 
817,  whether  method  of  treating  Ler 
tva,  wa's  proper.  See  also  Weller  v. 
Vlapao  Laboratories,  197  Mo.  App.  47, 
191    S.    W.    1056.      Neb.— (Jriswold   v. 
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Hutchinson,  47  Neb.  727,  66  N.  W.  819, 
as  to  whether  sufficiently  preliminary 
examination  and  diagnosis  was  made 
prior  to  operation.  N.  C. — Mullinax  v. 
Hord,  174  N.  C.  607,  94  S.  B.  426; 
Long  V.  Austin,  153  N.  C.  508,  69  S.  E. 
500,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  decide  wheth- 
er the  physician  had  the  requisite  skill 
and  knowledge  and  whether  he  used 
them.  N.  D.— Fawcett  v.  Eyder,  23 
N.  D.  20,  135  N.  W.  800,  whether  the 
acts  of  the  surgeon  after  the  opera- 
tion were  negligent  is  for  the  jury. 
Patient  burned  by  hot  water  bag.  Vt. 
Baldwin  f.  Gaines,  102  Atl.  338  (wheth- 
er proper  m-ethod  used  to  reduce  frac- 
ture; involving  use  of  Liston  method); 
Eann  v.  Twitchell,  82  Vt.  79,  71  Atl. 
1045,  20  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1030.  Wash. 
Wynne  v.  Harvey,  96  Wash.  379,  165 
Pac.  67  (whether  negligence  to  use 
silk  thread  to  ti«  arteries  instead  of 
catgut);  Enuis  v.  Banks,  95  Wash. 
513,  164  Pac.  58  (whether  it  was  neg- 
ligent to  change  diet  of  a  typhoid  pa- 
tient); Just  V.  Littlefield,  87  Wash. 
299,  151  Pac.  780  (whether  surgeoi. 
proceeded  to  operate  too  quickly,  the 
case  being  one  where  experts  might 
differ  as  to  diagnosis  of  pregnancy) ; 
Taylor  v.  Kidd,  72  Wash.  18,  129  Pac. 
406.  Wis.— Schultz  v.  Tasehe,  166  Wis. 
561,   165   N.   W.   292. 

fa]  Whether  the  physician's  negli- 
gence or  the  patient's  contributory 
negligence  was  the  cause  of  the  injury 
the  question  is  for  th«  .jury.  Dun'man 
V.  Eaney,  118  Ark.  337,  176  S.  W.  339. 

81.  Lee  v.  Moore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
162   S.   W.   437. 

82.  Harris  v.  Fall,  177  Fed.  79,  100 
C.  C.  A.  497,  27  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1174. 
See  Samuels  v.  Willis,  133  Ky.  459, 
lis    S.    W.    339. 

«3,  Me  Gray  v.  Cobb,  130  Minvt 
434,  1S2  N.  W.  262,  153  N.  W.  7S6; 
Ennis   v.    Banks,    95    Wash.    513,    164 
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the  action  taken,'*  and  whether  the  patient  consented  to  what  was 
done.'*  Whether  the  physician  was  employed  is  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury,'"  as  is  the  question  whether  the  physician's  reason  for 
sending  a  substitute  was  a  sufficient  excuse  for  not  giving  his  personal 
attention  to  the  case.'^  Where  the  testimony,  both  lay  and  expert, 
as  to  what  the  physician  actually  did,  was  conflicting,  the  question 
as  to  whether  he  gave  the  patient  the  care  and  attention  which  the 
case  demanded,  is  for  the  jury.*'  Where  the  testimony  of  the  expert 
witnesses  is  conflicting  the  question  is  for  the  jury.'^ 

G.  Instructions.^"  —  Of  course  the  rules  as  to  comment  on  the 
evidence  must  be  observed,^^  and  the  ordinary  rules  apply  that  the 
instructions  must  be  confined  to  the  pleadings  and  evidence,^^  and 

Pac.   58,  whether   death  resulted  from  don,   136  N.   T.   1,   32   N.   E.   696    (in- 

the  malpractice,  or  from  removing  the  volving  a  "Colles'  fracture");  Dubois 

patient   to    his   home   by    order    of   his  v.    Decker,    130    N.    Y.    325,    29    N.   E. 

wife,  or  from  the  disease  independent-  313,  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  529,  14  L.  K.  A. 

ly   of    either.      See    Ingwersen  v.    Carr  429,    affirming    52    Hun    610,    4    N.    Y. 

(Iowa),    164    N.    W.    217    (where    the  Supp.  768,  22  N.  Y.  St.  274,  involving 

question  was  whether  a  certain  nerve  necessity    for    amputation    and    proper 

was   caught   between  the   broken   ends  performance  of  the  opera)tion. 

of  bone  at  the  time  the  physician  first  90.     See  the  title  "InstructioMS." 
examined   the   fracture,    or   became   so  ■      91.     See   16   Standard  Pkoc.   829,   et 

caught  later),  distinguisMng  Adams  v.  seq. 

Junger,  158  Iowa  449,  139  N.  W.  1096,  [a]     It  is  not  comment  on  the  evi- 

where  the  only  proof  was  as  to  eondi-  dence  for  the  judge  to   state  that  he 

tions  as  they  existed  at  a  later  period  does  not   clearly  understand  from  the 

as  shown  by  an  x-ray  picture,  and,  ap-  medical   testimony   already   given   just 

plying    the    doctrine    that    "presump-  where   a    certain   ligament    is   located, 

tions  do   not  relate   backwards"  there  Miller  v.  Dumon,  24  Wash.  648,  64  Pae. 

was  no   question  for  the  jury.  804. 

84.  Bennison  i\  Walbank,  38  Minn.  92.  See  generally  16  Standard 
313,  37  N.  W.  447.  Proc.  774,  et  seq.,  and  Richards  v.  Wil- 

85.  Rolater  v.  Strain,  39  Okla.  572,  lard,  176  Pa.  181,  35  Atl.  114  (as  to 
137  Pac.   96.  nature  of  fracture,  skill  used  in  reduc- 

86.  Walker  v.  Holbrook,  130  Minn,  ing  and  contributory  negligence  of 
106,  153  N".  W.  305.  plaintiflE) ;    Payne   v.    Francis,    37    Tex. 

87.  Lee  v.  Moore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  75,  must  not  instruct  on  "carelessness 
162   S.   W.   437.  and    neglect"    where    complaint    only 

88.  Acton    V.    Smith,    150    Ky.    703,  for   unskillful   treatment. 

150   S.    W.   854    (as  to  whether  wrong        [a]     Instructions    as   to    skill    as    a 

diagnosis      and      improper      treatment  specialist  should   not  be  given   in   ab- 

caused  a  miscarriage) ;  Dailey  v.  Shaf -  sence  of  evidence  that  defendant  held 

fer,    178    Mich.    574,    146    N.    W.    192.  himself   out   as  a   specialist.     Johnson 

See    also    Reynolds    v.    McManus,    139  v.  Powell   (Kan.),  123  Pac.  881;  Prahl 

Iowa  242,   117   N.   W.    667   where   rule  v.   Gerhard,  25   Wis.  466,  proper  to  in- 

was  applied  as  to  proper  treatment  for  struct  as  to  non-liability  for  accident 
injuries  received  during  childbirth.        |  to  animal  treated  by  veterinary,  there 

89.  Minn.  —  Walker  v.  Holbrook,  being  some  evidence  of  such  an  acci- 
130  Minn.  106,  153  N.  W.  305;  Mc-  dent  subsequent  to  the  operation. 
Gray  v.  Cobb,  130  Minn.  434,  152  N.  [b]  Treatment  by  Osteopath— Skill. 
W.  262,  153  N.  W.  736;  Sawyer  v.  Ber-  Complaint  being  for  improper  treat- 
thold,  116  Minn.  441,  134  N.  W.  120.  ment  by  osteopaths  the  instructions 
N.  J. — Coleman  v.  Wilson,  85  N.  J.  L.  should  not  charge  on  the  degree  of 
203,  88  Atl.  1059,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  skill  required  by  physicians  not  of  that 
1122,  as  to  whether  proper  treatment  school.  Wilkins'  Admr.  v.  Brock,  81 
after    surgical    operation   was   to    con-  Vt.  332,  70  Atl.  572. 

tinue  to  cut  away  a  growth,  or  to  per-  [c]  Instruction  based  on  " willful 
mit  it  to  remain.    N.  Y. — Link  v.  Shel-    negligence"    improper   where    no    evi- 
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must  not  ignore  issties,*^  nor  assume  facts  not  proved,**  and  must  not 
be  inconsistent  or  misleading.*"  Mere  general  instructions  on  the 
strict  accountability  of  physicians  to  society  in  general  are  objection- 
able, though  the  rule  stated  may  be  true.*"  It  is  proper,  however,  to 
instruct  upon  the  degree  of  skill  or  care  required  under  the  evidence 
and  issues  of  the  particular  case,*^  and  upon  the  question  of  employ- 
ment of  the  physician."* 

IV.  ACTIONS  FOR  COMPENSATION.  — A.  NItuee  and  Form 
OP  Remedy.  —  The  physician  may  sue  upon  his  contract  for  services 
in  indebitatus  assumpsit,'*  or  upon  quantum  meruit  for  the  services 
performed.^ 

B.  Pleadings.  —  1.  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  By  the  weight 
of  authority  the  physician  need  not  allege  his  license,  or  authority  to 


dence   thereof.     Wenger  v.   Calder,   78 
111.  275. 

93.  See  generally  16  Standard 
Pboc.  p.  786,  et  &eq.,  and  MeClarin  v. 
Grenzfelder,  147  Mo.  App.  478,  126  S. 
W.  817;  Coleman  v.  Wilson,  85  N.  J.  L. 
203,  88  Atl.  1059,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D, 
1123. 

[a]  Instruction  is  too  narrow  which 
limits  recovery  to  negligent  placing 
of  patient  upon  a  hot  water  bottle, 
where  the  complaint  also  charged  neg- 
ligence in  permitting  the  bottle  to  re- 
main where  contact  was  possible. 
Faweett  v.  Eyder,  23  N.  D.  20,  135 
N.  W.  800. 

[b]  Should  Not  Ignore  Issue  of 
Contributory  Negligence. — Haradon  v. 
Sloan,  157  Iowa  608,  138  N.  W.  556. 
See  also  Jones  t'.  Angell,  95  Ind.  376 
(when  evidence  warranted  giving  in- 
struction on  contributory  negligence) ; 
Wilmot  V.  Howard,  39  Vt.  447,  94  Am. 
Dec.  338,  where  instruction  on  con- 
tributory negligence  of  those  having 
patient  in  charge,  was  refused. 

94.  See  16  Standard  Proc.  854,  et 
seq.,  and  Link  v.  Sheldon,  64  Hun  632, 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  815,  affirmed  in  136  N. 
Y.  1,  32  N.  E.  696. 

95.  See  16  Standard  Proc.  800,  et 
seq.,  and  la. — Whitesell  v.  Hill,  101' 
Iowa  629,  70  N.  W.  750,  37  L.  E.  A. 
830.  Ky. — Van  Meter  v.  Crews,  149 
Ky.  335,  148  S.  W.  40.  Mich.— Spauld- 
ing  V.  Bliss,  83  Mich.  311,  47  N.  W. 
210.  Mo. — Reeves  v.  Lutz,  179  Mo. 
App.  61,  162  S.  W.  280.  Tenn.— Sale 
V.  Eichberg,  105  Tenn.  333,  59  S.  W. 
1020,  52  L.  R.  A.  894. 

96.  Burnham  v.  Jackson,  1  Colo. 
App.  237,  28  Pae.  250.  See  generally 
as    to    abstract    rules    in    instructions, 
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16  Standard  Proc.  772,  et  seq. 

97.  la.— Whitesell  v.  Hill,  101  Iowa 
629,  70  N.  W.  750,  87  L.  R.  A.  830. 
Mo. — Robertson  v.  Wenger,  131  Mo. 
App.  224,  110  S.  W.  663,  example  of 
instructions  sufficient  as  to  presenting 
the  question  of  defendant's  unskillful- 
ness  or  want  of  care.  Wis.— -Allen  v.  ■ 
Voje,  114  Wis.  1,  89  N.  W.  924,  de-. 
parture  from  recognized  practice  or 
approved  methods  as  constituting  neg- 
ligence. 

[a]  Terms  Defined. — (1)  "Ordi- 
nary" and  "reasonable"  are  practi- 
cally synonomous  in  describing  degree 
of  skill,  and  while  ' '  ordinary  care ' ' 
is  a  more  accurate  word  an  instruc- 
tion using  "reasonable"  is  proper. 
Kendall  v.  Brown,  74  111.  232.  See 
also  Jones  v.  Angell,  95  Ind.  376,  where 
"fair"  and  "reasonable"  were  held 
practically  synonymous  as  to  degree  of 
knowledge  required.  (2)  Use  of  the 
word  "profession"  instead  of  term 
"physician  in  good  standing,"  is  un- 
objectionable. The  words  .are  practi- 
cally synonymous.  Lawson  v,  Cona- 
way,  37  W.  Va.  159,  16  S.  E.  564,  38 
Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  18  L.  R.  A.  627. 

98.  Miller  v.  Dumon,  24  Wash.  648, 
64  Pac.  804,  instruction  held  sufficient. 

99.  Ala. — Matthews  v.  Turner,  2 
Stew.  &  P.  239.  Ark.— McLure  v. 
Hart,  19  Ark.  119.  Cal.- Heintz  v. 
Cooper,  47  Pac.  360.  Mass. — Glover  v. 
Le  Testue,  Quincy  225,  overruling  in 
part,  Pynchon  v.  Brewster,  Quincy  224. 
N.  Y. — Schopen  v.  Baldwin,  83  Hun 
234,  31   N.   Y.   Supp.    581. 

1.  Ala — Jones  v.  King,  81  Ala.  285, 
1  So.  591.  Cal — Heintz  v.  Cooper,  42 
Pac.  360.  N.  Y.-i-Schopen  v.  Baldwin, 
83  Hun  234,  31   N.  Y.   Supp.   581, 
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practice,^  but  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.'  If  the  services  have 
been  rendered  by  another  physician  provided  by  the  plaintiff  that 
fact  must  be  stated  in  the  complaint.*  An  allegation  in  the  form  of 
a  common  count  for  services  rendered  to  another  than  defendant  but 
at  defendant's  special  instance  and  request,  is  sufficient.^  Where  the 
action  is  on  an  account  the  items  should  be  set  forth.® 

2:  Plea  or  Answer.  —  That  the  physician  did  not  have  authority 
to  practice  need  not  be  specially  pleaded  in  an  action  of  assumpsit 
but  may  be  proved  under  a  plea  of  non-assumpsit/  but  the  defense 
that  the  physician  was  guilty  of  malfeasance  or  malpractice  to  de- 
fendant's damage  is  matter  of  recoupment  which  must  be  specially 
pleaded  according  to  some  authorities.^ 

C.  Issues  and  Pboof.  —  Under  the  common  count  for  a  quantum 
meruit,  the  defendant  may  prove  the  real  value  of  the  physician's 
services,  or  that  they  were  of  no  value,^  and  for  this  purpose  may  show 
malpractice.^"  Where  the  only  allegation  was  of  services  by  himself 
the  plaintiff  cannot  prove  services  of  another  physician  acting  for 
him.^^    , 

D.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.  —  It  is  a  question. for  the  jury 
whether  the  physician  used  proper  care  and  skill  in  his  treatment 
of  the  case.^^    Where  the  action  is  upon  a  quantum  meruit  the  value 


2.  Lyford  v.  Martin,  79  Minn.  243, 
82  N.  W.  479  (non-oomplianee  with 
law  is  a  matter  of  defense) ;  Webster 
V.  Lamb,  15  S.  D.  292,  89  N.  W.  473, 
unless  it  appears  on  face  of  complaint 
that  physician  has  no  license,  that 
fact  must  be  set  up  by  answer  not  de- 
murrer. See  also:  la. — Lacy  v.  Kos- 
suth, 106  Iowa  16,  75  N.  W.  689.  N.  Y. 
Thompson  v.  Sayre,  1  Denio  175.  Wis. 
Eider  v.  Ashland  County,  87  Wis.  160, 
58  N.  W,  236. 

3.  Ga. — Grantham  v.  Fleming,  13 
Ga.  App.  184,  78  S.  E.  1113,  holding 
that  the  trial  court  should  have  sus- 
tained a  demurrer  on  this  ground,  but 
refusing  to  reverse  because  proper  ex- 
ception not  taken.  Ind. — Bedford  Belt 
By.  Co.  V.  McDonald,  12  Ind.  App.  620, 
40  N.  E.  821.  Kan.— Westbrook  v.  Nel- 
son, 64  Kan.  436,  67  Pac.  884,  allegation 
as  of  the  time  the  services  were  per- 
formed. 

See  Eid«r  v.  Ashland  County,  87 
Wis.  160,  58  N.  W.  236,  which  sug- 
gests that  complaint  might  be  de- 
murrable on  that  ground  but  refused 
to  reverse  for  admission  of  evidence 
under   the   complaint. 

[a]  AUegation  Held  Sufficient. 
"The  plaintiff  is  a  physician  duly 
registered  under  the  provisiona  of 
chapter  103,  R.  S.  N.  S.,  and  amend- 
ments thereto."  Johnston  v.  Munici- 
pality of  Halifax,  46„Nova  Scotia  474. 


4|.  Sayles  v.  Fitzgerald,  72  Conn. 
391,  44  Atl.  733,  for  physicians  do 
not  ordinarily  act  by  agents  and  de- 
fondant  should  be  apprised  of  the  in- 
tended proof. 

5.  MoEwen  v.  Hoflihan,  42  Ind. 
App.  202,  85  N.  E.  364. 

6.  Willet  Bros.  v.  Western  Naval 
Stores  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  198  S. 
W.  352,  as  to  necessity  for  itemizing 
amounts  charged  for  medicine,  for  ex- 
amination, for  visits,  for  prescription, 
etc. 

7.  Matthews  v.  Turner,  2  Stew.  & 
P.   (Ala.)   239. 

Whether,  plaintiff  must  allege  license 
to  practice,  see  supra,  IV,  B,  1. 

8.  McLure  v.   Hart,   19   Ark.   119. 
Judgment  in  action  for  services  as 

merger  or  bar  of  claim  for  malpractice, 
see  15  Standard  Proc.  552,  note  53 
[f],  554,  notes  62-64. 

9.  Jones  v.  King,  81  Ala.  285,  1 
So.  591,  so  his  evidence  of  customary 
charges  of  physicians  for  like  services 
"in  the  same  neighborhood  should  have 
been  admitted,  as  should  evidence  of 
the  worthlessness  of  the  medicine  pre- 
scribed. 

10.  Schopen-  v.  Baldwin,  83  Hun 
234,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  581,  64  N.  Y.  St. 
212. 

11.  Sayles  v.  Fitz-Gerald,  72  Conn. 
391,  44  Atl.   733. 

12.  Logan   v.    Field,    75    Mo.    App. 
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of  the  services  is  clearly  a  question  for  the  jury.^* 

E.  lisrsTRUCTiONS.  —  The  instructions  must  conform  to  the  pleading 
and  evidence.^* 

V.  PROSECUTION  FOR  PRACTICING  WITHOUT  RIGHT. 
A.  By  Whom  Instituted.  —  A  statute  providing  that  complaints  for 
the  violation  of  its  various  provisions  shall  be  made  by  the  secretary 
of  the  state  board  of  health  does  not  prevent  the  grand  jury  from 
bringing  an  indictment  without  such  complaint.^" 

B.  Indictment,  Information  or  Complaint.^*  —  The  offense  of 
practicing  without  authority  being  a  statutory  one  the  general  rule 
applies  that  an  indictment  or  information  is  sufficient  if  it  charge  the 
offense  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  or  in  terms  substantially  equiv- 
alent thereto.^'    So  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  defendant  "practiced 


594,  holding  that  it  was  for  the  jury- 
to  say  whether  or  not  the  physician 
knew  or  ought  to  have  known  that  de- 
fendant's ailment  was  incurable,  and 
ought   to   have   so  informed  him. 

13.  Ga. — Marshall  v.  Bahnsen,  1 
Ga.  App.  485,  57  S.  E.  1006,  applied  to 
veterinary.  Mich. — Crumrine  v.  Aus- 
tin, 133  Mich.  283,  94  N.  W.  1057 
(value  of  operation,  there  being  a  con- 
flict as  to  whether  a  contract  for  hos- 
pital service  included  cost  of  the  oper- 
ation); "Wood  V.  Barker,  49  Mich.  295, 
13  N.  W.  597,  but  holding  that  the 
jury  must  not  ignore  the  evidence  and 
merely  give  what  they  believe  to  be  a 
reasonable  fee.  Wis. — ^Ladd  v.  Witte, 
116  Wis.  35,  92  N.  W.  365,  holding 
that  the  jury  cannot  disregard  the 
evidence  of  experts. 

14.  Hinkle  v.  Burt,  94  Ga.  506,  19 
S.  B.  828;  Abbott  v.  Mayfield,  8  Kan. 
App.  387,  56  Pac.  327,  holding  that 
where  there  was  a  denial  of  correct- 
ness of  plaintiff's  account  and  of  any 
indebtednesa,  an  instruction  that  if 
malpractice  was  found  there  coulfl  be 
no  recovery,  should  have  been  given. 

15.  State  V.  Flanagan,  25  R.  I.  369, 
55  Atl.  876,  following  State  v.  Snell, 
21  E.  I.  232,  42  Atl.  869.  See  12 
Standard  Peoc.   125,  126. 

16.  See  the  title  "Indictment  and 
Information." 

17.  Cal. — See  People  v.  Chow  Ju- 
yan,  28  Cal.  App.  124,  151  Pac.  554. 
Ind. — Parks  v.  State,  159  Ind.  211,  64 
N.  E.  862,  59  L.  E.  A.  190,  following 
Benham  v.  State,  116  Ind.  112,  18  N. 
E.  454.  la.— State  v.  Frutiger,  167 
Iowa  550,  149  N.  W.  634;  State  v 
Zechman,  157  Iowa  158,  138  N.  W 
387;  State  v.  Corwin,  151  Iowa  420, 
131   N.  W.   659;   State  v.  Kendig,  133 
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Iowa  164,  110  N.  W.  463;  State  v.  Ed- 
munds, 127  Iowa  333,  101  N.  W.  431. 
Neb.— Denton  v.  State,  21  Neb.  445, 
32  N.  W.  222.  Ore. — State  v.  Brown, 
64  Ore.  473,  130  Pac.  985.  R.  I.— State 
v.  Flanagan,  25  E.  I.  369,  55  Atl.  876; 
State  V.  Martin,  23  E.  I.  143,  49  Atl. 
4i97.  Tex. — Byrd  v.  State,  7Z  Tex. 
Crim.  265,  162  S.  W.  363;  following 
Singh  V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  156,  146 
S.  W.  891;  Antle  v.  State,  6  Tex.  App. 
202.  Wash.— State  v.  Littooy,  52 
Wash.  87,  100  Pac.  170. 
See  12  Standard  Peoc.  447. 

[a]  But  where  the  language  used 
in  the  statute  does  not  declare  any  of- 
feujse  an  indictment  which  goes  no 
further  is  not  sufScient.  Com.  v.  Mey- 
er, 23  Pa.  Dist.  164.  Compare  Com.  v. 
Becker,  23  Pa.  Dist.  167. 

[b]  Approved  Form. — "The  jurors 
for  the  state,  etc.  .  .  .  present  that 
(defendant)  in  (name  county)  on"  the 
(date)  unlawfully  and  wilfully  did 
practice,  or  attempt  to  practice,  medi- 
cine or  SI  rgery,  the  said  (defendant) 
not  then  and  there  having  produced 
and  exhibited  before  the  clerk  of  the 
superior  court  of  said  county  a,  li- 
cense obtained  from  the  board  of  med- 
ical examiners  of  the  State  of  North 
Carolina,  or  a  diploma  issued  by  a 
regular  medical  college  prior  to  the 
7th  day  of  March,  1885,  nor  made  oath 
that  he  was  practicing  medicine  or 
■surgery  in  the  state  prior  to  said  7th 
day  of  March,  1885,  and  not  then  and 
there  having  obtained  from  the  said 
clerk  of  the  court  a  certificate  of  reg- 
istration, and  not  then  and  there  hav- 
ing a  temporary  license  so  to  practice 
medicine  or  surgery,  contrary  to  the 
statute  in  such  cases  made  and  pro- 
vided, and  against  the  peace  and  dig- 
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medicine"  where  the  statute  is  "practiced  as  a  physician,""  or  that 
he  "did  engage"  in  the  practice  where  the  statutory  words  are  "enter 
upon."^*  But,  as  in  other  cases,  it  is  necessary  to  aver  specifically  the 
facts  constituting  the  crime.""  If  the  statute  declares  what  the  words 
"practice  medicine"  mean  the  indictment  should  charge  that  the 
defendant  did  practice  medicine  by  doing  those  very  things,  following 


nity  of  the  state."  See  State  v.  Van 
Doran,  109  N.  C.  864,  14  S.  E.  32, 
again  approved  in  State  v.  Welch,  129 
N.  0.  579,  40  S.  E.  120,  but  compare 
State  V.  Gall,  121  N.  C.  643,  28  S.  E. 
517,  which  says  the  concluding  words 
are  surplusage  and  that  the  words  ' '  or 
a  diploma  issued  by  a  regular  medieal 
college,"  etc.  should  be  stricken  out 
as  no  longer  applicable. 

18.  Whitloek  v.  Com.,  89  Va.  337, 
15  S.  E.  893. 

19.  Com.  V.  Campbell,  22  Pa.  Super. 
98. 

20.  People  v.  Silver,  158  App.  Div. 
217,  143  N.  T.  Supp.  43,  practice  of 
dentistry.  See  State  v.  Hathaway,  106 
Mo.  236,  17  S.  W.  299. 

[a]  Christiaiii  Science. — Where  the 
statute  describes  as  "practising  med- 
icine or  surgery"  any  person  who  pre- 
scribes, etc.,  "any  drug:  or  medicine 
or  other  agency,"  an  information  is 
demurrable  which  charged  defendant 
with  the  practice  of  the  "system  of 
Christian  Science"  without  allegations 
showing  that  system  is  either  drug, 
medicine  or  other  agency  of  the  kind 
described  in  the  statute.  Evans  v. 
State,  9  Ohio  Dec.  222,  6  Ohio  N.  P. 
129. 

[b]  Where  the  statute  requires  a 
license  to  be  filed  (1)  in  the  office  of 
the  county  clerk  of  the  county  wherein 
the  licentiate  resides,  or  in  the  county 
in  which  he  intends  to  practice,  the 
prosecutor  must  charge  either  that  a 
license  was  not  issued,  or  that  it  was 
not  filed  in  the  county  where  the  ac- 
cused resides.  Wilson  v.  State,  89  Neb. 
258,  131  K.  W.  223;  Jones  v.  State,  49 
Neb.  609,  68  N.  W.  1034;  O'Connor 
V.  State,  46  Neb.  157,  64  N.  W.  719. 
To  same  effect,  see  Jones  v.  State,  8 
Ga.  App.  411,  69  S.  E.  315.  (2)  So 
wherfe  the  law  required  a  verification 
license  to  be  filed  in  the  county  _  of 
the  physician's  residence,  an  indict- 
ment for  failure  to  so  file  must  allege 
that  the  county  was  that  of  defend- 
ant's residence.  Lockhart  v.  State,  58 
Tex.  Grim.  80,  124  S.  W.  923.  (3) 
"It  probably  would  be  Bufacient  if  the 


pleading  should  allege  that  the  ac- 
cused's residence  is  unknown,  or  that 
he  is  a  nonresident  of  the  state,  as  the 
case  may  be,  and  that  he  has  not 
registered  his  certificate  or  authority 
to  practice  in  the  county  where  it  is 
alleged  he  has  unlawfully  practiced." 
Youi/g  V.  State,  74  Tex.  Grim.  133,  167 
S.  W.  1112,  approving  Lockhart  v. 
State,  58  Tex.  Crim.  80,  124  S.  W. 
923,  and  of  Marshall  v.  State,  56  Tex. 
Crim.  205,  119  S.  W.  310,  to  the  same 
effect,  and  expressly  overruling  so  much 
of  Stiles  V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  665, 
148  S.  W.  326,  as  is  to  the  contrary. 
See  also  State  v.  Goldman,  44  Tex.  104; 
Person  v.  State,  53  Tex.  Crim.  334,  109 
S.  W.  935;  Carribene  v.  State,  3  Tex. 
App.  262. 

[c]  But  where  the  statu'te  only  re- 
quires one  license,  the  operation  of 
which  is  statewide,  an  allegation  that 
defendant  has  none  in  a  certain  coun- 
ty sufllciently  charges  having  none  in 
the  state.  State  v.  Carlisle,  28  S.  D. 
169,  132  N.  W.  686,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B, 
395. 

[d]  Osteopathy. — Where  one  section 
provides  that  holders  of  the  license 
shall  be  authorized  "to  practice  oste- 
opathy as  taught  and  practiced  in  the 
legally  incorporated  reputable  colleges 
of  osteopathy,  as  provided  for  in  this 
act,"  and  another  section  provides  that 
it  shall  be  a  misdemeanor  to  practice 
without  such  license,  the  '  indictment 
must  _  charge  defendant  with  having 
practiced  osteopathy  as  taught  and 
practiced  in  the  legally  incorporated, 
etc.,  colleges  described  in  the  act. 
Com.  V.  Moyer,  23  Pa.  Dist.  164. 

[e]  Where  the  statute  forbids  as- 
suming the  title  of  doctor  by  one  not 
having  a  diploma  or  license,  a  complaint 

,  is  insufficient  which  alleges  only  that 
defendant  had  no  license.  Schaeffer 
V.  State,  113  Wis.  595,  89  N.  W.  481. 

[f]  Temporary  Certificate. — It  was 
not  necessary  to  charge  that  accused 
did  not  have  a  temporary  certificate 
from  a  single  member  of  the  board 
where  it  is  alleged  that  he  had  not 
obtained    and    recorded    a    certificate 
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the  statute  as  closely  as  applieable,^^  and  if  the  statute  does  not  de- 
scribe the  crime  an  indictment  which  merely  alleges  "practicing 
medicine"  is  defective  as  alleging  an  undefined  crime. ^^  It  is  not 
necessary  to  use  the  exact  language  of  the  statute,  nor  to  refer  to  the 
particular  section  on  which  the  indictment  is  based,^^  provided  it  does 
set  forth  in  what  the  unlawfulness  consisted,^*  nor  is  it  necessary  to 
set  out  the  evidence  whereby  the  crime  is  committed.^^  The  negation 
of  the  defendant's  qualifications  must  be  bi^oad  enough  to  meet  the 
full  requirements  of  the  statute.^*  So  where  the  indictment  fails  to 
allege  that  the  practicing  was  without  the  registration  and  certification 
required  by  law,  it  is  insufficient.^^  Where  the  statute  is  aimed,  gen- 
erally at  the  practice  of  medicine  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  what 
particular  branch  thereof  defendant  practiced."*  The  indictment  need 
not  specify  the  particular  person  practiced  upon,^*  nor  the  particular 


from  the  board  "or  any  of  its  mem- 
bers." Noble  V.  State,  68  Pla.  1,  66 
So.  153. 

21.  Mich. — People  v.  Watson,  162 
N.  W.  943,  "Unlawfully  did  engage  in 
the  business  of  the  practice  of  med- 
icine, and  did  practice  medicine,  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  act,"  is  not 
sufficient  because  it  fails  to  employ 
the  descriptive  words  by  which  the 
act  defines  the  subject  matter  of  the 
offense.  Miss. — Dee  v.  State,  68  Miss. 
601,  9  So.  356.  Neb.— O'Connor  v. 
State,  46  Neb.  157,  64  N.  W.  719; 
Denton  v.  State,  21  Neb.  445,  32  N.  W. 
222.  Okla. — Feige  v.  State,  11  Okla. 
Crim..  49,  142  Pac.  1044,  an  informa- 
tion was  held  insufficient  which  failed 
to  allege  either  the  administration  of 
some  drug  included  in  materia  medica 
in  the  treatment  of  diseases,  etc.,  or 
that  the  accused  publicly  professed  to 
be  a  physician  and  prescribed  for  the 
sick;  those  being  the  two  descriptions 
in  the  statute  of  "practicing  medicine 
and  surgery."  Wash. — State  v.  Carey, 
4  Wash.  424,  30  Pac.  729. 

22.  State  v.  Carey,  4  Wash.  424,  30 
Pac.   729. 

23.  State  v.  Flanagan,  25  R.  I.  369. 
55  Atl.  876.  See  12  Standard  Proc'. 
442. 

■24.  State  v.  Flanagan,  25  E.  I.  369, 
55  Atl.  876.  See  also  State  v.  Martin, 
23  R.  I.  143,  49  Atl.  497,  an  indictment 
was  sufficient  which  charged  the  prac-< 
tice  of  dentistry  without  having  re- 
ceived a  certificate  from  the  board  of 
registration,  etc.,  but  distinguishing 
State  V.  Pirlot,  IP  E.  I.  695,  36  Atl. 
715,  where  the  recitation  was  merely 
"did  unlawfully  practice  medicine,  for 
reward  and  compensation,  against  the 
form  of  the  statute.'? 
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25.  State  v.  Corwin,  151  Iowa  426, 
131  N.  W.  659;  State  v.  Kendig,  133 
Iowa  164,  110  N.  W.  463.  Compare 
State  V.  Wilhite,  132  Iowa  226,  109 
N.  W.  730,  where  an  indictment  was 
held  faulty,  though  not  fatal,  which 
set  forth  the  evidence. 

26.  State  v.  Goldman,  44  Tex.  104, 
followed  in  Carribene  v.  State,  3  Tex. 
App.  262. 

[a]  Information  need  not  be  so 
strictly  technical  as  an  indictment. 
But  in  the  case  at  bar  the  failure  to 
register  was  distinctly  alleged.  Dris- 
coll  V.  Com.,  93  Ky.  393,  20  S.  W. 
431    703. 

27.  State  v.  Call,  121  N.  0.  643,  28 
S.  E.  517,  followed  in  State  v.  Welch, 
129  N.  C.  579,  40  S.  E.  120,  holding 
that  to  charge  "not  then  and  there 
having  obtained  from  said  Clerk  of  the 
Court  a  certificate  of  registration," 
charges  that  the  defendant  "did  not 
register  and  obtain  license. ' ' 

[a]  The  offense  being  practicing 
without  registration  and  the  clerk's 
certificate  being  only  evidence  of  that 
registration,  no  offense  is  charged 
where  defendant  is  accused  only  of 
failing  to  have  the  certificate.  State 
V.  Fussell,  45  Ark.  65. 

28.  Antle  v.  State,  6  Tex.  App.  202, 
approved  in  Bvrd  v.  State,  72  Tex.  Crim. 
265,  162  S.  W.  363. 

29.  Mich. — People  v.  Phippin,  70 
Mich.  6,  37  N.  W.  888.  Mo.— State  v. 
Doerring,  194  Mo.  398,  92  S.  W:  489; 
State  V.  Little,  76  Mo.  52  (giving  as 
a  reason  that  "no  individual  right  is 
infringed,"  and  it  is  therefore  anal- 
ogous to  selling  liquor  illegally  rather 
than  larceny  or  other  crime  against 
the  person  or  property) ;  State  v.  Hells- 
cher,   150    Mo.   App.    230,    129    S.   W, 
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acts  or  means  used  by  which  the  defendant  practiced,'"  nor  the  exact 
time,'^  nor  the  particular  means  of  "advertising"  oneself  as  a  phy- 
sician.'^ The  indictment  need  not  charge  the  defendant  with  pre- 
scribing for  or  practicing  upon  human  beings  as  distinguished  from 
domestic  animals.''  There  need  be  no  allegation  that  the  practicing 
was  for  compensation  unless  the  statute  makes  that  an  ingredient  of 
the  offense.'*  The  statute  being  silent  as  to  the  intent,  with  which 
the  practice  is  done,  no  intent  need  be  alleged.'^  The  usual  rule 
obtains  that  the  unessential  portion  of  the  indictment  may  be  dis- 


1035;  State  v.  Smith,  60  Mo.  App.  283. 
Mont. — State  v.  Morris,  45  Mont.  334, 
122  Pae.  917.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Moyer,  23 
Pa.   Diat.   164. 

[aj  Practising  dentistry  without  li- 
cense being  a  continuing  ofiense  the 
same  rule  does  not  apply  as  in  assault 
or  an  illegal  sale  of  liquor,  where  the 
particular  person  should  be-  named. 
State  V.  Martin,  23  E.  I.  143,  49  Atl. 
497,  distinguishing  State  v.  Maloney,  12 
E.  I.  251  (where  the  indictment  was 
for  obstructing  an  officer),  and  State 
V.  Doyle,  11  E.  I.  574,  where  the  com- 
plaint was  for  a  sale  of  liquor.  See 
also  State  v.  Van  Doran,  109  N.  C. 
864,  14  S.  E.  32,  where  similar  dis- 
tinctions are  drawn  covering  many 
cases. 

30.  Mlcb. — People  v.  Phippin,  70 
Mich.  6,  37  N.  W.  888,  followed  in  "White 
V.  Lapeer,  Cire.  Judge,  133  Mich.  93, 
94  N.  W.  601.  Mont. — State  v.  Mor- 
ris, 45  Mont.  334,  122  Pac.  917.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Ellis,  162  App.  Div.,  288,  147 
N.  Y.  Supp.  681.  Wash.— State  v.  Lit- 
tooy,  52  Wash.  87,  100  Pac.  170,  den- 
tistry. 

[a]  Indictment  in  exact  language 
of  statute  except  for  the  designation 
of  the  means  used  for  effecting  cures 
is  sufficient.  State  v.  Edmunds,  127 
Iowa  333,  101  N.  W.  431.  See  also 
State  V.  Corwin,  151  Iowa  420,  131 
N.  W.  659;  State  v.  Kendig,  133  Iowa 
164,  110  N.'  W.  463. 

[b]  But  where  the  description  in 
the  statute  defining  practicing  _  was 
prescribing,  etc.,  "any  drug,  medicine, 
appliance,  or  other  agency,  for  the 
cure,  relief  or  palliation  of  any  ail- 
ment or  disease  of  mind  or  body,  or 
for  the  cure  or  relief  of  any  bodily 
injury  or  deformity,"  a  mere  allega- 
tion that  defendant  "did  prescribe 
various  medicines"  and  "did  dose, 
administer  and  apply  said  various 
medicines  to  the  good  people  of  Tunica 
county,"  was  held  insufficient  as  not 
showing  the  prescribing  or  administer- 


ing was  not  for  some  other  purpose 
than  for  the  relief  of  ailment  or  dis- 
ease, etc.  Dee  v.  State,  68  Miss.  601, 
9  So.  356. 

31.  State  V.  Kendig,  133  Iowa  164, 
110  N.  W.  463.  See  12  Standabd  Proc. 
411,  et  seq. 

[a]  It  is  sufficient  to  charge  the 
practicing  without  lawful  authority  be- 
tween certain  dates  and  in  particular 
upon  certain  specified  days.  People  v. 
Ellis,  162  App.  Div.  288,  147  N.  Y. 
Supp.  681. 

Variance  between  date  alleged  and 
provedy  see  infra,  V,  D. 

32.  State  v.  Hellscher,  150  Mo. 
App.  230,  129  S.  W.  1035. 

33.  State  v.  Kendig,  133  Iowa  164, 
no  N.  W.  463,  "this  objection  is  pure- 
ly hypercritictil  and  without  merit." 

34.  Blalock  v.  State,  112  Ga.  338,  37 
S.  E.  361  (the  statutory  definition 
"practising  medicine"  embraces  the 
idea  of  exacting  compensation  so  there 
need  be  no  allegation  thereof);  State 
V.  Welch,  129  N.  C.  579,  40  S.  E.  120; 
State  V.  Call,  121  N.  C.  643,  28  S.  E. 
517. 

[a]  Code  providing  with  or  with- 
out compensation  it  is  not  necessary  to 
allege  anything  about  the  compensa- 
tion. Whitloek  v.  Com.,  89  Va.  337,  15 
S.  E.  893. 

[b]  Where  Indictment  Was  for 
Practising  Without  Having  Recorded 
Certificate. — State  v.  Brown,  64  Ore. 
473,  130  Paci  985. 

[c]  Necessary  under  statute  making 
that  an  ingredient  of  the  crime.  Mar- 
shall V.  State,  56  Tex.  Crim.  205,  119 
S.  W.  310.  See  also  Beg.  v.  Hessel,  44 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  51. 

[d]  Need  not  state  who  paid  fee 
where  the  statute  forbids  practising 
dentistry  for  "a  fee,  salary  or  reward 
paid  directly  or  indirectly."  People 
V.   Keseling,  25   Cal.  App.   Dee.  947. 

35.  Harding  v.  People,  10  Colo.  387, 
15  Pac.  727. 
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regarded  as  surplusage.^^  The  general  rules  as  to  exceptions  and 
provisos  obtain;  that  is,  if  the  exception  or  proviso  forms  a  portion 
of  the  description  of  the  offense  so  that  the  ingredients  thereof  cannot 
be  accurately  stated  if  the  exception  is  omitted,  then  it  is  necessary 
to  negative  the  exception,"  but  if  the  exception  is  separable  from 
the  description  and  is  not  an  ingredient  thereof  it  need  not  be  noticedi 
in  the  accusation  for  it  is  a  matter  of  defense.^^    Exceptions  which 


36.  Territory  v.  Takamine,  21  Hawaii 
465  (applied  to  allegations  as  to  de- 
fendant's diagnosis  and  what  he  be- 
lieved); Byrd  v.  State,  72  Tex.  Crim. 
26h,  162  S.   W.  363. 

[aj  Indictment  Not  Bad  for  Tm- 
plicity. — To  charge  that  defendant 
practiced  "without  having  obtained 
from  the  State  Board  of  Medical  Ex- 
aminers of  the  state  of  Iowa  and 
recording  the  same  in  the  office  of  the 
recorder  of  Adair  county,"  etc.,  while 
technically  insufficient  to  charge  the 
offense  of  practising  _as  a  physician 
without  having  recorded  the  certificate 
in  the  proper  county,  does  charge  in 
sufficiently  apt  terms  the  offense  of 
practising  in  said  county  without  ob- 
taining the  certificate  prescribed  by 
law,  and  the  allegations  as  to  the  fail- 
ure to  record  may  be  disregarded  as 
surplusage.  State  v.  Prutiger,  .167 
Iowa  550,  149  N.  W.  634,  following 
■  State  V.  Zechman,  157  Iowa  158,  138 
N.  W.  387.  Compare  State  «.  Edmunds, 
127  Iowa  383,  101  N.  W.  431,  where 
it  was  held  there  was  no  duplicity  in 
an  indictment  charging  defendant  to 
be  an  itinerant  practitioner,  but  fail- 
ing to  allege  that  he  had  no  certificate 
to  practice. 

[b]  Too  Great  Particularity  Is 
Harmless. — State  v.  Carlisle,  28  S.  D. 
169,  132  N.  W.  686,  Ann.  Gas.  1914B, 
395. 

37.  Cal. — People  v.  Keseling,  25  Cal. 
App.  Dec.  947,  information  for  illegal 
practice  of  dentistry.  Ga. — Herring  v. 
State,  114  Ga.  96,  39  S.  E.  866.  111. 
Williams  v.  People,  20  111.  App.  92. 
la. — State  v.  Kendig,  133  Iowa  164, 
110  N.  W.  463.  Mo.— State  v.  Hells- 
Cher,  156  Mo.  App.  63,  135  S.  W. 
959;  State  v.  Hellscher,  150  Mo.  App. 
230,  129  8.  W.  1035.  Neb.— Wilson  v. 
State,  89  Neb.  258,  131  N.  W.  223; 
O'Connor  v.  State,  46  Neb.  157,  64  N. 
W.  719;  Gee  Wo  v.  State,  36  Neb.  241, 
54  N.  W.  513.  N.  J.— Mayer  v.  State, 
64  N.  J.  L.  323,  45  Atl.  624.  N.  O. 
State  V.  Call,  121  N.  C.  643,  28  S.  E. 
517.    Ohio. — Hale  v.  State,  58  Ohio  St. 
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676,  51  N.  E.  154.  Tex.— Salter  v.  State, 
44  Tex.  Grim.  591,  73  S.  W.  395;  Mc- 
Cain V.  State,  40  Tex.  Crim.  Ill,  48 
S.  W.  512. 

See  12  Standard  Proc.  458. 

[a]  Where  a  statute  applies  only  to 
itinerant  physicians,  the  indictment 
must  specify  that  the  defendant  was 
not  a  resident  of  the  county.  State 
V.  Zechman,  l57  Iowa  158,  13S  N.  W. 
387,  •approved  in  State  v,  Frutiger,  167 
Iowa  550,  149  N.  W.  634. 

38.  Colo. — Harding  v.  People,  10 
Colo.  387,  15  Pac.  727.  Ga.— Jones  v. 
State,  8  Ga.  App.  411,  69  S.  E. '  315. 
Haw.  —  Territory  v.  Takamine,  21 
Hawaii  465,  exceptions  as  to  applica- 
tion of  remedial  agency  under  phy- 
sician's direction,  and  prescribing  for 
person  certified  as  being  hopelessly 
sick.  111. — Williams  v.  People,  20  111. 
App.  92.  la. — State  v.  Kendig,  133 
Iowa  164,  110  N.  W.  463.  Md.— Wat- 
son V.  State,  105  Md.  650,  66  Atl.  635. 
Mo.— State  v.  Doerring,  194  Mo.  398,  92 
S.  W.  489;  State  v.  Hellscher,  150  Mo. 
App.  230,  129  S.  W.  1035;  State  v. 
Smith,  60  Mo.  App.  283.  Neb.— O'Con- 
nor V.  State,  46  Neb.  157,  64  N.  W. 
719;  Gee  Wo  v.  State,  36  Neb.  241,  54 
N.  W.  513.  N.  C— State  v.  Welch,  129 
N.  0.  579,  40  S.  E.  120;  State  v.  Call, 
121  N.  C.  643',  28  S.  E.  517.  Ohio. 
Hale  «.  State,  58  Ohio  St.  676,  51  N. 
E.  154;  Krowenstrot  v.  State,  15  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  73,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  119.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Willis,  20  Pa.  Dist.  482.  R.  I. 
State  V.  Flanagan,  25  E.  I.  369,  55 
Atl.  876,  applied  to  exceptions  of  sur- 
geons of  the  United  States  army  or 
navy  and  physicians  from  another 
state  called  to  attend  a  particular 
case. 

[.a]  In  an  indictment  against  a 
masseur,  it  was  not  necessary  to  al- 
lege that  the  treatment  defendant 
practiced  was  not  within  the  particular 
sphere  of  his  labors  as  a  masseur,  nor 
to  negative  that  he  did  not  publicly 
represent  himself  as  a  masseur.  Milling 
V.  State,  67  Tex.  Crim.  551,  150  S.  W. 
434. 
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are  not  found  in  that  part  of  the  statute  which  defines  the  crime  are 
in  the  nature  of  defenses  and  need  not  be  negatived.^^ 

C.  Joinder  of  Offenses.  —  The  usual  rule  may  apply  that  acts 
enumerated  disjunctively  as  constituting  an  offense,  which  are  not  re- 
pugnant to  each  other  may  be  alleged  conjunctively  in  one  count,*" 
all  the  different  acts  which  go  to  make  up  the  unlawful  practice  may 
be  joined  in  one  complaint.*^  The  general  rule  which  under  some 
circumstances  permits  offenses  of  the  same  nature  to  be  charged  in 
separate  counts  of  the  same  accusation,*^  has  been  applied  to  distinct 
offenses  under  the  statute  regulating  practice  of  medicine.*^ 

D.  Vakiance.  —  Where  the  pleader  undertakes  to  state  particular 
means  used  and  prescriptions  given,  they  must  be  proven  as  laid,** 
and  a  variance  between  the  disease  alleged  to  have  been  prescribed 
for  and  that  proven  is  fatal.*^  If  the  practicing  is  alleged  to  have  been 
done  on  a  particular  date  and  no  other,  the  proof  must  be  limited 
to  that  date  according  to  some  authorities,*"  but  other  courts  hold  that 


39.  Ind.— Witty  v.  State,  173  Ind. 
404,  90  N.  E.  627,  25  L,.  R.  A.,  (N.  S.) 
1297  (applied  to  a  section  excepting 
non-itinerant  opticians,  nurses,  etc.) ; 
Ferner  v.  State,  151  Ind.  247,  51  N.  E. 
360,  applied  to  a  provision  that  ex- 
cepted persons  having  a  special  permit. 
la. — State  v.  Kendig,  133  Iowa  164, 
110  N.  W.  463.  Mich. — People  v.  Al- 
len, 122  Mich.  123,  80  N.  W.  991  (ex- 
ception as  to  persons  "now  located 
and  lawfully  in  actual  practice"); 
People  V.  Phippin,  70  Mich.  6,  37  N. 
W.  888,  exception  as  to  a  person  prac- 
tising under  the  instructions  of  an- 
other legally  qualified.  N.  J. — Mayer 
V.  State,  64  N.  J.  L.  323,  45'Atl.  624. 
Tex.— Antle  v.  State,  6  Tex.  App.  202; 
Logan  V.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  306;  Blas- 
dell  V.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  263. 

40.  la. — State  v.  Corwin,  151  Iowa 
420,  131  N.  W.  659  (applying  rule  to 
dififerent  acts  constituting  the  offense 
of  practising  without  a  license  under 
a  statute  dividing  offenders  into  three 
classes;  those  who  "publicly  profess 
to  be  a  physician  or  surgeon,"  etc., 
those  who  "shall  make  a  practice  of 
prescribing  and  furnishing  medicine," 
and  those  who  "publicly  profess  to 
cure  and  heal");  State  v.  Wilhite,  132 
Iowa  226,  109  N.  W.  730.  N.  C— State 
V.  Welch,  129  N.  C.  579,  40  S.  B.  120; 
State  V.  Van  Doran,  109  N.  C.  864, 
14  S.  E.  32,  following  the  language  of 
the  statute  the  indictment  may  read 
"did  practice  or  attempt  to  practice." 
Ohio.— -Hale  v.  State,  58  Ohio  St.  676, 
51  N.  E.  154,  holding  an  indictment 
not  bad  for  duplicity  which  charged 
prescribing  and  appending  tP  bis  sub- 


scription  on  the  package  containing 
the  medicine,  the  letters  "M.  D. " 
The  statute  forbids  prescribing  or  ap- 
pending the  letters.  Tex. — ^Byrd  v. 
State,  72  Tex.  Crim.  265,  162  S.  W. 
363. 

And  see  People  v.  Ellis,  162  App. 
Div.  288,  147  N.  Y.  Supp.  681  (which 
holds  that  different  acts  going  to  es- 
tabliBh  the  unlawful  practice  simply 
make  up  one  continuous  offense,  follow- 
ing People  V.  Firth,  157  App.  Div.  492, 
142  N.  Y.  Supp.  634),  and  12  Standard 
Pkoc.  507. 

[a]  "Physician"  and  "doctor"  are 
synonymous  and  are  so  understood  and 
used,  and  an  indictment  which  alleged 
that  defendant  gave  a  treatment  "in 
the  capacity  of  a  physician  or  doctor, 
or  both,"  does  not  charge  two  offenses. 
Milling  V.  State,  67  Tex.  Crim.  551,  150 
8.  W.  434. 

41.  State  V.  Carlisle,  28  S.  D.  169, 
132  N.  W.  686,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B,  395. 

42.  See  12  Standabd  Proc.  531. 

43.  Kettles  v.  People,  221  111.  221, 
77  N.  E.  472. 

44.  State  v.  Morris,  45  Mont.  334, 
122  Pac.  917,  where  the  means  used 
and  patient  were  both  specified  and 
such  particularity  was  unnecessary. 

45.  Norwood  v.  State,  70  Tex.  Crim. 
605,  158  S.  W.  270. 

46.  Stiles  V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim. 
665,  148  S.  W.  326,  but  an  indictment 
charging  "on  or  about"  a  date  named 
supports  proof  of  any  act  of  practicing 
throughout  the  whole  period  of  the 
statute  of  limitation  prior  to  the  date 
named.  See  the  title  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 
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the  time  being  not  of  the  essence,  it  need  not  be  precisely  laid  nor 
proved  as  laid.*' 

Where  it  is  alleged  that  defendant  held  himself  out  as  a  physician 
and  surgeon,  proof  that  he  acted  as  either  supports  the  charge.** 
"Where  the  indictment  charged  the  "practice  of  medicine"  it  is  sup- 
ported by  proof  of  engaging  in  the  practice  of  medicine  in  any  of  its 
branches  or  departments,  the  act  being  otherwise  unlawful.*^ 

E.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.  —  It  is  for  the  court  to  construe 
the  terms  of  the  statute,^"  but  whether  the  committed  acts  did  or  did 
not  come  within  the  statute,  as  construed  and  defined  by  the  court,  is 
for  the  jury.^^ 

F.  Instructions.  —  As  in  other  cases  the  instructions  must  be  ap- 
plicable to  the  evidence,^^  and  such  as  will  clearly  and  fairly  present 
the  whole  case  to  the  jury.^^ 

G.  Verdict  axd  Sentence.^*  —  Judgment  must  be  arrested  where 
the  special  verdict  fails  to  find  the  facts  necessary  to  conviction.^' 
It  is  not  necessary  in  a  judgment  imposing  a  fine  for  practicing 
medicine  without  a  license,  to  make  recitals  of  facts.^^  Whether  more 
than  one  fine  can  be  imposed  depends  upon  whether  the  practicing 
be  a  continuing  offense  under  the  statute."  Where  the  offense  is  con- 
tinuous, one  conviction  bars  a  prosecution  for  practicing  previously 
to  the  institution  of  the  first  prosecution,  though  each  separate  act 
constituted  practicing.'* 


47.  Kettles  v.  People,  221  111.  221, 
77  N.  E.  472,  dentistry  laid  as  having 
been  practised  on  the  first  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 1905,  was  supported  by  proof 
of  practice  in  August  and  September, 
1905.  "Any  time  before  the  filing  ol 
the  information  and  within  the  period 
of  limitation"  is  proper  rule.  To  same 
effect.  State  v.  Littooy,  37  Wash.  693, 
79  Pac.  1135;  State  v.  Brown,  37  Wash. 
106,  79  Pac.  638. 

48.  Com.  V.  St.  Pierre,  175  Mass. 
48,  55   N.  E.  482. 

49.  Antle  v.  State,  6  Tex.  App.  202. 
50.,    Springer  v.  District  of  Columbia, 

23  App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)  59;  State  v.  Yee 
Foo   Lun,  45  Utah   531,  147   Pac.   488. 

51.  State  V.  Huff,  75  Kan.  585,  90 
Pac.  279,  12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1094; 
State  V.  Yee  Foo  Lun,  45  Utah  531, 
147  Pac.  488. 

52.  State  v.  Heflfernan,  28  E.  I.  20, 
65  Atl.  284. 

53.  Newman  v.  State,  61  Tex.  Crim. 
338,  134  S.  W.  688;  Alderhoven  v. 
State,  42  Tex.  Crim.  6,  56  S.  W.  914. 
See  Milling  v.  State,  67  Tex.  Crim.  551, 
150  S.  W.  434,  for  instructions  prop- 
erly defining  the  offense,  quoting  the 
statute,  and  differentiating  between 
actual  payment  for  services  and  a  pay- 
ment by  subterfuge  und^r  the  guise  of 
a  board  bill. 
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[a]  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
define  what  is  meant  by  the  words  "do- 
mestic family  remedies,"  as  used  in  an 
exception  in  the  statute.  State  v.  Tee 
Foo  Lun,  45  Utah  531,  147  Pac.  488. 
See  also  State  v.  Huff,  75  Kan.  585, 
90  Pac.  279,  12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1094. 

54.  See  the  titles  "Sentence  and 
Judgment ; "  "  Verdict. ' ' 

55.  State  v.  Call,  121  N.  C.  643,  28 
S.  E.  517. 

56.  People  v.  Moser,  176  111.  App. 
625. 

57.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Continuing  Offense. — Where  the 
offense  consisted  in  opening  an  of&ce 
and  displaying  a  doctor's  sign  with- 
out a  license,  there  was  but  one  con- 
tinuing offense,  but  where  the  offense 
was  prescribing  for  different  patients, 
each  was  a  separate  offense.  For  the 
first  but  one  fine  can  be  imposed;  for 
the  latter  as  many  fines  .as  there  are 
individual  patients  charged  and  proved. 
State  V.  Cotner,  87  Kau.  864,  127  Pao. 
1,  42  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  768.  Compa/re 
Wilson  V.  Com.,  119  Ky.  769,  82  S.  W. 
427,  where  it  is  held  that  the  statute 
could  not  have  contemplated  that  a 
dentist  should  be  fined  every  time  he 
puUa  a  tooth. 

58.  Wilson  v.  Com.,  119  Ky.  769,  82 
S.  W.  427. 
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VI.  ACTIONS  FOR  PENALTIES.=»  —  The  statutes  sometimes  pro- 
vide for  an  action  for  a  penalty  for  illegal  practice-^"  The  petition 
in  such  action  must  state  the  facts  and  not  mere  conclusions,"  and  must 
negative  the  exceptions  in  the  enacting  clause  of  the  statute.*^  The 
name  of  the  person  treated,  or  that  the  name  is  unknown,  need  not  be 
stated.'* 


59.  See  generally  the  title  "Penal- 
ties, Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

60.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  In  Illinois  (1)  an  action  for 
penalty  by  the  state  board  of  health 
is  provided  for.  'the  statute  is  con- 
stitutional. (People  V.  Duun,  255  111. 
289,  99  N.  B.  777),  and  (2)  the  action 
is  civil  and  not  criminal  in  its  nature. 
People  V.  Gartenstein,  248  111.  546,  94 
N.  E.  128. 

61.  Steuben  County  v.  Wood,  24  App. 
Div.  442,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  471,  allega- 
tion that  defendant  "practiced  veter- 
inary medicine  and  spirgery  in  viola- 
tion of  the  statute,"  is  mere  legal  con- 
clusion; But  ■compare  People  v.  Fair- 
fas,  181  111.  App.   436.     And  see  The 


President  &  College  of  Physicians  v. 
Salmon,  1  Ld.  Raym.  68D,  91  Eng.  Re- 
print 1353,  holding  that  it  was  suffi- 
cient to  allege  in  words  of  statute  that 
defendant  was  "exercising  physic" 
without   specifically   alleging   the   acts. 

62.  Steuben  County  v.  Wood,  24  App. 
Div.  442,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  471.  But 
compaT'e  The  President  &  College  of 
Physicians  v.  Salmon,  1  Ld.  Eaym. 
680,  91  Eng.  Reprint  1353.  If  some 
other  act  contains  matter  of  benefit 
to  defendant  he  must  plead  it  as  a 
defense,  or  may  give  in  evidence  under 
the  plea  nil  debit. 

63.  People  v.  Dunn,  255  HI.  289,  99 
N.  E.  577,  dates  of  the  treatment  were 
given. 


PICKETING.  —  See  Labor  Unions. 


PICTURES.  —  See  Obscenity;  Post  Office. 


PILOTS.  — See  Ships  and  Shipping. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.  JURISDICTION,  388 

II.  INDICTMENT,  388 

CBOSS-REFEBENCES: 

Eobbery. 

For  form,  see  9  Standaed  Peoc.  971. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  JURISDICTION.^  —  The  federal  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  rob- 
beries committed  on  the  high  seas  under  some  circumstances.^ 

II.— INDICTMENT.' —  In  an  indictment  for  piracy,  the  national 
character  of  the  vessel  need  not  be  alleged.*  Where  the  indictment 
charges  the  crime  to  have  been  committed  from  on  board  of  an  Ameri- 
can vessel  by  a  mariner  sailing  thereon,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
indictment  should  allege  that  the  defendant  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States.^  An  averment  that  the  offense  was  committed  on  the  high  seas 
within  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  and  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  any  particular  state  is  sufficient  without  any  other  des- 


1.  See  generally  the  title  "Juris- 
diction." 

2.  See  TJnited  States  v.  Holmea,  5 
Wheat.  (XT.  S.)  412,  5  L.  ed.  122;  TTnit- 
ed  Statea  v.  Palmer,  3  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
610,  4  L.  ed.  471,  and  generally  the 
title  "United  States  Courts." 

[a]  Whether  the  piracy  was  com- 
mitted within  or  witbout  a  marine 
league  from  the  coast  of  the  United 
States.  United  States  v.  Kesaler, 
Baldw.  15,  26  Fed.   Can,.  No.   15,528. 

b]  Piracy  committed  on  board  a 
vessel  not  belonging  to  any  foreign 
power  and  in  possession  of  a  crew 
acting  in  deiiance  of  all  law  is  pun- 
ishable in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States.  United  States  v.  Klintock,  5 
Wheat.  (U.  8.)  144,  5  L.  ed.  55. 

[c]  But  where  the  offense  is  com- 
mitted on  board  a  vessel  belonging  to 
a-  foreign    state,    the    United    States 
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courts  have  no  jurisdiction  to  try  and 
punish  the  piracy,  even  though  the 
stolen  property  is  brought  within  the, 
United  States.  United  States  v.'  Kess- 
ler,  Baldw.  15,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,528. 

3.  See  generally  the  title  "Indict- 
ment and  Information." 

4.  United  States  v.  Demarchi,  5 
Blatchf.  84,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,944, 
as  the  offense  comes  within  the  general 
jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts  and 
the  existence  of  conditions  exempting 
defendants  from  such  jurisdiction  need 
not   be   negatived. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  vessel 
was  owned  by  citizens  of  the  United 
States  is  sufficient  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal 
courts.  United  States  v.  Demarchi,  5 
Blatchf.  84,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,944. 

5.  United  States  v.  Furlong,  5 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  184,  5  L.  ed.  64. 
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ignation  of  the  locality  of  the  oif ense.*  In  an  indictment  charging  that 
the  defendants  acting  jointly  killed  a  named  person,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  show  which  of  the  defendants  committed  the  alleged  assault/ 
Concluding  in  the  plural,  against  the  form  of  the  statutes  of  the 
United  States,  instead  of  in  the  singular,  does  not  render  the  indict- 
ment defective." 


6.  St.  Clair  v.  United  States,  154 
U.  S.  134,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1002,  38  L.  ed. 
936;  United  States  v.  Gibert,  2  Sumn. 
19,  25  Fed.  Caa.  No.  15,204. 


7.  St.  Clair  v.  United  States,  154 
U.  S.  134,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1002,  38  L.  ed. 
936. 

8.  United  States  v.  Gibert,  2  Sumn. 
19,  25  Fed.  Gas.  No.  15,204. 


PLACE.  —  See  Certainty  in  Pleading;  Indictment  and  Information. 


PLACE  OF  TRIAL.  —  See  Change  of  Venue;  Jxirisdiction ;  Transfer 

of  Causes;  Venue. 


PLAINTIFFS.  —  See  Parties. 


PLEA.  —  See  Arraignment  and  Plea;  Pleas. 
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PLEADING 

By  the  Editorial  Staff. 

I.  DEFINITION  AND  NATURE  GENERALLY,  392 

II.  EFFECT  OF  CODES  AND  PRACTICE  ACTS,  393 

III.  NECESSITY  FOR  WRITTEN  OR  FORMAL  PLEADINGS,  39^ 

IV.  ENTITLING  PLEADING,  394 

V.  LANGUAGE  AND  CLERICAL  CONSTRUCTION,  395 

A.  Language  Generally]  395 

B.  Numerals  and  Symbols,  395 

C.  Grammatical  and  Clerical  Errors,  396 

D.  Erasures  and  Interlineations,  396 

VI.  MATTERS  OF  IMPLICATION  OR  PRESUMPTION,  396 

VII.  PLEADING  TO  AMENDED  PLEADNGS,  397 

A.  Demurrer  to,  397 

1.  Bight  To  Demur,  397 

2.  Necessity  for,  397 

3.  Grounds  for,  398 

4.  Scope  of  Inquiry  on  Demurrer,  398 

B.  Plea  or  Answer  to,  398 

1.  Bight  to,  398 

2.  Effect  of  Failure  to,  399 

3.  Time  for,  399 

VIII.  SIGNATURE  AND  INDORSEMENT,  399 

A.  Signature,  399 

1.  Generally,  400 

2.  Bequisites  and  Sufficiency  of,  401 

B.  Indorsements,  401 

IX.  CURE  OF  DEFECTS  BY  SUBSEQUENT  PLEADINGS,  402 
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X.  WAIVER  OP  DEFECTS  IN  OR  OBJECTIONS  TO  PLEAD, 

INGS,  404 

A.  By  Demurrer,  404 

B.  By  Taking  Depositions,  404 

C.  By  Pleading  Over  and  Proceeding  to  Trial,  405 

1.  Generally,  405 

2.  Failure  To  State  Cause  of  Action,  408 

3.  Defects  in  Plea  or  Answer,  409 

4.  Failure  To  File  Reply  or  Replication,  409 

D.  By  Stipulation  or  Reference,  410 

E.  By  Admission  of  Evidence,  411 

XI.  CONCLUSIVENESS  OF  PLEADINGS,  412 

A.  Generally,  412 

B.  Mistake,  Inadvertence,  or  Ignorance,  414 

C.  Pleadings  Amended,  Ahamdoned  or  Withdraum,  414 

D.  Who  Concluded,  414 

XII.  AIDER  BY  VERDICT  OR  JUDGMENT,  415 

A.  Statement  of  the  Rule,  415 

B.  Irregularities  and  Formal  Defects  Generally,  417 

C.  Want  or  Informality  of  Issue,  418 

D.  Declaration  or  Complaint,  418 

1.  General  Statement,  418 

2.  Technical  and  FormM  Defects  Generally,  419 

3.  Form  of  Action,  420 

4.  Several  Counts  or  Causes  of  Action,  420 

a.  When  Some  Counts  Bad,  420 

b.  Joinder  of,  421 

5.  Averments  as  to  Particular  Matters,  '421 

a.  Generally,  421 

b.  Venue,  421 

e.    Statement  of  Title  or  Right  of  Action  Generally, 

421 
a.    Performmice  of  Conditions  Precedent,  425 

e.  Promise  or  Consideration,  425 

f.  Non-Payment  and  Breach  of  Contract,  426 
(g.    Tim^,  427 
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h.    Description  of  Property,  427 

i.     Damages  and  Value  of  Property,  428 

E.  Plea  or  Answer,  429 

F.  Set-Off,  Counterclaim,  or  Cross-Complaint,  430 

G.  Beplication  or  Beply  and  Subsequent  Pleadings,  430 

1.  Beplication  or  Beply,  430 

2.  Pleadings  Subsequent  to  Beplication,  432 
H.     Where  Judgment  Is  by  Default,  432 

CEOSS-EEFEEENCES: 


Abatement,  Pleas  of;  Inducement; 

Affidavits  of  Merits  and  Defense;  Information  and  Belief; 


Amendments  and  Jeofails; 
Answers ; 

Bills  and  Answers; 
Certainty  in  Pleading; 
Conclusions  of  Law; 
Confession  and  Avoidance; 
Construction  and  Theory  of 

Pleadings ; 
Cross-Bill ; 
Cross- Complaint ; 
Declaration,  and  Complaint ; 
Demurrer; 
Denials; 
Duplicity; 
Eixhibits; 
Frivolous  and  Sham  Pleadings; 


Joinder  of  Actions; 

Justices  of  the  Peace ; 

Multifariousness ; 

New  Cause  of  Action  or  Defense ; 

Pleas ; 

Pleas  in  Equity; 

Records; 

Rejoinder  and  Subsequent 

Pleadings ; 
Replication  and  Reply; 
Repugnancy ; 
Set-Off,  Counterclaim  and 

Recoupment ; 
Supplemental  Pleading; 
Surplusage  and  Scandal ; 
Time  To  Plead; 
Verification. 


Indictment  and  Information; 

Forms  of  pleading,  see  specific  titles  and  9  Standahd  Pkoc. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 


I.  DEFINITION  AND  NATURE  GENERALLY.  —  Pleading  is 
the  statement  in  logical  form  of  the  facts  constituting  a  cause  of 
action  or  a  ground  of  defense.^    The  pleadings  in  an  action  raise  an 


1.  XJ.  S.— Tucker  v.  United  States, 
151  V.  S.  164,  14  Sup.  Ct.  299,  38  L. 
ed.  112.  Ala. — Birmingham  B.,  L.  & 
P.  Co.  i;.  Nicholas,  181  Ala.  491,  61 
Bo.  361.  Colo.— See  Cook  v.  Merritt, 
15   Colo.   212,   214,  25   Pae.   176.     Del. 
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Campbell  v.  Walker,  1  Boyce  580,  76 
Atl.  475.  Ga. — Smith  v.  Jacksonville  Oil 
Mill  Co.  (Ga.  App.),  94  S.  E.  900.  lU. 
Young  V.  Gower,  88  111.  App.  70;  Jen- 
sen V.  Wetherell,  79  111.  App.  33.  la. 
Brainard  v.  Simmons,  58   Iowa  464,  9 
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issue  for  the  determination  of  the  court  by  an  affirmation  on  one 
side  and  a  denial  on  the  other.^  They  are  forms  intended  as  the 
foundation  of  the  proof  to  be  submitted  upon  the  trial,^  informing  the 
opposite  party,  in  advance  of  trial,  what  is  relied  upon  either  to 
establish  the  cause  of  action  or  to  defeat  that  asserted  by  the  op- 
DOsitc  T)3.rtv  ^ 

II.  EFFECT  OP  CODES  AND  PRACTICE  ACTS.  — Under  the 
codes  and  practice  acts  forms  and  fictions  in  pleading  are  abolished, 
mere  formal  allegations  being  no  longer  necessary;  the  substance  of 
the  pleading  rather  than  its  form  is  the  controlling  consideration.^ 
The  change  effected,  however,  extends  to  matters  of  form  only,"*  and 


N.  W.  382,  12  N.  "W.  484.  Ky.— Brum- 
leve  V.  Cronan,  176  Ky.  818,  197  S.  W. 
498.  Me. — Burnham  v.  Eobs,  47  Me. 
456.  Miss. — ^Bowman  v.  McLaughlin, 
45  Miss.  461.  IT.  Y. — Smith  v.  Fowle, 
12  Wend.  9.  Pa. — Dixon  v.  Sturgeon, 
6  Serg.  &  E.  25.  Tenn. — Chattanooga 
Cotton  Oil  Co.  V.  Shamblin,  101  Tenn. 
263,  47   S.   W.   496;    Smith  v.   Cottrell, 

8    Baxt.    62.       Utah -Kilpatrick-Koch 

Dry-Goods  Co.  v.  Box,  13  Utah  494,  45 
Pae.  629. 

1  Chitty  on  PL,  9th  Am.  ed.  213. 

[a]  For  other  definitions,  see  the 
following:  Mitm. — Desnoyer  v.  Hereux, 
1  Minn.  17,  19.  Miss. — Bowman  v. 
McLaughlin,  45  Miss.  461.  Mo. — Kan- 
sas City  V.  O'Connor,  36  Mo.  App.  594, 
599. 

[b]  "The  allegations  made  by  the 
parties  to  a  civil  or  criminal  case,  for 
the  purpose  of  definitely  presenting  the 
issue  to  be  tried  and  determined  be- 
tween them."  Tucker  v.  United  States, 
151  U.  S.  164,  168,  14  Sup.  Ct.  299,  38 
L.  ed.  112. 

[c]  "Pleading  is  the  statement  in 
a,  logical  and  legal  form  of  the  facts 
which  constitute  the  plaintiff's  cause 
of  action  or  the  defendant's  ground 
of  defense;  it  is  the  formal  mode  of 
alleging  on  the  record  that  which 
would  be  the  support  or  the  defense  of 
the  party  in  evidence."  3  Bl.  Com. 
293,  note. 

2.  U.  S. — Tucker  v.  United  States, 
151  U.  S.  164,  14  Sup.  Ct.  299,  38  L. 
ed.  112.  Colo.— Cook  v.  Merritt,  15 
Colo.  212,  25  Pac.  176.  Dak.— Parli- 
man  v.  Young,  2  Dak.  175,  4  N.  W. 
139,  711.  Ind.  Ter. — Bolen-Darnall 
Coal  Co.  V.  Williams,  7  Ind.  Ter.  648, 
104  S.  W.  867.  la.— Brainard  v.  Sim- 
mons, 58  Iowa  464,  466,  9  N.  W.  382, 
12  N  W.  484.  Md. — Marshall  v.  Haney, 
9  Gill  251.  Minn.— Desnoyer  v.  Hereux, 
1  Minn.  17.    Mo. — National  Stamping, 


etc.  Works  v.  Wicks,  129  Mo.  App. 
382,  108  S.  W.  598.  N.  Y.— Euderman 
V.  Bloch,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  913;  Smith 
V.  Bradstreet  Co.,  134  App.  Div.  567, 
119  N.  Y.  Supp.  487.  Utah.— Tate  v. 
Eose,  35  Utah  229,  99  Pac.  1003;  Hong 
Sling  V.  Scottish  Union,  etc.  Ins.  Co., 
7  Utah  441,  27  Pac.  170.  Wis.— Tar- 
box  V.  Adams  County,  34  Wis.  558, 
"Whenever  there  is  submitted  to  a 
court  for  adjudication,  a  proposition 
of  fact  or  of  law  which  is  affirmed 
by  one  party  and  denied  by  the  other, 
no  matter  how  the  issue  is  made, 
whether  orally  or  in  writing,  whether 
formally  or  informally,  the  affirmation 
by  one  party  and  the  denial  by  the 
other  constitute  pleadings,  such  affirma- 
tion being  in  substance  and  effect  a 
declaration  or  complaint,  and  such  de- 
nial a  plea  or  answer." 

[a]  "Pleadings  are  the  mutual  alter- 
cations between  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant."    3  Bl.  Com.   293. 

3.  Taylor  v.  Coppock,  1  Del.  Co. 
(Pa.)   190. 

4.  Colo. — Soden  v.  Murphy,  42  Colo. 
352,  94  Pac.  353.  Dak. — Parliman  v. 
Young,  2  Dak.  175,  4  N.  W.  139,  711. 
Del. — Campbell  v.  Walker,  1  Boyce  580, 
76  Atl.  475.  Md. — American  Express 
Co.  V.  State,  103  Atl.  96;  Marshall  v. 
Haney,  9  Gill  251.  IT.  Y.— Blum  v. 
Bruggemann,  58  App.  Div.  377,  68  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1065.  Ore. — Ball  v.  Danton, 
64  Ore.  184,  129  Pac.  1032.  S.  O. 
Shelton  v.  Southern  Ey.,  86  S.  C.  98, 
67  S.  E.  899. 

5.  6  Standard  Peoo.  656,  659,  et 
seq. 

6.  Cal.— Spect  v.  Spect,  83  Cal.  437, 
26  Pac.  203,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  314,  13 
L.  E.  A.  137;  Sampson  v.  Shaeffer,  3 
Cal.  196.  Ind.— Matlock  v.  Todd,  25 
Ind.  128.  Md. — Stirling  v.  Garritee,  18 
Md.  468.  N.  Y.— Wamsley  v.  Atlas 
Steamship  Co.,  168  N.  Y.  533,  61  N,  E. 
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not  to  the  substantial  rules  of  common  law  pleading.''  Under  the 
codes  the  same  rules  of  pleading  apply  in  all  cases,  whether  at  law 
or  in  equity,^  but  the  fundamental  distinction  between  legal  and  equit- 
able rights  and  remedies  still  remains.^ 

III.  NECESSITY  FOR  WRITTEN  OR  FORMAL  PLEADINGS." 
Except  in  inferior  courts,^^  pleadings  must,  irrespective  of  statute, 
generally  be  in  writing,^^  and  by  statute,  pleadings  are  sometimes 
expressly,^^  or  impliedly,^*  required  to  be  in  writing.  It  has  been 
held  that  the  parties  may  waive  written  pleadings  if  there  is  no 
statute  requiring  pleadings  to  be  in  writing.^" 

IV.  ENTITLING  PLEADING.  —  The  entitling  of  particular  plead- 
ings will  be  found  discussed  elsewhere  in  this  work.^*    At  common 


896,  85  Am.  St.  Eep.  699,  "the  sub- 
stantial differences  which  control  and 
determine  the  rights  of  parties  are 
still  in  force."  Ore. — Weber  v.  Eoth- 
child,  15  Ore.  385,  15  Pac.  650,  3  Am. 
St.  Eep.  162.  Wis. — Harrigan  v.  Gil- 
christ, 121  Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909. 

7.  Cal. — Sampson  v.  Shaeffer,  3  Cal. 
196.  N.  y. — Knowles  v.  Gee,  8  Barb. 
300,  4  How.  Pr.  317,  3  Code  Eep.  31, 
the  legislature  in  adopting  the  code 
of  procedure,  intended  to  preserve  as 
many  of  the  rules  of  the  common  law 
as  are  consistent  with  the  new  forms 
of  pleading.  N.  C. — Parsley  &  Co.  v. 
Nicholson,  65  N.  C.  207;  Crump  v. 
Mims,  64  N.  C.  767,  the  court  saying: 
"We  take  occasion  here  to  suggest  to 
pleaders  that  the  rules  of  the  common 
law  as  to  pleading,  which  are  only  the 
rules  of  logic,  have  not  been  abolished 
by  the  code.  Pleas  should  not  state 
the  evidence,  but  the  facts,  which  are 
the  conclusions  from  the  evidence,  ac- 
cording to  their  legal  effect;  and  com- 
plaints should  especially  avoid  wander- 
ing into  matter  which  if  traversed 
would  not  lead  to  a  decisive  issue.  It 
is  the  object  of  all  pleading  to  ar- 
rive at  some  single,  simple  and  mate- 
rial issue."  Ohio. — Dennistoun,  Wood 
&  Co.  V.  Merchants'  Bank,  2  Disn.  52, 
13  Ohio  Dec.  33. 

8.  Bowen  v.  Aubrey,  22  Cal.  566; 
Shepard  i;.  Ford,  10  Iowa  502.  See  6 
Standard  Proc.  661,  et  seq. 

Effect  of  code  proTlsious,  ise«  6 
Standard  Proc.  659. 

Use  of  common  law  forms,  see  6 
Standard  Proc.  667. 

9.  Cal. — De  Witt  v.  Hays,  2  Cal. 
463,  56  Am.  Dec.  352,  "Cases  legal 
and  equitable  have  not  been  con- 
solidated, and  though  there  is  no  dif- 
ference between  the  form  of  a  bill 
in  chancery,  and  a  common  law  declara- 
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tion,  under  our  system,  where  all  re- 
lief is  sought  in  the  same  way  from 
the  same  tribunal;  the  distinction  be- 
tween law  and  equity  is  as  naked  and 
broad  as  evef."  N.  Y. — Gould  v. 
Cayuga'  County  Nat.  Bank,  86  N.  Y. 
75.  Wash. — Overlook  v.  Shinn,  28 
Wash.  205,  68  Pac.  436. 
See  6  Standard  Proc.  666. 

10.  See  the  title  "Agreed  Case." 
Necessity  for  declaration  or  equlT- 

alent  pleading,  see  6  Standard  Proc. 
642. 

11.  See  18  Standard  Proc.  31,  et 
seq. 

12.  Colo.  —  Beckett  v.  Cuenin,  15 
Colo.  281,  25  Pac.  167,  22  Am.  St. 
Eep.  399.  Ga. — See  Bishop  v.  Wood- 
ward, 103  Ga.  281,  29  S.  E.  968.  Ky. 
Handley  v.  Travis,  Ky.  Dec.  138.  See 
also  Smith  v.  Dungey,  178  Ky.  702,  199 
S.  W.  777.  N.  J.— See  Baldauf  v. 
Nathan  Eussell.  88  N.  J.  L.  303,  96 
Atl.  96,  Ann.  Gas.  1917D,  1191. 

13.  Bracy  v.  Bracy's  Admr.,  12  Bush 
(Ky.)  153;  McCormick  Harvesting 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Harned,  7  Ky.  Li.  Eep. 
139;  Sevey  v.  Chappuis  Co.,  113  La. 
65,  36  So.  889. 

14.  People  V.  Superior  Court,  114 
Cal.  466,  46  Pac.  383  (in  view  of  stat- 
ute requiring  pleading  to  be  signed); 
Grove  v.  Campbell,  9  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
7,  statute  requiring  that  pleading  be 
verified  by  affidavit. 

15.  "Kelsey  v.  Lamb,  21  111.  559; 
Vider  v.  City  of  Chicago,  60  111.  App. 
595. 

[a]  Court  may  In  its  discretion  dis- 
pense with  written  pleadings  and  al- 
low issue  to  be  made  upon  the  record, 
where  there  is  no  statute  requiring 
them  to  be  in  writing.  Givin  v.  Wil- 
liams, 27  Miss.  327. 

16.  See  titles  dealing  with  x)articulaT 
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law  the  caption  designated  the  court  in  which  the  action  was  brought 
and  the  title  gave  the  names  of  the  parties  and  stated  the  nature  of 
the  action.^^  Under  the  codes  and  practice  acts  of  most  states  the 
pleading  should  state  the  title  of  the  action,  including  the  names  of 
the  court,  and  county  where  the  action  is,  and  the  names  of  the 
parties."  The  object  of  the  title  is  to  identify  the  pleading  with  the 
action  and  court,^'  and,  unless  made  so  by  statute,  it  is  no  part  of 
the  pleading  unless  referred  to  in  the  body  thereof.'"  Errors  in 
the  title  relate  to  mere  matters  of  form  and  do  not  vitiate  the  plead- 
ing.2^  Under  modern  rules  of  pleading  the  name  or  title  given  a 
pleading  is  immaterial,  it  will  be  considered  what  it    in    fact    is.^^ 

V.  LANGUAGE  AND  CLERICAL  CONSTRUCTION.'^^  —  A. 
Language  Generally.  —  Pleadings  should  be  in  the  English  lan- 
guage,^* and  need  not  contain  the  technical  terms  of  the  old  common- 
law  system.^' 

B.  Numerals  and  Symbols.^*  —  Generally  the  use  of  figures  in  a 
pleading  does  not  render  it  defective  5"^  thus  dates,^'  or  sums  of 
money,^^  may  be  expressed  in  figures.  The  dollar  mark  ($)  may  be 
used  instead  of  the  word  "dollar."'" 


pleadings,  and  also  9  Standard  Proc, 
under  appropriate  heads. 

17.  Andrews'  Steph.  PI.  (2nd  ed.) 
153. 

18.  See  the  codes  and  statutes. 

19.  Adams  v.  Kelly,  14  Ore.  66,  74 
Pae.  399. 

20.  6  Standard  Proc.  645. 

21.  Ewing  V.  Hatfield,  17  Ind.  513; 
Thompson  v.  Voss,  16  Ind.  297.  See 
Gordon  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  140  Ky.  47, 
130  S.  W.  818. 

22.  Colo. — See  Mastin  v.  Bartholo- 
mew, 41  Colo.  328,  92  Pae.  682.  Ind. 
Thompson  v.  Voss,  16  Ind.  297;  Patter- 
son V.  State,  10  Ind.  296;  Cleveland,  C. 
C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Budy  (Ind. 
App.),  87  N.  E.  555.  S.  O.— Charlotte, 
C.  &  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Gibbes,  23  S.  C. 
370,  pleading  styled  "answer"  raising 
only  a  question  of  law  will  be  treated 
as  a  demurrer.  S.  D. — Green  v.  Hughitt 
School  Twp.,  5  S.  D.  452,  59  N.  W. 
224. 

[a]  If  the  pleading  is  good,  the 
name  given  it  is  immaterial.  Ind. 
Thompson  v.  Voss,  16  Ind.  297;  Pat- 
terson V.  State,  10  Ind.  296.  S.  C. 
Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Gibbes, 
23  S.  C.  370.  S.  D. — Green  v.  Hughitt 
School  Twp.,  5  S.  D.  452,  59  N.  W. 
224. 

23.  TTse  of  abbreviations,  see  1 
Standard  Proc.  74. 

24.  Colo. — Dunton  v.  Montoyo,  1 
Colo.  99.  HI.— See  Liberty  &  Co.  v. 
Almini  Co.,   195  111.   App.  417.     N.  H. 


Smith  V.  Butler,  25  N.  H.  521  (use  of 
"verstas"  or  its  abbreviation  "v." 
in  title  of  pleading  is  not  objection- 
able); Hale  V.  Vesper,  Smith  283,  use 
of  "Anno  Domini"  in  setting  forth  a 
date  is  not  ground  of  demurrer.  Ohio. 
Meigs  &  Co.  V.  Guiraud,  3  Ohio  Dec. 
(Beprint)  328.  Vt.— Clark  v.  Stough- 
ton,  18  Vt.  50,  44  Am.  Dec.  361. 

See  also  Generes  v.  Simon,  21  La. 
Ann.  653;  Fleming  v.  Conrad,  11  Mart. 
O.  S.  (La.)  301. 

Indictment  or  Information. — See  12 
Standard  Pboc.  308. 

25.  Prewitt  v.  Clayton,  5  Mon. 
(Ky.)  4;  Cohen  v.  Ottenheimer,  13  Ore. 
220,  10  Pae.   20. 

26.  Use  of  abbreviations  in  plead- 
ings see  the  title  "Abbreviations." 

27.  Ind. — Medsker  v.  Pogue,  1  Ind. 
App.  197,  27  N.  E.  432.  Mo.— Fulen- 
wider  v.  Pulenwider,  53  Mo.  439.  Vt. 
Clark  V.  Stoughton,  18  Vt.  50,  44  Am. 
Dec.  361;  Hyde  v.  MofEat,  16  Vt.  271. 

28.  Hyde  v.  Moffat,  16  Vt.  271. 

[a]  Alleging  act  to  have  been  com- 
mitted in  "88"  is  sufficient,  and  it  will 
be  read  as  "1888."  Medsker  v.  Pogue, 
1  Ind.  App.  197,  27  N.  E.  432. 

29.  Pulenwider  v.  Pulenwider,  53 
Mo.  439;   Hyde  v.  Moffat,  16  Vt.  271. 

30.  Fdlenwider  v.  Pulenwider,  53 
Mo.  439,  the  indication  of  money  in 
arable  figures  preceded  by  the  dollar 
mark,  the  last  two  figures  being  cut 
off  by  a  dot  to  indicate  cents,  is  per- 
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C.  Grammatical  and  Clerical  Errors.  —  Mere  errors  in  gram- 
mar," spelling,^^  or  clerical  errors,'^  not  going  to  the  substance  of  the 
pleading  do  not  vitiate  it  and  will  be  disregarded. 

D.  Erasures  and  Interlineations.  —  Pleadings  should  be  plain- 
ly written  and  not  interlined  or  blotted  to  any  considerable  extent.^* 

VI.  MATTERS  OF  IMPLICATION  OR  PRESUMPTION.  —  Facts 
the  existence  of  which  are  necessarily  inferred  or  implied  from  the 
existence  of  other  facts  specifically  alleged,  or'  which  the  law  pre- 
sumes from  such  facts,  need  not  be  pleaded.^^    But  this  rule  must, 


missible.    See  also  Goodall  v.  Harrison, 
2  Mo.  153. 

[a]  Contra,  see  Clark  v.  Stoughton, 
18  Vt.  50,  44  Am.  Dec.  361,  that  the 
mark  commonly  used  to  denote  dollars 
($)  is  not  a  part  of  the  English  lan- 
guage, and  a  pleading  in  which  _  the 
amount  for  which  a  note  wa'S  given 
is  expressed  only  in  figures  with  the 
dollar  mark  prefixed  is  insufaeient  on 
demurrer. 

31.  Ala.— White  v.  W.  B-  Bean  &  Co. 
(Ala.  App.),  77  So.  924.  D.  0.— Gun- 
dersheimer  v.  Earnshaw,  13  App.  Cas. 
178.  111.— Cutting  V.  Conklin,  28  111. 
506.  Ind.— Moore  v.  Beem,  83  Ind.  219. 
Mo. — ^Parsons  v.  Mayfield,  73  Mo.  App. 
309.  N.  H.— Hovey  v.  Brown,  59  N.  H. 
114. 

32.  Yeater  v.  Jennings  Oil  Co.,  75 
W.  Va.  346,  84  S.  E.  904. 

33.  Ala. — Gardiner  v.  Solomon,  75 
So.  621.  lU.— Monmouth  Min.  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Erling,  148  111.  521,  36  N.  E. 
117,»39  Am.  St.  E?ep.  187,  transposition 
of  words  "plaintiff"  and  "defendant" 
is  not  a  fatal  error.  Ind. — ^Praigg  v. 
Western  Paving  &  Supply  Co.,  143  Ind. 
358,  42  N.  E.  750  (use  of  "west" 
instead  of  "east"  may  be  cured);  In- 
diana, B.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Dailey,  110 
Ind.  75,  10  N.  E.  631.  Ky.— Avent 
Beattyville  Coal  Co.  v.  King  Powder 
Co.,  19  Ky.  L.  Bep.  920,  41  S.  W. 
433:  Kentucky  Central  E.  Co.  v.  Carr, 
19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1172,  43  S.  W.  193. 
Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Fisher  v.  Eodecker, 
145  Mo.  450,  46  S.  W.  1083;  Johnston 
V.  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.,  96  Mo.  340, 
9  S.  W.  790,  9  Am.  St.  Eep.  351;  Hag- 
gerty  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  &  N.  W.  E.  Co., 
100  Mo.  App.  424,  74  S.  W.  456.  Mont. 
State  V.  Quantic,  37  Mont.  32,  94  Pac. 
491.  Neb. — Conner  v.  Becker,  62  Neb. 
856,  87  N.  W.  1065.  N.  Y.— King  v. 
Mail  &  Express  Co.,  113  App.  Div.  90, 
98  N.  Y.  Supp.  891;  Kenney  v.  New 
York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  49  Hun 
535,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  512,  15  Civ.  Proc. 
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347,  18  N.  Y.  St.  441;  Burstein  v.  Levy, 
49  Misc.  469, '98  N.  Y.  Supp.  853; 
German  Exch.  Bank  v.  New  Jersey  & 
S.  D.,  etc.  Co.,  13  Mi'sc.  192,  34  N.  Y. 
Supp.  133,  68  N.  Y.  St.  219;  Chamber- 
lin  V.  Kaylor,  1  E.  D.  Smith  134.  Ore. 
Crossen  v.  Grandy,  42  Ore.  282,  70  Pac. 
906.  Tex. — Hall  &  Brown  W.-W.  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Brown,  82  Tex.  469,  17  S.  W. 
715.  Vt. — Briggs  v.  Mason,  31  Vt. 
433. 

34.  Napper  v.  Short,  17  111.  119. 
Se«  Garrity  v.  Wilcox,  83  111.  159,  that 
the  fact  that  an  affidavit  was  inter- 
lined before  it  was  sworn  to  in  order 
to  more  strictly  and  literally  conform 
to  the  statute  affords  no  ground  for 
striking  it  from  the  files. 

35.  Ala. — Wells  v.  Gallagher,  144 
Ala.  363,  39  So.  747,  113  Am.  St.  Eep. 
50,  3L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  759;  O'Neil  v. 
Birmingham  Brewing  Co.,  101  Ala,  383, 
13  So.  576.  Cal.— Osborne  v.  Clark,  60 
Cal.  622;  Hooper  v.  Smith,  30  Cal.  App. 
460,  158  Pac.  556;  Cuthill  v.  Peabody, 
19  Cal.  App.  304,  125  Pac.  926;  Pettit 
V.  Forsyth,  15  Cal.  App.  149,  113  Pac. 
892.  Conn. — See  Lee  v.  Stiles,  21  Conn. 
■500;  Case  v,  Humphrey,  6  Conn.  130. 
lU.— Warner  v.  Flack,  278  111.  303,  116 
N.  E.  197;  People  v.  Frost,  32  111.  App. 
242.  Ind. — Adams  Express  Co.  v.  State, 
161  Ind.  328,  67  N.  E.  1033;  Chicago 
&  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Thomas,  55  N.  E.  861; 
Over  V.  Greenfield,  107  Ind.  231,  5  N.  B. 
872;  Albertson  v.  State  ex  rel.  Wells, 
95  Ind.  370;  Drum  v.  Stevens,  94  Ind. 
181;  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v. 
Lee,  34  Ind.  App.  119,  72  N.  E.  492. 
Ind.  Ter. — Sogers  Lumber  Co.  v.  Me- 
Eea,  7  Ind.  Ter.  468,  104  S.  W.  803. 
la. — Worez  v.  Des  Moines  City  E.  Co., 
175  Iowa  1,  156  N.  W.  867.  *  Ky. 
Chesapeake  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Venable, 
111  Ky.  41,  63  S.  W.  35;  Terry  «;(. 
Johnson,  10^  Ky.  589,  60  S.  W.  300. 
Mass. — McGee  v.  Barber,  14  Pick.  212; 
Dunning  v.  Owen,  14  Mass.  157;  Tile- 
ston  V.  Newell,  13  Mass.  406.     Mich, 
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of  course,  be  applied  in  connection  with  the  rule  which  requires  the 
ultimate  facts,  rather  than  mere  evidence,  to  be  alleged." 

VII.  PLEADING  TO  AMENDED  PLEADINGS."  — A.  Demue- 
RER  TO.  —  1.  Right  To  Demur.  —  An  amended  pleading  may  '  gen- 
erally be  demurred  to  the  same  as  if  it  were  an  original  pleading,^' 
but  it  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  allow  a  demurrer  to  be  filed  where 
the  amendment  was  merely  formal,^^  or  the  issues  are  not  changed  by 
the  amendment.*"  ' 

2.  Necessity  for.  —  Where  an  amendment  is  made  after  demurrer 
filed,  the  amended  pleading  cannot  generally  be  tested  unless  a  new 
demurrer  is  filed  ;*^  except  where  the  amendments  make  no  change  in 
the  issues  and  do  not  cure  the  objections  urged  against  the  original 
pleading.*^ 


Hale  V.  Chandler,  3  Mich.  531.  Minn. 
Farrant  v.  First  Division  St.  P.  &  P. 
E.  Co.,  13  Minn.  311.  Mo.— Cooley  v. 
Kansas  City,  P.  &  G.  Ey.  Co.,  149 
Mo.  487,  51  S.  W.  101;  MacMuiray- 
Judge  Architectural  Iron  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis,  138  Mo.  608,  39  S.  W.  467; 
Czezewzka  v.  Benton-Bellefontaine  Ey. 
Co.,  121  Mo.  201,  25  S.  W.  911;  Union- 
ville  V.  Martin,  95  Mo.  App.  28,  68 
S.  W.  605;  State  ex  rel.  Hull  v.  Gray, 
91  Mo.  App.  488;  Weaver  v.  Harlan, 
48  Mo.  App.  319.  Neb. — Nicholas  v. 
Parwell,  24  Neb.  180,  38  N.  W.  820. 
N.  J. — Esslinger  v.  Boehm,  81  N.  J.  L. 
82,  79  Atl.  267.  N.  M. — Bent  v.  Max- 
well Land  Grant  &  Ey.  Co.,  3  N.  M. 
227,  3  Pac.  721.  H.  Y. — Spies  v. 
Michelsen,  2  App.  Div.  226,  37  ]?r.  T. 
Supp.  720,  73  N.  T.  St.  394;  Mann  v. 
Morewood  5  Sandf.  557.  See  also 
Van  De  Sande  v.  Hall,  13  How. 
Pr.  458;  Hand  v.  Supervisors  cf 
Columbia  County,  31  Hue  531; 
Beams  v.  Gould,  8  Daly  384.  Okla. 
Oklahoma  Fire  Ins.  Co.  V.  Wagester,  38 
Okla.  291,  132  Pac.  1071.  Ore.— State 
V.  Clatsop  County,  63  Ore.  377,  125  Pac. 
271;  Stark  V.  Epler,  59  Ore.  262,  117 
Pac.  276.  Tex. — International  &  G.  N. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Greenwood,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
76,  21  S.  W.  559.  See  also  Inter- 
national &  G.  N.  Ey.  Co.  1}.  Carter  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  180  S.  W.  663.  See  Malone 
V.  Craig,  22  Tex.  609.  Wash.— Duryee 
V.  Friars,  18  "Wash.  55,  50  Pac.  583. 
W.  Va. — Thomas  v.  Wheeling  Electrical 
Co.,  54  W.  Va.  395,  46  S.  E.  217.  Wis. 
See  Madison,  W.  &  M.  Plank  Eoad  Co. 
V.  "Watertown  &  P.  P.  Eoad  Co.,  5  Wis. 
173. 

As  to  conclusions  of  law  generally, 
see  the  title  "Conclusions  of  Law." 

36.  See  4  Standard  Proo.  846;  6 
Standard  Proo.  695. 


37.  Eemedy  where  new  cause  of 
action  is  stated  in  the  amendment,  se'e 
the  title  "New  Cause  of  Action  or  De- 
fense." 

38.  U.  S. — Conroy  v.  Oregon  Const. 
Co.,  23  Fed.  71,  30  Sawy.  630.  Ala. 
Bentley  v.  Barnes,  155  Ala.  659,  47  So. 
159.  Pla.— Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Eedding,  47  Fla.  228,  37  So.  62,  110 
Am.  St.  Eep.  118,  67  L.  E.  A.  518. 
Ga.— Kinard  v.  George,  142.  Ga.  Ill,  82 
S.  E.  560.  la.— Hamill,  E.  &  Co.  v. 
Phenicie,  9  Iowa  525.  Miss. — Shaw  v. 
Brown,  42  Miss.  309.  Tex. — Hatler  v. 
Hunter,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §9. 

[a]  Though  the  original  pleading 
has  been  answered  a  demurrer  may  be 
filed  to  the  amended  pleading.  Shaw 
V.  Brown,  42  Miss.  309. 

39.  Flood  V.  Templeton,  148  Cal.  374, 
83  Pac.  H8;  Carroll  v.  O'Connor,  137 
Ind.   622,  35  N.  E.  1006,  37  N.  E.  16. 

40.  Hawthorne  v.  Siegel,  88  Cal.  159, 
25  Pac.  1114,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  291; 
Stanton  v.  Kenriek,  135  Ind.  382,  35 
N.  B.  19.  See  also  Flood  v.  Templeton, 
148  Cal.  374,  83  Pac.  148. 

41.  Ala. — Birmingham  Ey.,  L.  &  P. 
Co.  17.  Fox,  174  Ala.  657,  56  So.  1013; 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Woods,  105 
Ala.  561,  17  So.  41  (may  refile  first 
demurrer);  Voltz  v.  Voltz,  75  Ala.  555. 
Cal. — Morris  v.  Hartley,  26  Cal.  App. 
61,  804,  146  Pac.  73,  78.  Ga.— General 
Ace,  Fire  &  Life  Assur.  Corp.  v.  Way, 
20  Ga.  App.  106,  92  S.  E.  650.  la. 
Kelly  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co., 
93  Iowa  436,  61  N.  W.  957.  B.  I. 
Sweeney  v.  McKendall,  32  E.  I.  347, 
79  Atl.  940. 

See,  however.  White  v.  Hall  (Vt.), 
99  Atl.  274. 

42.  Flood  V,  Templeton,  148  Cal.  374, 
83  Pac.  148. 
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3.  Grounds  for.  —  Geioerally  the  same  grounds  may  in  a  proper 
ease  be  urged  to  the  amended  pleading  as  are  properly  urged  against 
an  original.*^  Stating  a  cause  of  action  in  the  amended  pleading 
which  has  accrued  since  the  commencement  of  the  suit,**  departure 
between  the  amended  and  original  pleading,*"  that  a  party  is  sur- 
prised or  less  ready  for  trial  by  reason  of  an  amendment,*'  or  that 
the  amended  declaration  may  require  a  change  in  the  defendant's 
pleas,*^  are  not  grounds  for  demurrer.  Nor  can  the  permissibility  of 
the  amendment  be  raised  by  demurrer  to  the  pleading  as  amended.*' 

4.  Scope  of  Inquiry  on  Demurrer.  —  The  original  pleading  can- 
not be  considered  on  demurrer  to  the  amended  one,**  nor  will  mat- 
ters not  a  part  of  the  pleading  be  looked  to."" 

B.  Plea  or  Answer  to.  —  1.  Right  to.  —  When  the  plaintiff  is 
allowed  to  amend  in  such  manner  as  to  materially  change  the  issues 
already  formed,  or  so  as  to  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  the  parties, 
a  new  plea  or  answer  may  be  filed,^^  but  an  immaterial  amendment 


43.  Grounds  of  demurrer,  see  G 
Standard  Proc.  888,  et  aeq. 

[a]  If  the  same  fault  be  in  the 
amended  pleading  as  in  the  original, 
a  motion  to  strike  is  proper.  Bush  v. 
McMann,  12  Colo.  App.  504,  55  Pao. 
956;  Hamill,  E.  &  Co.  v.  Phenieie,  9 
Iowa  525. 

44.  Farrington  v.  Hawkins,  24  Ind. 
253. 

45.  Curry  v.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  148 
Ala.  57,  42  So.  447;  Herd  v.  Chandler, 
13  B.  Mon.   (Ky.)  403. 

46.  Wells  V.  Wells,  118  Ga.  812,  45 
S.  B.  669. 

47.  Bavington  v.  Pittsburg  &  S.  E. 
Co.,  34  Pa.  358. 

48.  North  Italian  Colonial  Co.  «. 
Janovieh-Calafiore  Co.,  166  Ala.  201,  52 
So.  339;  Moore  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  139 
Ala.  595,  36  So.  777;  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Crumpton,  138  Ala.  632,  36 
So.  517;  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Parker,  123  Ala.  683,  27  So.  323; 
Groom  v.-  Bangs,  153  Cal.  456,  96  Pac. 
503.  See  Pottkamp  v.  Buss,  114  Cal. 
xvii,  46  Pac.  169. 

[a]  Should  be  raised  by  objection 
to  its  allowance  or  motion  to  strike. 
Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Par- 
ker, 123  Ala.  683,  27  So.  323. 

[b]  Variance  between  the  original 
and  the  amended  pleading  should  be 
reached  by  motion  to  strike  rather 
than  demurrer.  Springfield  Fire  &  M. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  De  Jarnett,  111  Ala.  248, 
19  So.  995;  Turner  v.  Eoundtree,  30 
Ala.  706. 

49.  State  v.  Simpkins,  77  Iowa  676, 
42  N.  W.  516;  Kehm  v.  Insurance  Co., 
8  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.   (N.  8.)  486. 

Vol.  XXI 


[a]  The  court  will  not  look  beyond 
the  pleading  to  which  the  demurrer 
is  directed.  Null  v,  Jones,  5  Neb. 
500. 

[b]  SufSciency  of  an  amended  dec- 
laration which  does  not  refer  to  nor 
make  the  original  declaration  a  part 
of  it,  must  be  determined  by  its  own 
averments.  Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Sutherland,  105  Va.  545,  54  S.  E. 
465. 

50.  Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Souther- 
land,  105  Va.  545,  54  S.  E.  465. 

51.  U.  S. — Wright  v.  Hollingsworth, 
1  Pet.  165,  7  L.  ed.  96;  American  Al- 
kali Co.  V.  Campbell,  113  Fed.  398. 
Cal. — Morton  v.  Bartning,  68  Cal.  306, 
9  Pac.  146;  Harney  i;.  Applegate,  57 
Cal.  205.  See  also  Glougie  v.  Glougie, 
174  Cal.  126,  162  Pac.  118.  Conn. 
Bennett  v.  Collins,  52  Conn.  1.  See  also 
Monson  v.  Beecher,  45  Conn.  299.  Ga. 
Brooke  v.  Lowry  Nat.  Bank,  141  Ga. 
493,  81  S.  E.  223;  Jones  v.  Grantham, 
80  Ga.  472,  5  S.  E.  764.  HI.— Milwaukee 
Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schallman,  188 
111.  213,  59  N.  E.  12-  Sinsheimer  v. 
William  Skinner  Mfg.  Co.,  165  111.  116, 
46  N.  E.  262;  McCarthy  v.  Neu,  91 
III.  127;  Griswold  v.  Shaw,  79  HI.  449; 
Brown  v.  Tuttle,  27111.  App.  389;  Nelson 
V.  Akeson,  1  111.  App.  165.  la. — Logan 
V.  Tibbott,  4  G.  Gr.  389.  Ky.— Bogard 
V.  Johnstone,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  965,  53 
S.  W.  651;  Colston  v.  Chenault,  20  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  226,  45  S.  W.  664.  See  also 
Preston  v.  Beall,  14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  61, 
19  S.  W.  175.  Md.— Schulze  v.  Fox, 
53  Md.  37.  Mass. — Green  v.  Gill,  5 
Mass.  379.  Miss. — Shaw  v.  Brown,  42 
Miss.   309;   Miller  v.   Northern   Bank, 
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not  affecting  the  issues  or  the  rights  of  the  parties  confers  no  right 
to  plead  anew.''^  Any  defense  may  be  set  up  which  would  be  open 
if  the  action  had  been  commenced  at  the  time  of  amendment,^^  and 
the  defendant  cannot  be  restricted  to  any  particular  form  of  plea.°* 

2,  Effect  of  Failure  to.  —  Allegations  in  an  amended  pleading 
which  are  unanswered  by  the  defendant  stand  as  admitted. "^  This, 
however,  is  not  true  of  amendments  made  after  the  evidence  to  con- 
form the  pleading  to  the  proof,^°  or  to  amendments  made  during  the 
course  of  the  trial.^^ 

3.  Time  for.  — ■  In  the  absence  of  statute  or  rule  of  court  the  time 
to  be  allowed  for  pleading  to  an  amended  pleading  lies  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court.^^  Usually  the  same  time  will  be  allowed  as  is 
given  in  which  to  plead  to  the  original  pleading."" 

VIII,     SIGNATURE    AND    INDORSEMENT.  —  A.      Signature. 


34  Miss.  412;  Summers  v.  Toote,  28 
Miss.  671.  KT.  Y.— Harriott  v.  Wells, 
9  Bosw.  631;  Penny  v.  "Van  Cleef,  1 
Hall  165;  Lilianthal  v.  Levy,  4  App. 
Div.  90,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  936;  Newman 
V.  Bradley  Contracting  Co.,  100  Misc. 
1,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  757.  N.  C— Gill 
V.  Young,  88  N.  C.  58.  S.  C— Cleve- 
land V.  Cohrs,  13  S.  C.  397.  Tex. 
Speake  v.  Prewitt,  6  Tex.  252.  Wis. 
Devereux  v.  Peterson,  126  Wis.  558, 
106  N.  W.  249. 

52.  Ark.— St.  Loiiia,  I.  M.  &  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  State,  85  Ark.  561,  109  S.  W. 
545.  Cal.— Smith  v.  Dorn,  96  Cal.  73, 
30  Pae.  1024.  Conn. — Santo  v.  May- 
nard,  57  Conn.  157,  17  Atl.  700.  Vl. 
Milwaukee  Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Schallman,  188  111.  213,  59  N.  E.  12; 
Chicago,  A.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Murphy,  99 
HI  App.  126.  Ind. — Stanton  v.  Ken- 
rick,  135  Ind.  382,  35  N.  E.  19.  Kan. 
Topeka  v.  Sherwood,  39  Kan.  690,  18 
Pac.  933;  Butcher  v.  Brownsville  Bank, 
2  Kan.  70,  83  Am.  Dec.  446.  KTy. 
Colston  V.  Chenault,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
226,  45  8.  W.  664.  Mo. — Weigand  v. 
Schrick,  34  Mo.  510.  Okla.— Dixon  v. 
Helena  Society,  166  Pae.  114.  Ore. 
Wild  V.  Oregon  Short  Line,  etc.  E.  Co., 
21  Ore.  159,  27  Pac.  954.  Tex.— Walling 
V.  Williams,  4  Tex.  427,  _  arnendment 
merely  correcting  a  description  of  a 
note  gives  no  right  to  plead  anew. 
Wash. — Maney  v.  Hart,  11  Wash.  67, 
39  Pac.  268.  Wis. — Harris  v.  Wicks, 
28  Wis.  198. 

53.  Gill  V.  Young,  88  N.  C.  58; 
Ayre  v.  Hixson,  53  Ore.  19,  98  Pac. 
515,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  819. 

54.  Fink  v.  Manhattan  Ey.  Co.,  15 
Daly  479,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  327,  24  Abb. 
N.  C.  81,  18  Civ.  Proe.  141,  29  N.  Y. 


St.  153;  Manitowoc  Steam  Boiler 
Works  V.  Manitowoc  Glue  Oo.,  120 
Wis.  1,  97  N.  W.  515. 

55.  Colo. — Putnam  v.  Lyon,  3  Colo. 
App.  144,  32  Pac.  492.  la. — Beard  v. 
Guild,  107  Iowa  476,  78  N.  W.  201. 
See  also  Peacock  v.  Gleeson,  117  Iowa 
291,  90  N.  W.  610;  Willetts  v.  Ida 
County  Sav.  Bank,  117  Iowa  386,  90 
N.  W.  729;'Eslich  v.  Mason  City,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  75  Iowa  443,  39  N.  W.  700. 
Mo. — Eobards  v.  Munson,  20  Mo.  65. 
N.  Y.— MeCloskey  v.  Goldman,  62  Misc. 
462,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  189.  Wis.— Kelly 
V.  Bliss,  54  Wis.  187,  11  N.   W.  488. 

56.  Willetts  V.  Ida  County  Sav. 
Bank,  117  Iowa  386,  90  N.  W.  729; 
Pish  &  Hunter  Co.  v.  New  England 
Homestake  Co.,  27  S.  D.  221,  130  N. 
W.    841. 

57.  Hudson  v.  Hudson,  119  Ga.  637, 
46  S.  E.  874.  See  A.  D.  Granger  Co. 
V.  Berkeley,  162  N.  Y.  Supp.  680. 

[a]  Defendant  entitled  to  time  in 
which  to  answer  where  complaint  is 
amended  during  trial.  Hayes  v.  Kerr, 
39  App.  Div.  529,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  323. 

58.  Cal. — People  v.  Eains,  23  Cal. 
127.  Colo. — See  Miller  v.  City  &  Coun- 
ty of  Denver,  167  Pac.  767.  Dak. 
Warder  v.  Patterson,  6  Dak.  83,  50  N. 
W.  484.  Ind.— Leib  v.  Butterick,  68 
Ind.  199.  Ohio. — Neininger  v.  State, 
50  Ohio  St.  394,  34  N.  E.  633,  40  Am. 
St.  Eep.  674.  S.  C. — Gadsden  v.  Cataw- 
ba Water  Power  Co.,  71  S.  C.  340,  51 
S.  B.  121;  Lockwood  v.  Charleston 
Bridge  Co.,  60  S.  C.  492,  38  S.  E.  112. 

59.  People  v.  Eains,  23  Cal.  127; 
Brooks  Bros.  v.  Tiffanv,  117  App.  Div. 
470,  102  N.  Y.  Supp."  626;  Dickerson 
".  Beardsley,  1  Code  Eep.  (N.  Y.)  37, 
2  Edm.  Sel.  Gas.  21. 
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1.  Generally.*"  —  Pleadings  must  be  signed  by  the  party  or  his  at- 
torney in  the  action."  Signature  by  an  attorney  in  fact  is  held  in- 
sufficient.®^ A  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  must  be  signed  by  the  de- 
fendant in  person,  and  not  by  his  attorney,*^  but  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment may  be  signed  by  the  attorney.**  In  some  jurisdictions  a  plead- 
ing not  signed  as  required  by  law  may  be  stricken  from  the  case  on 
motion,*^  and  generally  unless  the  pleading  contains  the  required  sig- 
,  nature  it  will  not  be  permitted  to  be  filed.**  But  such  a  defect  is  a 
mere  irregularity  which  if  not  seasonably  objected  to  does  not  vitiate 
the  pleading.*^ 


60.  See  6  Standard  Peoc.  720. 
Verification    of    pleadings^    see    the 

title   "Verification." 

Signature  to  answer  in  equity,  see  4 
Standard  Pboc.  175. 

Signatures  to  indictment  or  informar 
tion,  see  12  Standard  Proc.  216,  et  seq. 

Signature  to  'bill  in  equity,  see  4 
Standard  Peoc.  146,  et  seq. 

Amendments  of  pleadings  as  to  sig- 
nature of  party  or  counsel,  see  1 
Standard  Proc.  905. 

61.  Ala. — Prim  v.  Davis,  2  Ala.  24. 
Ark. — Carrington  v.  Hamilton,  3  Ark. 
416.  Colo. — ^Perra's  v.  Denver  &  E.  G. 
E.  Co.,  5  Colo.  App.  21,  36  Pac.  637. 
lU.— StrefE  v.  Colteaux,  64  111.  App. 
179;  Grand  Lodge,  Brotherhood  of  Lo- 
comotive Firemen  v.  Cramer,  60  111. 
App.  212.  Ind. — Eiley  v.  Murray,  8 
Ind.  354.  Me.— Blaiadell  v.  Eoberts,  37 
Me.  2.39.  Mich. — Bernier  v.  Bernier, 
72  Mich.  43,  40  N.  W.  50.  N.  Y. 
Alexander  v.  Miller,  10  Wend.  603; 
Peist  V.  New  York,  15  App.  Div.  495, 
44  N.  Y.  Supp.  497.  Tex. — Hemming 
V.   Zimmersehitte,  4   Tex.   159. 

[aj  Where  name  is  signed  by  mark, 
the  party  being  unable  to  write,  a  mis- 
take in  writing  the  party's  name  by 
her  mark  is  immaterial.  Inhabitants 
of  Wellington  v.  Inhabitants  of  Corin- 
na.  104  Me.  252,  71  Atl.  889. 

[b]  Must  Be  Signed  by  Besident 
Attorney. — Nobach  v.  Scott,  20  Idaho 
558,  119  Pac.  295. 

[c]  Double  pleas  must  be  Bigned  by 
counsel.  Satterlee  v.  Satterlee,  8  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)   327. 

[d]  A  general  replication  to  a  plea 
need  not  be  signed  by  counsel.  Pum- 
pelly  V.  Crosby,  8  Johns.   (N.  Y.)   322. 

[e]  Plea  of  general  issue  need  not 
be  signed  by  anyone.  Meras  v.  Adi- 
namis,  195  111.  App.  92. 

[f]  Under  Connecticut  practice  a 
plea  in  abatement  need  not  be  signed 
by  the  party.  Colburn  v.  Tolles,  13 
Conn.   524. 
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62.  Kelly  v.  Herb,  147  Pa.  563,  23 
Atl.  889. 

63.  U.  S.— Adams  v.  White,  2  Pittsb. 
21,  1  Ped.  Cas.  No.  68.  111.— Mineral 
Point  E.  Co.  V.  Keep,  22  111.  9,  74 
Am. .  Dec.  124.  Mass. — Guild  v.  Eich" 
ardson,  6  Pick.  364.  Vt. — Kenney  v. 
Howard,  67  Vt.  375,  31  Atl.  850.  Va. 
Hortons  v.  Townes,  6  Leigh  (33  Va.) 
47.  W.  Va. — Quarrier  v.  Peabody  Ins. 
Co.,  10  W.  Va.  507,  27  Am.  Eep.  582. 

See,  however.  Bank  of  Tennessee  v. 
Anderson,  3  Sneed  (Tenn.)  669,  that  a 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction  may  be  signed 
by  attorney  where  it  purports  to  be 
made  by  the  defendant  in  person,  stat- 
ing that  the  defendant  "in  proper 
person,  comes  and  prays  judgment," 
etc. 

[a]  The  reason  for  the  rule  is  that 
if  it  is  signed  by  an  attorney,  who 
is  an  officer  of  the  court,  he  is  sup- 
posed to  have  signed  by  leave  of  the 
court,  and  the  asking  of  leave  is  con- 
sidered as  a  tacit  admission  of  the 
juriBdietion.  Gould  PI.,  ch.  5,  §27;  Ken- 
ney V.  Howard,  67  Vt.  375,  31  Atl. 
850;  Quarrier  v.  Peabody  Ins.  Co.,  10 
W.  Va.  507,  27  Am.  Eep.  582. 

[b]  A  corporation  may  appear  in 
such  a  plea  by  its  president.  Quarrier 
V.  Peabody  Ins.  Co.,  10  W.  Va.  507,  27 
Am.  Eep.  582. 

64.  Prim  v.  Davis,  2,  Ala.  24;  Hollo- 
way  V.  Freeman,  22  111.  198. 

[.a]  Flea  of  misnomer  is  a  plea  in 
abatement  and  is  well  pleaded  by  at- 
torney. Guild  V.  Eichardson,  6  Pick. 
(Mass.)    364. 

65.  U.  S. — Moreland  v.  Marion,  17 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,794.  Mich. — Bernier 
V.  Bernier,  72  Mich.  43,  40  N.  W.  50. 
Temn. — Cook  v.  Dews,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  496. 

66.  Allen  v.  Bagnell,  12  Civ.  Proc. 
(N.  Y.)  426;  Johnson  v.  Murray,  12 
Lea  (Tenn.)   109. 

67.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  721. 

[a]  The  omission  of  the  signature 
(1)  dpes  not  invalidate  tlie  judgment 
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2.  Requisites  and  Sufficiency  of.  —  The  word  "signature"  as  ap- 
plied to  pleadings  refers  to  the  proper  person's  name  written  at  the 
end  of  the  pleading.^^  The  signature  of  a  party  to  the  verification  an- 
nexed to  a  pleading  is  a  sufSeient  signature  to  the  pleading  itself,''^ 
hut  the  name  of  the  attorney  on  the  outside  of  the  pleading,  helow 
the  indorsement  on  its  back,  is  not  a  sufficient  signature  to  the  plead- 
ingj°  A  printed  signature  of  the  attorney  has  b^en  held  not  suffi- 
cient as  his  signature,^^  but  the  signature  by  the  firm  name  of  the 
attorneys,  omitting  their  Christian  names,  is  sufiicient,^^  and  the 
signing  of  their  names  by  the  attorneys  without  describing  themselves 
as  such  is  sufficient.''^ 

B.  Indorsements.  — ■  Statutes  or  rules  of  court  requiring  certain 
matters,  such  as  the  nature  of  the  action,  to  be  indorsed  upon  the 
pleadings,  must  be  complied  with,^*  otherwise  they  may  be  stricken.^^ 

Address  of  Attorney.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  post  office  address 
of  the  party's  attorney  is  required  to  be  indorsed  on  the  pleading  by 
which  he  appears.''* 


(Cochran  v.  Thomas,  131  Mo.  258,  33 
S.  W.  6),  (2)  and  to  support  a  judg- 
ment the  omission  will  be  supplied  by 
reference  to  the  preceding  part  of  the 
record,  and  proceedings.  The  name  of 
the  plaintiff  is  to  be  found  in  the  body 
of  the  declaration,  and  in  the  writ, 
and  the  name  of  the  attorney  on  thS 
writ — the  omission  is  therefore  cured. 
Phillips  V.  Malone,  Minor  (Ala.)  110. 
[b]  iPailure  to  sign  may  b«  remedied 
(1),  and  when  remedied  dates  back  to 
date  of  filing.  Baird  v.  Prewitt,  158 
Ky.  793,  166  S.  W.  771.  (2)  Court 
may  permit  pleading  to  be  signed  by 
counsel  when  attention  is  called  to 
omission.  Mclntyre  v.  Smyth,  108  Va. 
736,  62   S.  E.  930. 

68.  Ashbrook  v.  Roberts,  82  Ky. 
298. 

[a]  Under  statute  requiring  "Chris- 
tian and  surname,"  a  signature  with 
the  surname  and  the  initials  of  the 
Christian  name  is  sufficient.  Clark  v. 
Paine,  11  Pick.    (Mass.)    66. 

[b]  A  plea  which  states  the  names 
of  the  parties  at  its  head  and  is  signed 
at  the  bottom  with  the  word  "Defend- 
ant/' is  sufficient  in  view  of  the  cus- 
tomary practice  of  signing  as  "De- 
fendant," "Defendant  for  himself," 
or  "Defendant  by  A.  B.  his  attorney." 
Wilcox  V.  Chambers,  34  Conn.  179. 

69.  La. — Zollieoffer  v.  Briggg,  3  Bob. 
236.  Mich. — Johnson  v.  Johnson,  Walk. 
Ch.  309.  Neb. — In  re  Graff's  Estate, 
86  Neb.  535,  125  N.  W.  1091.  N.  Y. 
Barrett  v.  Josylun,  9  Misc.  407,  29  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1070,  61  N.  Y.  St.  695;  Har- 
rison V.  Wright,  1  N.  Y.  St.  736,  if  &t- 


fidavit  verifying  pleading  is  subscribed 
by  the  party  it  is  a  sufficient  compli- 
ance with  the  provision  requiring  the 
pleading  to  be  subscribed  by  him. 

See  also  Klein  v.  Turner,  66  Ore.  369, 
133  Pac.   625. 

70.  Ashbrook  v.  Eoberfs,  82  Ky. 
298;  Schiller  v.  Maltbie,  11  Civ.  Proc. 
304.  But  see  Wood  v.  Holden,  45  Me. 
374. 

71.  Nightingale  «.  Oregon  Cent.  Ey. 
Co.,  2  Sawy.  338,  18  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
10,264.  But  see  Hancock  v.  Bowman, 
49  Cal.  413. 

[a]  Attorney  May  Sign  by  Making 
Impression  With  Bnbber  Stamp. — StreS 
V.  Colteaux,  64  111.  App.  179,  the  court 
saying:  "It  is  ordinarily  the  act  of 
making  a  paper  one's  own  that  is  im- 
portant, rather  than  the  manner  of  so 
doing. ' ' 

[b]  Typewritten  names  of  attor- 
neys attached  to  petition  and  signing 
of  verification  by  one  of  them  held  to 
be  sufficient  signature.  McTyre  v. 
Stearns,  142  Ga.  850,  83  S.  B.  955. 

72.  Zimmerman  v.  Wead,  18  111.  304; 
Nave  XI.  First  Nat.  Bank,  87  Ind.  204. 

73.  Nave  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  87  Ind. 
204  ("Cason  &  Kelsey  for  pltf."); 
Merrill  v.  Lattimore,  12  Eob.  (La.) 
138. 

74.  See  the  statutes  and  rules  of 
court,  and  Gainer  v.  Pollock,  96  Ala. 
554,  11  So.  539;  Bank  of  Camden  v. 
Thompson,  46  S.  C.  499,  24  S.  E.  332. 

75.  See  generally  .the  title  "Strik- 
ing Out  and  Withdrawal." 

76.  Feist  V.  New  York,  15  App.  Div. 
495,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  497;  Allen  v.  Bag- 
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IX.     CURE  OF  DEFECTS  BY  SUBSEQUENT  PLEADINGS.  —  It 

is  a  general  rule  that  a  pleading  bad  for  the  omission  of  a  material 
matter  will  be  cured  by  a  subsequent  pleading  by  the  other  party 
supplying  such  matter."  So  too,  allegations  not  of  themselves  suf5- 
cient  may,  by  admission  or  allegation  of  the  adverse  party  supplement- 
ing the  defective  allegations,  be  rendered  sufficient.'^     Thus  an  ad- 


nell,  12  Civ.  Proe.  (N.  Y.)  426;  Ger- 
man American  Bank  v.  Champlin,  11 
Civ.  Proe.  (N.  Y.)  452;  Drucker  v.  Mc- 
Callum,  21  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  209. 

77.  V.  S.— Texas  &  N.  O.  E.  B.  Co. 
V.  Miller,  221  U.  S.  408,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
534,  55  L.  ed.  789;  United  States  v. 
Morris,  10  Wheat.  246,  6  L.  ed.  314. 
Ala. — See  Peibelman  v.  Manchester 
Fire  Assur.  Co.,  108  Ala.  180,  19  So. 
540.  Ark.— Ogden  v.  Ogden,  60  Ark. 
70,  28  S.  W.  796,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  l5l. 
Cal. — See  De  Florea  v.  Santa  Cruz,  86 
Gal.  191,  24  Pac.  1026;  Schenk  v. 
Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  71  Cal.  28,  11 
Pac.  807;  Burnham  v.  Abrahamson,  21 
Cal.  App.  248,  131  Pac.  338;  Brown  v. 
Eatliff,  21  Cal.  App.  282,  131  Pac.  769. 
Oolo. — Eocky  Mountain  Fuel  Co.  v. 
George  N.  Sparkling  Coal  Co.,  26  Colo. 
App.  260,  143  Pac.  815;  Nathan  v. 
Grouse,  24  Colo.  App.  32,  131  Pac.  287; 
Mountain  Supply  Ditch  Co.  v.  Linde- 
kugel,  24  Colo.  App.  100,  131  Pac. 
789.  Conn. — Wall  v.  Toomey,  52  Conn. 
35.  HI. — Wallace  v.  Curtiss,  36  111.  156. 
Ind. — Watkins  v.  Gregory,  6  Blackf. 
113;  Euler  v.  Euler,  55  Ind.  App.  547, 
102  N.  E.  856.  la. — See  Cotes  v.  Dav- 
enport, 9  Iowa  227.  Kan. — Bierer  v. 
Fretz,  32  Kan.  329,  4  Pac.  284;  Irwin 
V.  Paulett,  1  Kan.  418.  Ky.— Inter- 
state Coal  Co.  V.  Trivett,  155  Ky.  795, 
160  S.  W.  731;  Heck  v.  Northwestern 
Mfg.  Co.,  7  Ky.  Op.  143;  Eiggs  v. 
Maltby  &  Co.,  2  Mete.  88.  Mass. 
Dorr  V.  Fenno,  12  Pick.  521;  Slack 
V.  Lyon,  9  Pick.  62;  Dunning  v.  Owen, 
14  Mass.  157.  Mo. — Stivers  •».  Home, 
62  Mo.  473;  Krum  v.  Jones,  25  Mo. 
App.  71,  sufficient  after  verdict.  Mont. 
Stephens  v.  Conley,  48  Mont.  352,  371, 
138  Pac.  189,  Ann.  Cas  1915D,  958. 
Neb.— Snyder  v.  Collier,  85  Neb.  552, 
123  N.  W.  1023,  133  Am.  St.  Eep.  682. 
N.  Y.— Miller  v.  White,  4  Hun  62,  6 
Thomp.  &  C.  255.  N.  C. — Gaskins  v. 
Davis,  115  N.  C.  85,  20  8.  E.  188,  44 
Am.  St.  Eep.  439,  25  L.  E.  A.  813. 
N.  D. — Seott  V.  Northwestern  Port 
Huron  Co.,  3  7  N.  D.  91,  115  N.  W. 
192.  Ore. — Treadgold  v.  Willard,  81 
Ore.  658,  160J>ac.  803,  805.    Pa.— Low- 
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rie's  Estate,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  600;  Eob- 
erts  V.  Dobbins,  12  Phila.  178.  S.  C. 
Stoll  V.  Eyan,  3  Brev.  238,  1  Tread. 
Const.  96.  Teun. — De  Graffinread  v. 
Mays,  6  Yerg.  465.  Tex. — Hill  v. 
George,  5  Tex.  87;  Childress  v.  Eob- 
inson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W.  78; 
Cox  V.  Thompson  (Tex.  Giv.  App.),  160 
S.  W.  604;  Looney  v.  Simpson  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  25  8.  W.  476.  Vt.— See 
Strong  V.  Eichardson,  19  Vt.  194. 
Wash.— Oerf,  Schloss  &  Co.  v.  Wallace, 
14  Wash.  249,  44  Pac.  264.  Wis.— Dan- 
ley  V.  Williams,  16  Wis.  581. 

[a]  Such  Allegations  Not  Deemed 
Dcniied. — A  statute  providing  that  the 
allegations  of  the  answer  shall  be 
deemed  denied  applies  only  to  the  al- 
legations inconsistent  with  the  com- 
plaint and  not  to  allegations  which 
operate  to  cure  a  defective  complaint. 
Erwin  v.  Shaffer,  9  Ohio  St.  43,  72 
Am.  Dec.  613;  Houston  Trans.  Go.  v. 
Paine  (Tex.  Giv.  App.),  193  S.  W. 
188. 

[b]  Subsequent  Withdrawal  of 
Pleading. — Even  jthough  the  pleading 
containing  the  admissions  curing  the 
defect  be  withdrawn  and  a  pleading 
not  containing  such  admissions  filed  in 
lieu  thereof,  the  judgment  will  be  sup- 
ported by  the  admissions  as  first  made. 
Enterprise  Goal  Go.  v.  Liberty  Brew- 
ing Co.,  20  Mo.  App.  16. 

78.  Ark. — Thompson  -t;.  Jacoway,  97 
Ark.  '508,  134  S.  W.  955.  Colo.— Tar- 
bell  V.  Tarbell,  48  Colo.  71,  108  Pac. 
976.  Idaho. — Ludwig  v.  Ellis,  22  Idaho 
475,  126  Pac.  769.  Kan.— Bierer  v. 
Fretz,  32  Kan.  329,  4  Pac.  284.  Ky. 
Howland  Coal  &  Iron  Works  v.  Brown, 
13  Bush  681;  Eiggs  v.  Maltby,  2  Mete. 
88.  La. — State  v.  Mechanics'  &  Trad- 
ers' Bank,  35  La.  Ann.  562;  Burland 
V.  Carrolton  Bank,  14  La.  189.  IMlnn. 
Mosness  v,  German-American  Ins.  Co., 
50  Minn.  341,  52  N.  W.  932.  Mont. 
Storer  v.  Graham,  43  Mont.  344,  116 
Pac.  1011.  Neb. — Frazer  v.  Myers,  95 
Neb.  194,  145  N.  W.  357. 

[a]  Vague  and  uncertain  allegations 
may  be  thus  rendered  sufficient.  Bur- 
laud  V.  Carrolltou  Bank,  14  La.  189. 


PLEADING 


403 


mission  or  averment  of  a  fact  in  an  answer  will  cure  the  failure  to 
allege  that  fact  in  the  complaint  or  its  defective  allegation,'^  and  a 
defective  plea  may  be  aided  by  a  subsequent  pleading  of  the  adverse 
party.*"    However,  the  pleadings  of  one  party  are  not  cured  by  his 


79.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Morris, 
10  Wheat.  246,  6  L.  ed.  314.  Ala.— See 
Feibelman  v.  Manchester  Fire  Assur. 
Co.,  108  Ala.  180,  19  So.  540.  Ark. 
Ogden  V.  Ogden,  60  Ark.  70,  28  S.  W. 
796,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  151.  Cal.— Hegard 
V.  California  Ins.  Co.,  11  Pac.  594. 
Colo. — Salazar  v.  Taylor,  18  Colo.  538, 
33  Pac.  369;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Schmidt,  6  Colo.  App.  216,  40  Pac. 
479.  Conn. — Vickery  v.  New  London 
N.  E.  Co.,  87  Conn.  634,  89  Atl.  277. 
HI.— Wallace  v.  Curtiss,  36  111.  156; 
Barrett  v.  Lingle,  33  111.  App.  91.  Ind. 
Wiles  V.  Lambert,  66  Ind.  494;  Wat- 
kins  V.  Gregory,  6  Blackf.  113.  Kan. 
Grandstaff  v.  Brown,  23  Kan.  176;  Ir- 
win V.  Paulett,  1  Kan.  418.  Ky. — Ches- 
apeake &  O.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Thiemann,  96 
Ky.  507,  29  S.  W.  357.  Me.— Elliot  v. 
Stuart,  15  Me.  160.  Md.— See  Prutz- 
man  v.  Pitesell,  3  Har.  &  J.  77.  Mass. 
Vinal  V.  Eichardson,  13  Allen  521;  Slack 
V.  Lyon,  9  Pick.  62.  Minn. — Hedderly 
V.  Downs,  31  Minn.  183,  17  N.  W.  274; 
Warner  v.  Lockerby,  28  Minn.  28,  8 
N.  W.  879;  Shartle  v.  City  of  Min- 
neapolis, 17  Minn.  308.  Mo. — Henry  v. 
Sneed,  99  Mo.  407,  12  S.  W.  663,  17 
Am.  St.  Eep.  580.  See  also  Gurley  v. 
Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  104  Mo.  211, 
16  S.  W.  11;  Wood  V.  Harris,  12  Mo. 
74.  Mont. — Bllinghouse  v.  Ajax  Live 
Stock  Co.,  51  Mont.  275,  152  Pac.  481, 
L.  E.  A.  1916F,  836;  State  ex  rel. 
Dwyer  v.  Duncan,  49  Mont.  54,  140 
Pac.  95.  Nev. — Eiverside  Fixture  Co. 
V.  Quigley,  35  Nev.  17,  126  Pac.  545. 
N.  J. — Marine  Trust  Co.  v.  St.  James 
African,  etc.  Church,  85  N.  J.  L. 
272,  88  Atl.  1075.  N.  Y.— Cohu 
V.  Husson,  113  N.  Y.  662,  21 
N.  E.  703;  Bate  v.  Graham,  11  N. 
T.  237;  Miller  v.  White,  6  Thomp.  & 
C.  25.5,  4  Hun  62;  Strauss  v.  Trotter, 
6  Misc.  77,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  20,  55  N.  Y. 
St.  489.  KT.  C— See  Johnson  v.  Finch, 
93  N.  C.  205;  Pearce  v.  Mason,  78  N.  C 
37.  Ohio. — Erwin  v.  Shaffer,  9  Ohio 
St.  43,  72  Am.  Dec.  613;  Meier  v. 
Heranoourt,  6  Ohio  Dee.  (Reprint) 
1164.  Ore. — Skinner  v.  Furnas,  82  Ore. 
414,  161  Pac.  962.  Pa. — Zerger  v.  Sailer, 
6  Bin.  24.  S.  C— Stoll  v.  Eyan,  3  Brev 
238,  1  Tread.  Const.  96.  Tenn.— Nash- 
ville, C.  &  St.  L.  B.  Co.  V.  Anderson, 


134  Tenn.  666,  185  S.  W.  677,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917D,  902;  Sullivan  v.  Farnsworth,  132 
Tenn.  691,  179  S.  W.  317.  Tex.— Wright 
V.  McCampbell,  75  Tex.  644,  13  S.  W. 
293;  Thomas  v.  Bonnie,  66  Tex.  635, 
2  S.  W.  724;  Grimes  v.  Hagood,  19 
Tex.  246;  Willis  v.  Lockett  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  26  S.  W.  419.  Utah.— White  v. 
Shipley,  48  Utah  496,  160  Pac.  441. 
Vt. — White's  Admx.  v.  Central  Ver- 
mont E.  Co.,  87  Yt.  330,  89  Atl.  618. 
Va. — See  Turb«rville  v.  Long,  3  Hen. 
&  M.  (13  VaO  309.  Wis.— Danley  v. 
Williams,  16  Wis.  581.  Wyo. — Engen 
V.  Olson,  22  Wyo.  522,  145  Pac.  756. 

[a]  Failure  to  aJlege  conditiO'ns 
precedent  to  recovery  cured  by  answer 
showing  them  to  have  been  performed. 
U.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Morris,  10 
Wheat.  246,  6  L.  ed.  314.  Mo.— Beek- 
manu  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  49  Mo.  App. 
604.     Pa. — Zerger  v.  Sailer,  6  Bin.  24. 

[b]  Failure  of  one  of  two  joint 
obligees  to  allege  death  of  other  in 
action  on  the  agreement  is  cured  by 
an  answer  stating  that  fact.  Hedderly 
V.  Downs,  31  Minn.  183,  17  N.  W. 
274. 

[c]  Allegation  of  incorporation 
omitted  from  complaint  supplied  by 
averment  in  answer  setting  up  fact  of 
incorporation.  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Schmidt,  6  Colo.  App.  216,  «W  Pac. 
479. 

[d]  InsufBclent  description  of  a 
judgment  in  complaint  to  restrain  exe- 
cution sale  cured  by  answer  setting 
forth  accurate  description  of  the  judg- 
ment.    Wiles  V.  Lambert,  66  Ind.  494. 

[e]  Defective  description  of  land 
in  a  complaint  cured  by  answer  giving 
correct  description.  Willis  v.  Lockett 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  26  8.  W.  419. 

[f]  Failure  to  make  profert  of  a 
note  sued  on  is  cured  by  the  defendant 
craving  oyer  of,  and  setting  it  out  in 
his  demurrer.  Do  Graffinreid  v.  Majs, 
6  Yerg.    (Tenn.)   465. 

80.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Morris, 
10  Wheat.  246,  6  L.  ed.  314.  Colo. 
Eosebud  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Hughes, 
21  Colo.  App.  247,  121  Pac.  674.  Ky. 
Mowbray  v.  Kelley,  170  Ky.  271,  185 
S.  W.  1130;  Brooks  v.  Maysville,  151 
Ky.  707,  152  8.  W.  788.  Mass.— Jen- 
kins 17.  Stanley,  10  Mass.  226.    See  also 
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own  subsequent  pleadings.*^  And  if  plaintiff  by  his  reply,  denies  the 
allegations  in  the  answer,  he  cannot  rely  upon  such  allegations  to 
cure  insufiSicient  averments  in  his  complaint.'^  In  some  states  a  party's 
express  denial  of  the  existence  of  a  fact  cures  the  adverse  party's 
failure  to  allege  that  fact;'^  but  in  other  jurisdictions  the  rule  is  to 
the  contrary.^* 

X.  WAIVER  OF  DEFECTS  IN  OR  OBJECTIONS  TO  PLEAD- 
INGS.*°  —  A.  By  Dbmureeb.  —  By  demurring  on  certain  grounds, 
all  objections  to  the  pleading  not  thereby  presented,  but  which  might 
be  raised  by  demurring  on  other  grounds,*"  or  by  motion,*^  are 
waived.     However,  objections  as  to  substance  are  not  so  waived.*' 

B.  By  Taking  Depositions.  —  The  mere  taking  of  depositions  in 
a  cause  which  had  notf  been  set  for  hearing  cannot  be  considered  as 


Keay  v.  Goodwin,  16  Mass.  1.  Wash. 
See  Cerf,  Schloss  &  Co.  v.  Wallace,  14 
Wash.  249,  44  Pac.  264. 

[a]  A  plea  bad  in  substaiTce  is  not 
aided  by  a  replication.  Griswold  v. 
Nat.  Ins.  Co.j  3  Cow.  (N.  Y.)   96. 

fbj  A  counterclaim  defectively 
stated  may  be  cured  by  a  reply  which 
contains  the  allegations  omitted  there- 
from. Gaskins  v.  Davis,  115  N.  C. 
85,  20  S.  E.  188,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  439, 
25  L.  E.  A.  813. 

81.  Colo.' — See  Denver  &  Eio  Grande 
By.  Co.  V.  Cahill,  8  Colo.  App.  158,  45 
Pae.  285,  that  plaintiff  cannot  supply 
a  necessary  averment  to  his  complaint 
by  setting  it  up  in  his  replication,  but 
where  this  is  done  and  defendant  makes 
no  objection  he  will  be  held  to  have 
waived  it.  Ind. — Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Eogers,  11  Ind.  App.  72,  3?  N.  E.  865, 
plaintiff's  complaint  cannot  be  aided 
by  his  reply.  Minn. — Webb  v.  Bidwell, 
15  Minn.  479;  Tullis  V.  Orthwein,  5 
Minn.  377;  Bernheimer  v.  Marshall  & 
Co.,  2  Minn.  78,  72  Am.  Dee.  89.  Mo. 
Schwabe  v.  Moore,  187  Mo.  App.  74, 
172  S.  W.  1157.  Mont.— See  Elijah  v. 
Wright,  52  Mont.  438,  158  Pae.  475. 
Tex. — Fink  v.  San  Augustine  Grocery 
Co.    (Tex.    Civ.   App.),   167   S.    W.   35. 

82.  Mo'Sness  v.  German-American 
Ins.  Co.,  50  Minn.  341,  52  N.  W.  932; 
Greenberg  v.  German  American  Ins. 
Co.,  83  Ore.  662,  160  Pac.  536,  163  Pac. 
820. 

83.  Ky. — Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  «. 
Lawson,  88  Ky.  496,  11  S.  W.  511; 
Worthley's  Admr.  v.  Hammond,  13 
Bush  510;  Dean  v.  Dean's  Admr.,  1 
S.  W.  811.  Minn.— Eitchie  v.  Bge,  58 
Minn.  291,  59  N.  W.  1020.  Mo.— Wag- 
ner V.  Missouri  Pae.  E.  Co.,  97  Mo. 
512,  >08  W.  486,  3  L.  E.  A.  156;  Steph- 
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ens  V.  Prampton,  29  Mo.  263.  Moi^t. 
Hamilton  v.  Great  Falls,  etc.  R. 'Co., 
17  Mont.  334,  42  Pac.  860,  43  Pac. 
713.  N.  C— Knowles  v.  Norfolk  South- 
ern E.  Co.,  102  N.  C.  59,  9  S.  E.  7. 
Vt. — Strong  V.  Eichardson,  19  Vt.  194. 

84.  VanAlstine  v.  Whelan,  135  Cal. 
232,  67  Pae.  125;  Windsor  v.  Miner, 
124  Cal.  492,  57  Pac.  386.  See  also 
Merryman  v.  Kirby,  13  Cal.  App.  344, 
109  Pac.  635;  Tooker  v.  Arnoux,  76 
N.  Y.  397,  20  Alb.  Law.  J.  97;  Scofleld 
V.  Whitelegge,  49  N.  Y.  259,  12  Abb. 
Pr.   (N.  S.)   320. 

85.  Waiver  of  failure  to  serve 
pleading  within  prescribed  time,  see 
the  title  "Service  of  Process  and  Pa- 
pers." 

86.  Ala.— Sloss-Sheffleld  Steel  & 
Iron  Co.  V.  Long,  169  Ala.  337,  53  So. 
910;  Turner  Coal  Co.  v.  Glover,  101 
Ala.  289,  13  So.  478.  Ark.— Eoach  v. 
Scogin,  2  Ark.  128.  Ga. — Lyons  v. 
Planters'  Loan  &  Savings  Bank,  86 
Ga.  485,  12  S.  E.  882,  12  L.  E.  A.  155. 
111. — Kenyon  v.  Sutherland,  8  111.  99. 
Ind. — See  Live  Stock  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ed- 
gar, 56  Ind.  App.  489,  105  N.  E.  641. 
la. — See  Bridgman  v.  Wilcut,  4  G.  Gr. 
563.  Mass. — Smith,  v.  Milton,  133 
Mass.  369;  Proctor  v.  Stone,  1  Allen 
193.  Minn. — See  Monette  v.  Cratt,  7 
Minn.  234.  Mont. — Pryor  v.  Walker- 
ville,  31  Mont.  618,  79  Pac.  240.  N.  Y. 
Malone  v.  Stilwell,  15  Abb.  Pr.  421. 
Tex. — Crayton  v.  Munger,  9  Tex.   285. 

87.  Van  Etten  v.  Medland,  53  Neb. 
569,  74  N.  W.  33;  Fritz  v.  Grosniek- 
laus,  20  Neb.  413,  30  N.  W.  411;  Gar- 
rabrant  v.  Disbrow,  155  App.  Div.  456, 
140  N.  Y.  Supp.  242. 

88.  See  Crayton  v.  Munger,  9  Tex. 
285. 
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a  waiver  of  any  rights  parties  may  have  on  questions  of  pleading.*^ 

C.    By  Pleading  Over  and  Proceeding  to  Trial.  —  1.    Generally. 

By  pleading  over  and  proceeding  to  trial  without  objection  a  party 

waives  any  formal  defects  or  defective  allegations  in  a  pleading.*" 


-9.  Price  V.  Marks,  103  Va.  18,  48 
S.  E.  499. 

[a]  Bu<t  a  decree  will  not  be  re- 
versed for  want  of  a  replication  to 
the  answer  when  the  defendant  has 
taken  depositions  as  if  there  had  been 
a  replication.  Kirchner  v.  Smith,  61 
W.  Va.  434,  58  S.  E.  614. 

90.  TJ.  S.— Bell  V.  Mobile  &  O.  E. 
Co.,  4  Wall.  598,  18  L.  ed.  338;  Dash- 
ley  V.  Daniel,  202  Fed.  426,  120  C.  C. 
A.  532;  Bolton  -Pratt  Co.  v.  Chester, 
210,  Fed.  253,  127  C.  C.  A.  71; 
Black  V.  Black,  74  Fed.  978.  Ala. 
Exchange  Underwriters'  Agency  v. 
Bates,  195  Ala.  161,  69  So.  956;  Ware 
17.  Bradford,  2  Ala.  676,  36  Am.  Dec. 
427;  Sturdevant  v.  Murrell's  Heirs,  8 
Port.  317.  Ariz. — See  Sandoval  v.  Ean- 
dolph,  11  Ariz.  371,  95  Pac.  119.  Ark. 
Pekin  Stave  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Eamey, 
104  Ark.  1,  147  S.  W.  83.  Cal.— Eose 
17.  Eose,  112  Gal.  341,  44  Pac.  658; 
Waldrip  v.  Black,  74  Cal.  409,  16  Pac. 
226.  Colo. — Haynie  v:  Sites,  56  Colo. 
115,  138  Pac.  42.  Conn. — Cole  v.  Jer- 
man,  77  Conn.  374,  59  Atl.  424;  Jacobs 
17.  Holgenson,  70  Conn.  68,  38  Atl.  914; 
New  England  Mfg.  Co.  17.  Starin,  60 
Conn.  369,  22  Atl.  953.  Del.— Star 
Loan  Assn.  17.  Moore,  4  Penne. 
308,  55  Atl.  946;  Mitchell's  Admr.  17. 
Woodward,  2  Marv.  311,  43  Atl. 
165;  Addicks  v.  Addicks,  1  Marv.  338, 
41  Atl.  78,  2  Hardesty  78.  Oa.— Bank 
of  Norwood  17.  Chapman,  19  Ga.  App. 
709,  92  S.  E.  225.  Idaho. — Ludwig  v.  El- 
lis, 22  Idaho,  475,  126  Pac.  769.  HI. 
Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  17.  Ashline,  171  HI. 
313,  49  N.  E.  521;  Chicago  &  A.  E. 
Co.  17.  Jennings,  114  111.  App.  622.  Ind. 
Adas  17.  Levi,  137  Ind.  506,  37  N.  E. 
388;  Cupp  17.  Campbell,  103  Ind.  213, 
2  N.  E.  565.  la. — ^Fairbairn  v.  Hais- 
let,  90  Iowa  143,  57  N.  W.  702;  Eeam 
17.  Jack,  44  Iowa  325;  Eivereau  17.  St. 
Ament,  3  G.  Gr.  118.  Kan. —  Conaway 
17.  Gore,  24  Kan.  389.  Ky.— Williams 
17.  Hays,  175  Ky.  170,  193  S.  W.  1046; 
Barlow  17.  Wiley,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  457; 
Eees  17.  Middleton,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  6. 
La. — ^Lotz  17.  Folger,  10  La.  Ann.  20. 
Md. — Dryden  17.  Barnes,  101  Md.  346, 
61  Atl.  342.  See  also  Farmers'  & 
Mechanics?  Nat.  Bank  17.  Hnnter,  97 
Md.    148,    54   Atl.    650.     Mass.— Buck 


17.  Hall,  170  Mass.  419,  49  N.  E.  658; 
Boston  &  A.  E.  Co.  17.  Pearson,  128 
Mass.  445;  Spear  v.  Bicknell,  5  Mass. 
125.  Mich.— McDonald  17.  Smith,  139 
Mich.  211,  102  N.  W.  668;  Bauman  v. 
Bean,  57  Mich.  1,  23  N.  W.  451; 
Heymes  v.  Champlin,  52  Mich.  25,  17 
N.  W.  226.  Minn. — Seibert  17.  Minne- 
apolis &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  58  Minn.  39, 
59  N.  W.  822;  Dean  17.  Leonard,  9 
Minn.  190.  Mo. — Karle  v.  Kansas 
City,  etc.  E.  Co.,  55  Mo.  476;  Cox  17. 
Capron,  10  Mo.  691;  Banchor  17.  Greg- 
ory, 9  Mo.  App.  102;  Wilson  17.  Chi- 
cago Great  Western  E.  Co.  (Mo.  App.), 
190  S.  W.  22.  Mont. — IvanhofE  17. 
Teale,  47  Mont.  115,  130  Pac.  972; 
Pryor  17.  City  of  Walkerville,  31  Mont. 
618,  79  Pac.  240;  Kleinschmidt  v.  Mc 
Dermott,  12  Mont.  598,  31  Pac.  541. 
Neb. — Marvin  17.  Welder,  31  Neb.  774, 
48  N.  W.  825;  Powers  v.  Powers,  20 
Neb.  529,  31  N.  W.  1.  Nev.— Eeese 
17.  Kinkead,  20  Nev.  65,  14  Pac.  871. 
N.  J.^ — Hopper  17.  Hopper,  21  N.  J.  L. 
543.  N.  M.— Bullard  v.  Lopez,  7  N. 
M.  561,  37  Pac.  1103.  N.  Y.— Tyng  v. 
Commercial  Warehouse  Co.,  58  N.  Y. 
308;  Bicknell  17.  Spier,  7  Misc.  108,  27 
N.  Y.  Supp.  386,  57  N.  Y.  St.  485. 
N,  O. — Cook  17.  American  Exch.  Bank, 
129  N.  C.  149,  39  S.  B.  746;  Warner 
17.  Western  North  Carolina  E.  Co.,  94 
N.  C.  250;  Garrett  v.  Trotter,  65  N. 
C.  430.  N.  D.— Ward  fj.  Gradin,  15 
N.  D.  649,  109  N.  W.  57.  See  also 
Walters  v.  Eock,  18  N.  D.  45,  115  N. 
W.  511.  Ohio. — Pugh  17.  Calloway,  10 
Ohio  St.  488.  Okla.— Guthrie  v.  Pinch, 
13  Okla.  496,  75  Pac.  288;  Eyndak  v. 
Seawell,  13  Okla.  737,  76  Pac.  170. 
Ore. — Graham  17.  Corvallis  &  Eastern 
E.  Co.  71  Ore.  477,  142  Pac.  774;  Chan 
Sing  17.  Portland,  37  Ore.  68,  60  Pae. 
718.  Pa. — Barrington  v.  Bank  of  Wash- 
ington, 14  Serg.  &  E.  405;  Ballard  17. 
Fitch,  3  Grant  Cas.  268.  E.  I. — ^Viek- 
ery  17.  City  of  Providence,  17  E.  I.  651, 
24  Atl.  148.  S.  C. — Burns  l).  Southern 
Ey.  Co.,  65  S.  C.  229,  43  S.  E.  679. 
S.  D.— Woodford  17.  Kelley,  18  S.  D. 
615,  101  N.  W.  1069.  Tenn.— Nash- 
ville &  C.  E.  Co.  17.  Conk,  11  Heisk. 
575;  Anderson  17.  Eead,  2  .Overt.  205. 
5  Am.  Dec.  661.  Tex. — Baker  17.  Ham- 
Wen  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  75  S.  W.  'S62; 
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Thus  among  the  matters  which  may  be  so  waived,  are  indefiniteness, 
uncertainty,  and  want  of  precision;*^  irrelevant  and  redundant  mat- 


Pfeuffer  v.  Burns  (Tsx.  Civ.  App.), 
24  S.  W.  36.  Utah. — National  Union 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Denver,  etc.  E.  Co., 
44  Utah  26,  137  Pao.  653;  Cffild  v. 
Gillis  Const.  Co.,  42  Utah  120,  129 
Pac.  356.  Vt. — Osborne  v.  Grand  Trunk 
E.  Co.,  87  Vt.  104,  88  Atl.  512^  Ann. 
Cas.  19160,  74;  Card  v.  Sargeant,  15 
Vt.  393.  Va. — Eichmond  v.  McCor- 
mack,  120  Va.  552,  91  S.  E.  767.  See 
also  Dixon  Lfivery  Co.  v.  Bond,  117 
Va.  656,  86  S.  E.  106.  Wash.— Ya- 
mamoto  v.  Paget  Sound  L.  Co.,  84 
Wash.  411,  146  Pac.  861;  Kelly  v.  Lum, 
75  Wash.  135,  134  Pac.  819,  49  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  1151;  Wappenstein  v.  Aber- 
deen, 39  Wash.  189,  81  Pac.  686. 
W.  Va. — Gartin  v.  Draper  Coal  &  Coke 
Co.,  72  W.  Va.  405,  78  S.  E.  673;  Hart- 
man  V.  Evans,  38  W.  Va.  669,  18  S.  E. 
810.  Wis. — Bell  V.  Peterson,  105  Wis. 
607,  81  N.  W.  279;  Mead  v.  Bagnall, 
15  Wis.  156.  Wyo.— E.  D.  Metcalf  Co. 
V.  Gilbert,  19  Wyo.  331,  116  Pac.  1017. 

See  6  Standard  Proc.  1005. 

91.  XJ.  S.— Bolten-Pratt  Co.  v.  Chester, 
210  Fed.  253,  127  C.  C.  A.  71;  Glaspie  v. 
Keater,  56  Fed.  203,  5  O.  C.  A.  474, 
12  U.  S.  App.  281.  Ark.— Pekin  Stave 
&  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Eamey,  104  Ark.  1,  147 
S.  W.  83;  Briggs  v.  Steel,  91  Ark.  458, 
121  S.  W.  754.  Cal.— Eachus  v.  City  of 
Los  Angeles,  130  Cal.  492,  62  Pac. 
829,  80  Am.  St.  Eep.  147;  Sukeforth 
V.  Lord,  87  Cal.  399,  25  Pac.  497  (gen- 
eral allegation  of  fraud) ;  King  v.  Da- 
vis, 34  Cal.  100;  Brown  v.  Martin,  25 
Cal.  82.  Colo. — Colorado  City  v.  Liafe, 
28  Colo.  468,  65  Pac.  630;  Eosenfeld 
V.  Eosenfeld,  21  Colo.  16,  40  Pac.  49; 
Orman  v.  Mannix,  17  Colo.  564,  30 
Pac.  1037,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  340,  17  L. 
E.  A.  602.  Conn. — McNerney  •)>.  Barnes, 
77  Conn.  155,  58  Atl.  714.  Ga.— Gatljn 
V.  Ed  Matthews  &  Co.,  16  Ga.  App. 
645,  85  S.  E.  953.  Idaho.- Ludwig  v. 
Ellis,  22  Idaho  475,  126  Pac.  769; 
Chemung  Min.  Co.  v.  Hanley,  9  Idaho 
786,  77  Pac.  226;  Aulbach  v.  Dahler, 
4  Idaho  654,  43  Pac.  322.  lU.— Pitts-  I 
burgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Bob-  ' 
son,  204  111.  254,  68  N.  E.  468;  Jack  ! 
V.  Weiennett,  115  111.  105,  3  N.  E.  445, 
56  Am.  Eep.  129;  Clayton  v.  Feig,  179 
111.  534,  54  N.  E.  149.  Ind.— Louis- 
ville, N.  A.  &  0.  E.  Co.  V.  Bates,  146 
Ind.  564,  45  N.  E.  108;  Huntington  v. 
Mendenhall,  73  Ind.  460.    la.— Goucher 
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V.  Sioux  City,  115  Iowa  639,  89  N.  W. 
24;  Horner  v.  Eowley,  51  Iowa  620, 
2  N.  W.  436.  Kan.— Provident  Loan 
Trust  Co.  V.  Mcintosh,  68  Kan.  452, 
75  Pac.  498;  Moody  v.  Arthur,  16  Kan. 
419;  M;eagher  v.  Morgan,  3  Kan.  372, 
87  Am.  Dec.  476.  Ey. — Williams  v. 
Hays,  175  Ky.  170,  193  S.  W.  1046. 
La. — DouUut  V.  McManus,  37  La.  Ann. 
800;  Ludeling  v.  Prellsen,  4  La.  Ann. 
534.  Md.— Gardiner  v.  Miles,  5  Gill  94, 
ambiguity.  Mass. — George  N.  Pierce 
Co.  V.  Beer^,  190  Mass.  199,  76  N.  E. 
603 1  Beatty  v.  Eandall,  5  Allen  441. 
Mach. — Jolman  v.  Alberts,  186  Mich. 
643,  153  N.  W.  11;  Campbell  v.  Kala- 
mazoo, 80  Mich.  655,  45  N.  W.  652. 
Minn. — Cathcart  v.  Peck,  11  Minn.  45. 
Miss. — Citizens'  Bank  v.  Buddig,  65 
Miss.  284,  4  So.  94.  Mo. — Coombs  & 
Bro.  Com.  Co.  v.  Block,  130  Mo.  668, 
32  S.  W.  1139;  Burke  Mfg.  Co.  v.  The 
A.  Saltzman,  42  Mo.  App.  85;  Selden 
V.  Hughes  (Mo.  App.),  195  S.  W.  524. 
Mont.— Keffler  v.  Wilds,  50  Mont.  387, 
146  Pac.  1105;  Sanderson  v.  Billings 
Water  Power  Co.,  19  Mont.  236,  47 
Pac.  998;  Spencer  v.  Montana  Cent. 
Ey.  Co.,  11  Mont.  164,  27  Pac.  681. 
Neb.— Welsh  v.  Burr,  56  Neb.  361,  76 
N.  W.  905;  Morris  v.  Haas,  54  Neb. 
579,  74  N.  W.  828;  Darst  v.  Perfect, 
42  Neb.  574,  60  N.  W.  928. 

See  also  N.  J.— Tipton  v.  Eandall, 
101  Atl.  204;  O'Hagau  v.  Crossman, 
50  N.  J.  L.  516,  14  Atl.  752.  N.  Y. 
Tuthill  V.  Skidmore,  124  N.  Y.  148, 
26  N.  E.  348;  Huber  v.  Wilson,  58 
Hun  603,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  377,  33  N. 
Y.  St.  849.  N.  C— Mizell  v.  EufSn, 
118  N.  C.  69,  23  S.  E.  927;  Morgan 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  93  N.  C.  352.  N.  D, 
Christofferson  v.  Wee,  24  N.  D.  506, 
139  N.  W.  689.  Ore.— Boelk  v.  Nolan, 
56  Ore.  229,  107  Pac.  689;  Sturgis  v. 
Baker,  43  Ore.  236,  72  Pac.  744;  Dur- 
kee  V.  Carf,  38  Ore.  189,  63  Pae.  117; 
OBborn  v.  Graves,  11  Ore.  526,  6  Pac. 
227.  Pa. — Morgan  v.  Westmoreland 
Electric  Co.,  213  Pa.  151,  62  Atl.  638; 
Bixler  v.  Kunkle,  17  Serg.  &  E.  298; 
McGeary  v.  Leader  Pub.  Co.,  52  Pa. 
Super.  35.  Tenn. — Stainback  v.  Junk 
Bros.  Lumber  etc.  Co.,  98  Tenn.  306, 
39  S.  W.  530.  Tex.— Bexar  BMg.  & 
L.  Assn.  V.  Newman,  86  Tex.  380,  25 
8.  W.  11.  Vt.— Baker  v.  Sherman,  73 
Vt.  26,  50   Atl.   633.     Wash.— Eightor 
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ter  ;**  duplicity ;®'  argumentative  allegations  ;®*  alleging  conclusion  of 
law,  under  some  circumstances;'^  pleading  in  the  alternative ;*°  that 
allegations  are  on  information  and  belief;*'  failure  to  file  a  pleading 
within  the  prescribed  time;®*  failure  to  paragraph  the  pleading;** 
the  leaving  of  blanks  in  a  pleading;^  failure  to  aver  venue ;^  or  er- 
roneous allegation  as  to  venue;'  irregularity  in  the  form  of  action;* 
misjoinder  of  causes  of  action;"  failure  to  separately  state  two  causes 


V.  Ward,  87  Wash.  621,  152  Pac.  332. 
W.  Va. — George  v.  Grim,  66  W.  Va. 
421,  66  S.  E.  526.  Wis.— Sell  v.  Mis- 
sissippi Eiver  Logging  Co.,  88  Wis. 
581,  60  N.  W.  1065;  Haseltine  v.  Simp- 
son, 58  Wis.  579,  17  N.  W.  332. 
See  4  Standakd  Proc.  864. 

92.  Ala. — Browder  v.  Irby,  112  Ala. 
379,  21  So.  351;  Castles  v.  McMath, 
1  Ala.  326.     Kan. — Savage  v.  Challiss, 

4  Kan.  319.  Okla. — Hunt  v.  Jones, 
35  Okla.  252,  128  Pae.  1094.  S.  D. 
Woodford  v.  Kelley,  18  S.  D.  615,  101 
N.  W.  1069. 

93.  Ala.  —  Castles  v.  MeMath,  1 
Ala.  326.  m. — Hamilton  v.  Eisen- 
drath,  185  III.  App.  502.  See  also 
Eoyls  V.  Chicago  City  Ey.  Co.,  182  111. 
App.  486.  Ind. — Prenatt  v.  Eunyon, 
12  Ind.  174.  la. — Scott  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  68  Iowa  360,  24 
N.  W.  584,  27  N.  W.  276.  See  also 
Eobbins  v.  Bosserman  Bros.,  133  Iowa 
318,  110  N.  W.  587.  N.  H.— Joy  v. 
Simpson,  2  N.  H.  179.  Vt. — Dubois 
V.  Eoby,  84  Vt.  465,  80  Atl.  150. 

Compare  7  Standard  Proc.  947,  948. 

94.  Gordon  v.  Bankard,  37  111.  147. 

95.  U.  S. — Western  Eeal  Estate 
Trustees  v.  Hughes,  172  Fed.  206,  96 
C.    C.    A.    658.     Cal.— Dillon   v.    Cross, 

5  Cal.  App.  766,  91  Pac.  439.  la. 
Doherty  v.  Des  Moines  City  E.  Co.,  144 
Iowa  26,  121  N.  W.  690.  Ore.— Creecy 
V.  Joy,  40  Ore.   28,  66  Pac.  295. 

Compare  5  Standard  Proc.  226. 

96.  Johnson  v.  Birmingham  Ey.,  L. 

6  P.  Co.,  149  Ala.   529,  43  So.  33. 

97.  Dalrymple  v.  Schwartz,  177 
App.  Div.  650,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  496. 
Compare  the  title  "Information  and 
Belief."  See  also  generally  the  title 
"Frivolous  and  Sham  Pleadings." 

98.  ria. — Manley  v.  Union  Bank,  1 
Pla.  160.  III.  —  Donnelly  v.  Chicago 
City  E.  Co.,  124  111.  App.  18;  Beck 
V.  Independent  Brewing  Assn.,  60  111. 
App.  423,  waived  by  procuring  ex- 
tension of  time  in  which  to  plead. 
la. — Paddleford  v.  Cook,  74  Iowa  433, 
38  N.  W.  137.  Kan. — Jeffs  v.  Flieken- 
ger,   14   Kan.     308.      Ky.— Wright    v. 


Haddock,  7  Dana  253;  Bradley  v. 
Steele,  Hard.  559.  Md.— Wilkin  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Melvin,  116  Md.  97,  81  Atl.  879; 
BenBon  v.  Davis'  Admr.,  6  Har.  &  J. 
272.  N.  J. — Camden  Eire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Eeed  (N.  J.  Eq.),  38  Atl.  667.  Ohio.- 
Hill  V.  Supervisor  of  Eoad  District,  10 
Ohio  St.  621.  Wis.— Kirby  v.  Corning, 
54  Wis.  599,  12  N.   W.  69. 

99.  Mullikin  v.  Mullikin,  15  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  609,  23  S.  W.  352,  25  S.  W.  598. 

1.  Eichardson  v.  Fa'rnsworth,  1 
Stew.  (Ala.)  55:  Crowder  v.  Eeed,  80 
Ind.  1. 

2.  Eoberts  V.  Corby,  86  111.  182; 
Marx  v.  Croiaan,  17  Ore.  393,  21  Pae. 
310. 

3.  Grouse  v.  Duffield,  12  Mart.  O.  S. 
(La.)    539. 

4.  U.  S. — Carson  v.  Hood's  Exr's., 
4  Dall.  108,  1  L.  ed.  762.  Ga.— See 
Central  E.  &  B.  Co.  v.  Pickett,  87  Ga. 
734,  13  S.  E.  750.  Ind.— Grand  Trunk 
Western  Ey.  Co.  v.  Thrift  Trust  Co. 
(Ind.  App.),  115  N".  E.  685.  la. 
Dodge  V.  Davis,  85  Iowa  77,  52  N.  W. 
2.  La. — ^Lotz  V.  Folger,  10  La.  Ann. 
20.  Me. — Googins  v.  Gilmore,  47  Me. 
9,  74  Am.  Dec.  472.  Mich.— See  Ful- 
ler 1?.  Jackson,  82  Mich.  480,  46  N.  W. 
721;  McCoy  v.  Brennan,  61  Mich.  362, 
28  N.  W.  129,  1  Am.  St.  Eep.  589. 
Neb. — Downie  v.  Ladd,  22  Neb.  531, 
35  N".  W.  388.  S.  C— McBwen  v.  Joy, 
7  Eich.  L.  33. 

See,  however,  Conroy  v.  Equitable 
Ace.  Co.,  27  E.  I.  467,  63  Atl.  356, 
that  the  objection  plaintiff  has  mis- 
taken his  action  is  not  waived  by  «ub- 
mitting  the  case  to  the  jury. 

5.  Ala. — Madden  v.  Blythe,  7  Port. 
258.  Axk.— Lake  v.  Combs,  84  Ark.  23, 
104  S.  W.  544,  1094;  Organ  v.  Mem- 
phis &  L.  E.  E.  Co.,  51  Ark.  235,  11 
S.  W.  96.  Cal.- Eoberts  v.  Eldred,  73 
Cal.  394,  15  Pac.  16.  Colo.— Stuart 
V.  County  Comrs.,  25  Colo.  App.  568, 
139  Pac.  577.  Ind. — Eennick  v.  Chan- 
dler, 59  Ind.  354.  la. — Woodworth  v. 
Iowa  Cent.  E.  Co.,  149  N.  W.  522; 
McDonald  v.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  106 
Iowa  517,   76  N.   W.   1011;   Plynn  v. 
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of  action  or  defenses  f  joinder  of  inconsistent  defenses  f  and  departure 
in  pleading.* 

2.    Failure  To  State  Cause  of  Action.  —  However,  as  defects  in 
substance  are  not  cured  by  pleading  over,'  the  failure  to  aver  facts 


Des  Moines  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  63  Iowa 
490,  19  N.  W.  312.  Kan.— Blodgett  v. 
Yocum,  80  Kan.  644,  103  Pac.  128; 
Berry  v.  Carter,  19  Kan.  135.  Ky. 
Castleman-Blakemore  Co.  v.  Brueker, 
167  Ky.  269,  180  S.  W.  360j  Caldwell 
V.  Caldwell,  2  BuBh  446;  Pepper's 
Admx.  V.  Harper,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  837, 
47  S.  "W.  620.  La. — Kenney  v.  Dow, 
10  Mart.  (O.  S.)  577,  13  Am.  Dec. 
342.  Mich. — Diel  v.  Kellogg,  163  Mich. 
162,  128  N.  W.  420.  Minn.— Stolorow  | 
V.  National  Council,  132  Minn.  27, 
155  N.  W.  756;  Sleepy  Eye  Mill.  Co. 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.,  119  Minn. 
199,  137  N.  W.  813;  Campbell  v.  Rail- 
way Transfer  Co.,  95  Minn.  375,  104 
N.  W.  547.  Mo. — Norton  v.  Reed, 
253  Mo.  236,  161  S.  W.  842;  Mead  v. 
Brown,  65  Mo.  552;  O'Neill  v.  Blase, 
94  Mo.  App.  648,  68  S.  W.  764;  "Wauk 
V.  Peet  (Mo.  App.),  190  S.  W.  88.- 
Net). — Curran  v.  Hagerman,  3  Neb. 
(Unof.)  779,  92  N.  W.  1003;  Porter  v. 
Sherman  County  Banking  Co.,  36  Neb. 
271,  54  N.  W.  424;  Claire  v.  Claire, 
10  Neb.  54,  4  N.  W.  411.  N.  H.— Me- 
loon  V.  Read,  73  N.  H.  153,  59  Atl. 
946.  N.  Y.— Hunt  v.  Armstrong,  166 
App.  Div.  311,  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  850; 
Mulinos  V.  Walkof,  95  Misc.  165,  159 
N.  Y.  Supp.  16,  20;  Barnard  v.  Brown, 
63  Hun  625,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  313,  43 
N.  Y.  St.  602;  Wright  v.  Storrs,  6 
Bosw.  600.  N.  C— Cooper  v.  South- 
ern Express  Co.,  165  N.  C.  538,  81  S. 
E.  743;  Finley  v.  Hayes,  81  N.  C.  368. 
Okla.- — Gates  v.  Freeman,  157  Pac.  74; 
Tucker  v.  Hudson,  38  Okla.  790,  134 
Pac.  21;  Reynolds  v.  Hill,  28  Okla. 
533,  114  Pac.  1108.  Ore.— Elling  v. 
Blake-McPall  Co.,  85  Ore.  91,  166  Pac. 
57;  Short  v.'  Short,  62  Ore.  118,  123 
Pac.  388.  Pa. — Erie  City  Iron  Works 
V.  Barber,  118  Pa.  6,  12  Atl.  411.  See 
also  Stoker  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R. 
Co.,  254  Pa.  494,  99  Atl.  28.  S.  C. 
KickbuBch  v.  Ruggles,  105  S.  C.  525, 
90  S.  E.  163;  Savannah  Chein.  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  105  S.  C.  213  89  S.  E.  810. 
S.  D.— Adams  Co.  v.  Nesbit,  38  S.  D. 
11,  159  N.  W.  871;  Lee  v.  Mellette, 
15  S.  D.  586,  90  N.  W.  855.  Tex. 
Southwestern  Surety  Ins.  Co.  v.  Thomp- 
son (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  180  S.  W.  947; 
Killfoil    V.    Moore    (Tex.    Civ.    App.), 
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39  S.  W.  646.  See  also  Madden  v. 
Shane  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185  S.  W. 
908.  Wis. — Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121 
Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909;  Phillips  v. 
Carver,  99  Wis.  561,  75  N.  W.  432. 
Wyo.— Man  v.  Stoner,  15  Wyo.  109, 
87  Pac.  434,  89  Pac.  466. 

See  14  Standard  Pboc.  727. 

6.  U.  S. — Shepherd  v.  Baltimore  & 
O.  E.  Co.,  130  U.  S.  426,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
598,  32  L.  ed.  970.  Cal. — Camozzi  v. 
Colusa  Sandstone  Co.,  26  Cal.  App.  74, 
147  Pac.  107.  Colo.— Po'ssell  i'.  Smith,  39 
Colo.  127,  88  Pac.  1064;  Brewer  v. 
McCain,  21  Colo.  382,  41  Pac.  822. 
la. — Joy  V.  Bitzer,  77  Iowa  73,  41  N. 
W.  575J  3  L.  R.  A.  184;  Cruver  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  62  Iowa 
460,  17  N.  W.  661.  Kan.— Truitt  1;. 
Baird,  12  Kan.  420.  Mass. — Com.  v. 
Inhabitants  of  Dracut,  8  Gray  455. 
Minn. — Davis  v.  Hamilton,  85  Minn. 
209,  88  N.  W.  744.  Mo. — Thompson  v. 
School  Dist.  No.  4,  71  Mo.  495;  Mur- 
phy V.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  96  Mo. 
App.  272,  70  S.  W.  159.  See,  however, 
Eeed  v.  Kansas  Condensed  Milk  Co., 
187  Mp.  App.  542,  174  S.  W.  110.  Nev. 
■  Gardner  v.  Gardner,  23  Nev.  207,  45 
I  Pac.  139.  N.  J.— See  Ellis  Co.  v.  Byth, 
69  N.  J.  L.  579,  55  Atl.  54.  N.  Y. 
!  Schultz  V.  Greenwood  Cemetery,  190 
N.  Y.  276,  83  N.  E.  41;  Gearity  v. 
Strasbourger,  133  App.  Div.  701,  118 
N.  Y.  Supp.  257;  Lane  v.  Wheelwright, 
69  Hun  180,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  576,  53 
N.  Y.  St.  368.  Ore.— Harvey  v.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.,  46  Ore.  505,  80  Pac. 
1061.  S.  D. — Redwater  Land  &  Canal 
Co.  V.  Eeed,  26  S.  D.  466,  128  N.  W. 
702;  Smith  v.  Jones,  16  S.  D.  337,  92 
N.   W.    1084. 

7.  Ala. — Cleveland  v.  Chandler,  3 
Stew.  489.  Cal.— Klink  v.  Cohen,  13 
Cal.  623.  Okla. — Kaufman  v.  Bois- 
mier,  25  Okla.  252,  105  Pac.  326.  Wash. 
Lynch  v.  Richter,  10  Wash.  486,  39 
Pae.  125. 

8.  Loucks  V.  Davies,  43  Colo.  490, 
96  Pac.  191.  See  7  Standard  Pboc. 
140. 

9.  Ind.— AUyn  v.  Allyn,  108  Ind. 
327,  9  N.  E.  279.  H.  H.— Otis  v.  Cur- 
rier, 17  N.  H.  463;  Joy  v.  Simpson,  2 
N.  H.  179.  N.  y.— White  v.  Delavaa, 
21    Wend.   26. 
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sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  is  not  waived,^"  though  there 
is  authority  to  the  contrary.^^ 

3.  Defects  in  Plea  or  Answer.  —  According  to  some  authorities  the 
failure  of  a  plea  to  state  a  defense  is  waived  by  pleading  over  or  going 
to  trial  without  objeetion,^^  but  in  other  states  a  plea  not  stating  a 
defense  is  not  so  cured.^'  Defective  allegations  in  a  plea  or  answer 
will  be  waived  the  same  as  in  any  other  pleading.^* 

4.  Failure  To  File  Reply  or  Replication.  —  The  failure  to  file  a 


10.  XT.  S. — ^Victor  American  Fuel 
Co.  V.  Eidson,  237  Fed.  999,  150  C.  G. 
A.  649;  Eush  v.  Newman,  58  Fed.  IS8, 
7  0.  C.  A.  136.  Ala.— Central  of  Geor- 
gia E.  Co.  V.  Gross,  192  Ala.  354,  68 
So.  291.  Ariz. — -McPherson  v.  Hat- 
tieh,  10  Ariz.  104,  85  Pac.  731.  Cal. 
Cutting  Fruit  Packing  Co.  v.  Canty, 
141  Cal.  692,  75  Pae.  564;  Weinreioh 
V.  Johnson,  78  Cal.  254,  20  Pac.  556. 
Colo. — Hall  V.  Cudahy,  46  Colo.  324, 
104  Pae.  415;  Stevenson  v.  Lord,  15 
Colo.  131,  25  Pac.  313.  I^a.— Sylves- 
ter V.  Lichtenstein,  61  Fla.  441,  55 
So.  282;  Dekle  v.  Calhoun,  60  Fla. 
53,  53  So.  14;  Florida  Cent.  &  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Ashmore,  43  Fla.  272,  32  So. 
832.  Ga. — Kelly  v.  Strouse,  116  Ga. 
872,  43  S.  E.  280.  Ind.— Harris  v. 
Harris,  61  Ind.  117;  Campbell  v.  Eoutt, 
42  Ind.  410.  See,  however.  Fish  v. 
Hetherington  &■  Berner,  61  Ind.  App. 
645,  112  N.  E.  391.  la,.— In  re  "East 
Minors,  143  Iowa  370,  122  N.  W.  153;. 
see  also  Enix  v.  Iowa  Cent.  Ey.  Co., 
114  Iowa  508,  87  N;  W.  417.  Kan. 
See  Moody  v.  Arthur,  16  Kan.  419. 
Ky. — ^B'ogenschutz  v.  Smith,  84  Ky. 
330,  1  S.  W.  578.  Mass. — Murphy  v. 
Eussell,  202  Mass.  480,  89  N.  E.  107. 
Mich. — Hartung  v.  Shaw,  130  Mich. 
177,  89  N".  W.  701;  Stoflet  «.  Marker, 
34  Mich.  313.  Minn.— Stratton  v.  Al- 
len, 7  Minn.  502.  Miss. — Southern  E. 
Co.  V.  Grace,  95  Miss.  611,  49  So.  835. 
MO.— Gruender  v.  Frank,  267  Mo.  713, 
186  S.  W.  1004;  Ivory  v.  Carlin,  30 
Mo.  142;  Wank  v.  Peet  (Mo.  App.), 
190  S.  W.  88.  Mont. — Badovinac  v. 
Northern  Pae.  E.  Co.,  39  Mont.  454, 
104  Pac.  543;  Thornton  V.  Kaufman,  35 
Mont.  181,  88  Pac.  796.  Nel).- Edney 
V.  Baum,  70  Neb.  159,  97  N.  W.  252; 
Vila  V.  Grand  Island  Electric  Light 
etc.  Co.,  68  Neb.  222,  94  N.  W.  136, 
97  N.  W.  613,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  400, 
63  L.  E.  A.  791;  Ball  v.  La  Clair,  17 
Neb.  39,  22  N.  W.  118.  N.  Y.— Troy 
Automobile  Exch.  v.  Home  Ins.  Co., 
221   N.  Y.  58,  116  N.   E.   786;,  Coffin 


V.  Eeynolds,  37  N.  Y.  640;  Burnham 
v.  DeBevorse,  8  How.  Pr.  159.  N.  C. 
Rosenbacher  &  Bro.  v.  Martin,  170 
N.  C.  236,  86  S.  E.  785;  McDonald  v. 
MacArthur  Bros.  Co.,  154  N.  C.  122, 
69  S.  E.  832.  See  Hines  v.  Wilmington 
&  W.  E.  Co.,  95  N.  C.  434,  59  Am. 
Eep.  250.  N.  D.— Seullv  Steel  &  Iron 
Co.  V.  Hann,  18  N.  D.  528,  123  N.  W. 
275.  Ohio. — ^Youngstown  v.  Moore,  30 
Ohio  St.  133.  Ore.— Haworth  v.  Jack- 
son, 80  Ore.  132,  156  Pac.  590;  Wool- 
ley  v.  Plaindealer  Pub.  Co.,  47  Ore. 
619,  84  Pac.  473,  5  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
499;  see  also  Hayes  v.  Horton,  46  Ore. 
597,  81  Pac.  386.  S.  C— Garrett  ». 
Weinberg,  50  S.  C.  310,  27  S.  E.  770. 
Tex. — Eedland  Fruit  Co.  v.  Sargent,  51 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  619,  113  S.  W.  3S0. 
Wash. — Benjamin  v.  Ernst,  83  Wash. 
59;  145  Pac.  79;  Ward  v.  Magaha,  71 
Wash.  679,  129  Pac.  395;  Lyen  v.  Bond, 
3  Wash.  Ter.  407,  19  Pae.  35.  W.  V?,. 
Brogan  v.  Union  Traction  Co.,  76  W. 
Va.  698,  86  S.  E.  753.  Wis.— Cox  v. 
Groshong,  1  Pin.  307.  See  also  Bige- 
low  V.  Town  of  Washburn,  98  Wis. 
553,  74  N.  W.  362. 
See   6   Standard  Proc.   1005,  1008. 

11.  Eea  v.  Eslick,  87  Wash.  125, 
151  Pac.  256.  See  Noakes  v.  City  of 
Los  Angeles,  56  Cal.  Dec.  303;  Sten- 
son  V.  Elfmann,  26  S.  D.  134,  128  N. 
W.  588;  Jenkinson  v.  Vermillion,  3 
S.  D.  238,  52  N.  W.  1066. 

12.  Ala. — Western  Ey.  Co.  v.  Walk- 
er, 113  Ala.  267,  22  So.  182;  Lewis 
V.  Simon,  101  Ala.  546,  14  So.  331; 
McKinnon  v.  Lessley,  89  Ala.  625,  8 
So.  9.  Ind. — See  Purcell  v.  Hosey,  44 
Ind.  App.  448,  89  N.  E.  520.  la. 
Bachus  V.  Staebler,  91  Iowa  736,  60  N. 
W.  128.  Ore. — See  Watson  v.  Mc- 
Lench,  57  Ore.  446,  110  Pae.  482,  112 
Pac.   416. 

13.  Becker  v.  Boon,  61  N.  Y.  317; 
Title  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hawes,  76  Misc.  478, 
135  N.  Y.  Supp.  608.  See  Borden  v. 
Houston,  2  Tex.  594. 

14.  See  s'^'pra,  X,  C,  1. 
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replication  or  reply  is  waived  by  proceeding  to  trial    without    ob- 
jection.^^ 

D.    By  Stipulation  or  Repeeence.^"  —  By  trying  a  eause^'  on  an 

15.  XJ.  S. — Keator  Lumber  Co.  v.  Laundry  Co.  v.  Schmeling,  129  Wis. 
Thompson,  144  U.  S.  434,  12  Sup.  Ct.  597,  109  N.  W.  540.  Wyo.— See  Engeu 
669,  36  L.  ed.  495.  Aik.— Streudle  v.  ^-  Rambler  Copper  &  P.  Co.,  20  Wyo. 
Leroy,  122  Ark.  189,  182  S.  W.  898;  95.  121  Pac.  867,  123  Pae.  413. 
Daniels  v.  Brodie,  54  Ark.  216,  15  S.  i  Comtra,  see  Asia  v.  Hiser,  22  Fla. 
W     467     11    L.   E.    A.    81;    Winters  v.    s7b. 

Fain  47  Ark  493,  1  S.  W.  711.  Oolo.  '  16.  See  generally  the  title  "Stipula- 
Paulson   V.   Bergman,    160    Pac.     189;    tions." 

Florence  &  C.  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Jensen,  48  |  17.  U.  S.— Saltonstall  a.  Eassell,  152 
Colo.  28,  108  Pae.  974;  Quimby  v.  ,  U.  S.  628,  14  Sup.  Ct.  733,  38  L.  ed. 
Boyd,  8  Oolo.  194,  6  Pac.  462.  D.  O.  576.  See  also  Adam  v.  Norris,  103 
Steven  v.  Saunders,  34  App.  Cas.  321.  I  U.  S.  591,  36  L.  ed.  583;  Snow  v. 
Ga.— Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co.  v.  Miles,  3  CliflE.  608,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
Tankersley,  133  Ga.  153,  65  S.  E.  367;  13,146,  objection  to  form  of  action. 
Beard  v.  White,  120  Ga.  1018,  48  S.  111.— Smith  v.  Chicago,  ,107  Bl.  App. 
E.  400.  Idaho. — Joyce  v.  Eubin,  23  |  270;  Gaines  v.  McAdam,  79  111.  App. 
Idaho  296,  130  Pac.  793;  Conant  v.  \  201.  Ind.— Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Jones,  3  Idaho  606,  32  Pac.  250.  111.  \  Canada  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  127  Ind.  250, 
Spencer  v.  Langdon,  21  111.  192;  Peo-  |  26  N.  E.  784,  11  L.  E.  A.  740.  Kan. 
pie  V.  Ward,  41  lU.  App.  464.  See  :  State  Bank  v.  NordufE,  2  Kan.  App. 
also  Farley  v.  Dean,  196  111.  App.  389.  55,  43  Pae.  312.  Ky.— See  Bank  of 
Ind. — Wilcox  V.   Majors,   88   Ind.   203;  |  Columbia  v.  Bush,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  692. 


Irvinson  v.  Van  Eiper,  34  Ind.  148; 
Crum  V.  Yundt,  12  Ind.  App.  308,  40 
N.  E.  79.  la. — ^Ware  v.  Delahaye,  95 
Iowa  667,  64  N.  W.  640.  Kan.— Kep- 
ley  V.  Carter,  49  Kan.  72,  30  Pac.  182; 
Netcott  V.  Porter,  19  Kan.  131.  Ky. 
Beading  v.  Ford's  Heirs,  1  Bibb  338; 
Porter  v.  Martin,  1  Litt.  158.  Miss. 
Kinney  v.  Mobile,  J.  &  K.  C.  E.  Co., 
99  Miss.  795,  56  So.  165.  Mo. — Murphy 
V.  Wabash  E.  Co.,  228  Mo.  56,  128 
S.  W.  481;  Luna  v.  Williams,  190  Mo. 
App.  266,  176  S.  W.  550;  Sharp  v. 
Niagara  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  164  Mo.  App. 
475,  147  S.  W.  154.  Mont.— Eussell  v. 
Hoyt,  4  Mont.  412,  2  Pac.  25.  Neb. 
Baker  v.   Eacine-Sattley   Co.,   86   Neb. 


Mass. — West  Eoxbury  v.  Minot^  114 
Mass.  556;  Esty  v.  Currier,  98  Mass. 
500;  Scudder  v.  Worster,  11  Cush.  573. 
See  also  Johnson  v.  Shed,  21  Pick.  225. 
Neb.— Bennett  v.  Bennett,  65  Neb.  432, 
91  N.  W.  409,  96  N.  W.  994.  N.  Y. 
See  In  re  Steele,  154  App.  Div.  860,. 
139  N.  T.  Supp.  550.  Okla.— Powell 
V.  Crittenden,  156  Pac.  661.  See  also 
Enid  City  Ey.  Co.  v.  City  of  Enid, 
43  Okla.  778,  144  Pae.  617.  Va.— See 
Sawyer  v.  Corse,  17  Gratt.  (58  Va.)  - 
230,  94  Am.  Dec.  445.  Wis.— See 
Flanegan  v.  Earnest,  1  Chand.  149,  2 
Pin.   196. 

[a]    Want  of  an  answer  is  tmmate- 
riai  where  case  is  submitted  on  agreed 


227,  125  N.  W.  587.  N.  M. — Lohmau  1  statement  of  facts.  U.  S. — Saltonstall 
V.  Eej'mond,  18  N.  M.  225,  137  Pac.  v.  Eussell,  152  V.  S.  628,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
375.  Okla. — Leach  v.  Altus  State  Bank,  I  733,  38  L.  ed.  576.  Ark. — Cribbs  v. 
155  Pac.  875;  Patterson  v.  Choate,  50  ,  Walker,  74  Ark.  104,  85  S.  W.  244. 
Okla.  761,  151  Pac.  620;  Allison  v.  I  lU.— Godfrey  v.  Wingert,  110  111.  App. 
Bryan,  26  Okla.  520,  109  Pae.  934,  30  ,  563.  Ind.— Cogswell  v.  State,  65  Ind. 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  146.  Pa.— Clement  j  1;  TayFor  v.  Short,  40  Ind.  506.  See 
V.  Hayden,  4  Pa.  138.  S.  D. — Grant  also  la. — ^Bailey  v.  Landingham,  52 
V.  Whorton,  28  S.  D.  599,  134  N.  W.  '  Iowa  415,  3  N.  W.  460.  Minn.— Ber- 
803.  Tex. — Gulf  Live  Stock  Ins.  Co.  |  man  v.  Cosgrove,  95  Minn.  353,  104 
V.  Love  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  181  S.  W.  1  N.  W.  534.  Va.— Sawyer  v.  Corse,  17 
766;  Texarkana  &  Ft.  S.  Ey.  Co.  v.  1  Gratt.  (58  Va.)  230,  94  Am.  Dec.  445. 
Eea  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  180  S.  W.  945;  [b]  But  see  Gaston  v.  Modern 
Memphis  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Tolbert  I  Woodmen  of  America,  116  111.  App. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W.  309.  Vt.  291,  that  a  stipulation  as  to  the  facts 
Nye  V.  Stewart,  83  Vt.  521,  77  Atl.  ^  in  a  case  cannot  avail  to  make  a  plea 
340.  W.  Va. — ^Kirchner  v.  Smith,  61  i  good  which  does  not  set  out  or  rely 
W.  Va.  434,  58  S.  E.  614.     Wis.— My  '  upon  those  facts. 
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agreed  statement  of  facts,  referring  it  to  a  referee,**  securing  stip- 
ulation extending  time  to  answer,*^  or  the  entering  of  a  judgment  by 
agreement  of  the  parties,^"  formal  defects  in  the  pleadings  are  waived. 
But  defects  in  substance  are  not  waived.''*  A  stipulation  that  all 
evidence  may  be  introduced  under  the  general  issue  or  general  denial 
is  a  waiver  of  the  proper  pleadings,^^  as  is  an  agreement  to  accept  a 
plea  in  short  or  an  incomplete  plea.^' 

B.  By  Admission  of  Evidence.  —  The  admission  of  evidence  under 
a  defective  allegation,  without  objection,  will  generally  operate  as 
a  waiver  of  the  defects;^*  and  the  same  rule  has  been  applied  where 


[c]  Want  of  replication  or  reply- 
waived  by  submitting  cause  on  agreed 
statement.  Earnhart  v.  Robertson,  10 
Ind.  8;  Vanderline  v.  Smith,  18  Mo. 
App.  55;  Frank  v.  Frank,  6  Mo.  App. 
589. 

18.  Cal. — Eitehie,  Osgood  &  Co.  v. 
Davis,  5  Cal.  453.  Ind. — See  Dieker- 
son  V.  Hays,  4  Blaekf.  44.  Mass. 
Ames  V.  Stevens,  120  Mass.  218;  Page 
V.  Monks,  5  Gray  492.  N.  J.— Taylor 
V.  Sayre,  24  N.  J.  L.  647;  Smith  v. 
Minor,  1  N.  J.  L.   16. 

19.  Shernmn  v.  McCarthy,  90  App. 
Div.  542,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  727. 

20.  Collins  V.  Eose,  59  Ind.  33. 

21.  Pacific  Paving  Co.  v.  Vizelich, 
141  Cal.  4,  74  Pac.  352,  failure  of  com- 
plaint to  state  cause  of  action  not 
•waived.  See  Wells  v.  Covenant  Mut. 
Ben.  Assn.,  126  Mo.  630,  29  S.  W.  607. 
See  McKay  v.  Darling,  65  Vt.  639,  27 
Atl.  324,  that  defendant  does  not  lose 
the  right  to  object  that  assumpsit  is 
brought  for  the  breach  of  a  contract 
under  seal,  by  consenting  to  a  refer- 
ence. 

22.  Talcott  V.  Jackson,  41  Ind.  201. 
See  the  title  "Stipulations." 

23.  Governor  v.  Bancroft,  16  Ala. 
605;  Lacy  v.  Eockett,  11  Ala.  1002. 

24.  TJ.  S. — Eenner  v.  Bank  of  Colum- 
bia, 9  Wheat.  581,  6  L.  ed.  166.  Ala. 
See  Knights  of  Modern  Maccabees  v. 
Gillespie,  14  Ala.  App.  493,  71  So. 
67.  Axlz. — Smith  v.  King  of  Arizona 
Mining,  etc.  Co.,  9  Ariz.  228,  80  Pae. 
357.  Oal. — Henderson  v.  Northam,  168 
Pac.  1044;  Eeclamation  District  v. 
Hershey,  160'  Cal.  692,  117  Pac.  904; 
Tuft'ree  v.  Polhemus,  108  Cal.  670,  41 
Pac.  806;  Christensen  v.  Jessen,  107 
Cal.  xvii,  40  Pac.  747,  defective  al- 
legation which  did  not  mislead  op- 
posite party.  See  also  Dow  v.  City 
of  Oroville,  22  Cal.  App.  215,  134  Pac. 
197.  Conn. — See  Sanford  v.  Sanford, 
2   Day   559.      Ga. — Pittsburgh    Spring 


Co.  V.  Smith,  115  Ga.  764,  42  S.  E. 
80;  Seabrook  v.  Brady,  47  Ga.  650,  if 
defect  could  have  been  reached  by 
amendment.  111. — ^Illinois  Steel  Co.  v. 
Novak,  84  111.  App.  641.  Ind. — Toner 
V.  Wagner,  158  Ind.  447,  63  N.  E.  859. 
la.  —  Montgomery  v.  American  Emi- 
grant Co.,  47  Iowa  91.  See  also  Eob- 
erts  V.  Ozias,  162  N.  W.  584.  Kan. 
See  Long-Bell  Lumber  Co.  v.  Webb, 
7  Kan.  App.  406,  52  Pac.  64.  Ky. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  .v.  Miller,  154 
Ky.  236,  157  S.  W.  8;  Louisville  & 
N.  R.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  92  Ky.  55,  17 
S.  W.  198.  La.— State  v.  Lundie,  47 
La.  Ann.  1596,  18  So.  636.  Md.— Belt 
V.  Blackburn,  28  Md.  227.  Mass. 
Blanchard  v.  Cooke,  147  Mass.  215,  17 
N.  E.  313.  See  also  Saco  Brick  Co. 
V.  J.  P.  Eustis  Mfg.  Co.,  207  Mass. 
312,  93  N.  E.  629.  Mich.— Jenks  v. 
Brown,  38  Mich.  651.  See  also  Niles 
V.  Lee,  169  Mich.  474,  135  N.  W. 
274.  Minn. — See  Woodruff  v.  Bearman 
Fruit  Co.,  108  Minn.  118,  121  N.  W. 
426.  Miss. — See  Kinney  v.  Mobile,  J. 
&  K.  C.  E.  Co.,  99  Miss.  795,  56  So. 
165.  Mo.— Eeilly  v.  Cullen,  159  Mo. 
322,  60  S.  W.  126.  Neb.— Parker  v. 
Parker,  73  Neb.  4,  102  N.  W.  85. 
N.  H.— Folsom  v.  Brawn,  25  N.  H.  114. 
N.  Y. — Harriman  v.  Yonkers,  181  N.  Y. 
24,  73  N.  E.  493;  Eogers  v.  New  York, 
etc.  Land  Co.,  134  N.  Y.  197,  32  N.  E. 
27.  N.  D.— Paulson  v.  Ward,  4  N.  D. 
100,  58  N.  W.  792.  Okla.— Bailey  v. 
Parry  Mfg.  Co.,  158  Pae.  581.  Ore. 
Kohler  &  Chase  Co.  v.  Savage,  86  Ore. 
639,  167  Pac.  789.  Pa.— Young  v. 
Geiske,  209  Pa.  515,  58  Atl.  887.  S.  C. 
See  Nelson  v.  Atlantic,  Gulf  &  P.  E. 
Co.,  107  8.  C.  1,  92  S.  E.  194.  S.  D. 
Wriffht  V.  Sherman,  3  S.  D.  290,  52 
N.  W.  1093,  17  L.  E.  A.  792.  See  also 
Langford  v.  Issenhuth,  28  S.  D.  451, 
134  N.  W.  88^  Wash.— J«nsen  v.  Kih- 
ler,  9S  Wsiah.  t,,  ISe  Pac.  978;  Itej« 
nolds  «.  Dickson,  48  Was'...  ^'^'^  9r.  Faj. 
910.    W.  Vfti— Triunp  v.  Tidewater  COte 
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the  complaint  omixs  some  fact  essential  to  a  cause  of  action  but  which 
might  be  supplied  by  amendment,^^  although  there  is  authority  to  the 
contrary.^" 

XI.  CONCLUSIVENESS  OP  PLEADINGS."  —  A.  Generally. 
G-enerally  a  party  is  bound  by  the  statements  of  fact  in  his  plead- 
ings and  will  not  be  heard  to  controvert  them.^^     Averments  as  to 


&  Coke  Co.,  46  W.  Va.  238,  32  S.  E. 
1035. 

Instructing  on  matters  not  in  issue  by 
the  pleadings,  but  as  to  which  evi- 
dence has  been  introduced  without  ob- 
jection, see  the  title  "Objections  and 
Exceptions." 

Aider   by  verdict,   see  infra,  XII. 

25.  Cal.  —  Slaughter  v.  Goldberg, 
Bowon  &  Co.,  26  Cal.  App.  Sffi,  147 
Pae.  90.  See  also  Noakes  v.  City  of 
Los  Angeles,  56  Cal.  Dec.  303;  Boyle 
V.  Coast  Imp.  Co.,  27  Cal.  App.  714, 
151  Pae.  25.  Ky.— Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Taylor,  92  Ky.  55,  17  S.  "W. 
198.  N.  Y.— Lounsbury  v.  Purdy,  18 
N.  Y.  515;  Wright  v.  Deering,  2  Misc. 
296,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  929,  50  N.  Y. 
St.  328;  Morton  v.  Pinckney,  8  Bosw. 
135.  S.  C— Hogg  V.  Pinckney,  16  S. 
C.  387.  But  see  Garrett  v.  Weinberg, 
50  S.  C.  310,  27  S.  E.  770.  S.  D. 
Sherwood  v.  City  of  Sioux  Falls,  10 
S.  D.  405,  73  N.  W.  913;  Martin  v. 
Graff,  10  S.  D.  592,  74  N.  W.  1040; 
Jenkinson  v.  Vermillion,  3  S.  D.  238, 
52  N.  W.  1066.  See  Stenson  v.  Elf- 
mann,  26  S.  D.  134,  128  N.  W.  588. 
Wash. — See  Eea  v.  Eslick,  87  Wash. 
125,  151  Pae.  256. 

But  see  infra,  XII. 

Making  issues  outside  the  pleadings 
by  failure  to  object  to  evidence,  see 
the  title  "Objections  and  Exceptions," 
and  14  Standard  Pboc.  524. 

[a]  But  where  the  evidence  is  ad- 
missible under  the  pleading  as  it  stands 
the  fact  that  it  also  bears  on  the 
fact  omitted  from  the  pleading  does 
not  waive  the  omission.  Myers  v. 
Paine,  13  App.  Div.  332,  43  N.  Y.  Supp. 
133,  affirmed,  162  N.  Y.  593,  57  N.  E. 
1118.  See  also  Gunther  v.  Liverpool 
&  London  &  Globe  Ins.  Co.,  85  Fed. 
846;  Eogers  v.  Southern  Fiber  Co.,  119 
La.  714,  44  So.  442,  121  Am.  St.  Bep. 
537. 

26.  Pollard  v.  Thomason,  5  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  56;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  Vieno,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  347,  26 
S.  W.  230;  Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Johnson    (Tex.    Civ.    App.),    34    S.    W. 
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186.      See    Kinney   v.    Hosea,    3    Har. 
(Del.)  456,  and  infra,  XII. 

27.  Admission  by  failure  to  deny, 

see  7  Standard  Peoc.  109;  1  Ency.  op 
Ev.  401. 

28.  U.  S.— Ballech  v.  Hooper,  146 
U.  S.  363,  13  Sup.  Ct.  128,  36  L.  ed. 
1008;  Historical  Pub.  Co.  v.  Jones  Bros. 
Pub.  Co.,  231  Fed.  638,  145  C.  C.  A. 
524;  Winter  v.  United  States,  Hempst. 
344,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,895.  Ala., 
Nichols  V.  Nichols,  192  Ala.  206,  68 
So.  186.  Ariz. — ^Nogales  Elec.  Light, 
etc.  Co.  V.  International  Gas  Co.,  168 
Pae.  504;  Crane  v.  Franklin,  16  Ariz. 
501,  147  Pae.  718.  Ark.— See  Brein- 
iug  V.  Lippincott,  129  Ark.  406,  196 
S.  W.  795.  Oal.— Coulter  Dry  Goods 
Co.  V.  Wentworth,  171  Cal.  500,  153 
Pao.  939;  Gabriel  v.  Tonner,  138  Cal. 
63,  70  Pae.  1021;  Murphy  v.  Coppietera, 
136  Cal.  317,  68  Pae.  970.  Colo.— Ben- 
ford  V.  Yockey,  164  Pae.  725;  Kutcher 
V.  Love,  19  Colo.  .542,  36  Pae.  152. 
Dak. — Myriek  v.  Bill,  3  Dak.  284,  17 
N.  W.  268.  Ga.— Wells  v.  Eagsdale, 
102  Ga.  53,  29  S.  E.  165.  lU.— Severy 
V.  MeDougall,  259  111.  272,  102  N.  E. 
407;  Sanitary  District  v.  Pittsburgh, 
Ft.  W.,  etc.  E.  Co.,  216  111.  575,  75 
N.  E.  248;  Jo  Daviess  v.  Staples,  108 
111.  App.  539.  Ind. — Denison  &  N.  E". 
Co.  V.  Sanney- Alton  Merc.  Co.,  3  Ind. 
Ter.  104,  53  S.  W.  496.  Ind.— Boyd 
41.  Bloom,  152  Ind.  152,  52  N.  E.  751; 
Frazer  v.  Boss,  66  Ind.  1;  Adams  Ex- 
press Co.  V.  Carnahan,  29  Ind.  App. 
606,  63  N.  E.  245,  64  N.  E.  647,  94 
Am.  St.  Eep.  279.  la. — Eussell  v.  Dil- 
ley,  177  Iowa  522,  159  N.  W.  189; 
McCormick  v.  McCormiek  Harvesting 
Maeh.  Co.,  120  Iowa  593,  95  N.  W. 
181;  Murdy  v.  Skyles,  101  Iowa  549, 
70  N.  W.  714,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  411. 
Kan. — Niquette  v.  Green,  81  Kan.  569, 
106  Pae.  270;  Butler  v.  Kaulbaek,  8 
Kan.  668;  Stone  v.  Young,  4  Kan.  17. 
Ky. — Nicola  Bros.  Co.  v.  Hurst,  28 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  87,  88  S.  W.  1081;  Sievera 
V.  Martin,  26  Ky.  L.  Eep.  904,  82  S.  W. 
631.  La.— Toledo  Bridge  &  Crane  Co. 
V.  D.  K.  Jeffries  &  Co.,  141  La.  168, 
74  So.  893;  Hall  v.  Board  of  Commis- 


PLEADING 


413 


sioners,  111  La.  913,  35  So.  976; 
Kraeutler  v.  United  States  Bank,  11 
Eob.  213.'  Md. — Armstrong  v.  Fahne- 
stock,  19  Md.  58.  Mass. — Sullivan  v. 
Inhab.  of  Ashfield,  227  Mass.  24,  116 
N.  E.  565;  Morton  v.  Clark,  181  Mass. 
134,  63  N.  E.  409;  Tyler  v.  Mather, 
9  Gray  177.  Mich. — BrinkerhofE  v. 
Peek,  114  Mich.  628,  72  N.  W.  621; 
Emerson  v.  Atwater,  12  Mich.  314. 
Mjim. — Wadsworth  v.  Walsh,  128  Minn. 
241,  150  N.  W.  870.  Miss.— Parkhurst 
V.  MeGraw,  24  Misra.  134.  Mo. — Knoop 
V.  Kelsey,  102  Mo.  291,  14  S.  W.  110, 
22  Am.  St.  Eep.  777;  MeAdow  v.  Milt- 
enberger,  75  Mo.  App.  346;  Burnham 
17.  Ellmore,  66  Mo.  App.  617.  Mont. 
Willoburn  Eanch  Co.  v.  Yegen,  49 
Mont.  101,  140  Pac.  231;  Wulf  v.  Man- 
uel, 9  Mont.  276,  23  Pac.  723.  See 
also  Babcoek  v.  Maxwell,  21  Mont. 
507,  54  Pac.  943.  Nev. — Manning  v. 
Bowman,  26  Nev.  451,  69  Pae.  995. 
N.  H.— See  Hall  v.  Clement,  41  N.  H. 
166.  N.  J. — Lippinoott  v.  Eidgway,  11 
N.  J.  Eq.  526.  N.  M.— See  Enderstein 
V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  21  N. 
M.  548,  157  Pac.  670.  N.  Y.— Con- 
tractors' Supply  Co.  V.  City  of  New 
York,  153  App.  Div.  60,  138  N.  Y. 
Supp.  242;  Pennaechio  v.  Greco,  107 
App.  Div.  225,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  1061 
(if  evidence  has  been  received  to  con- 
trovert an  admission  it  should  be  dis- 
regarded); Commercial  Bank  v.  Foltz, 
35  App.  Div.  237,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  764; 
Paige  V.  Willet,  38  N.  Y.  28.  N.  C. 
Eoe-u.  Journegan,  95  S.  E.  495;  Hunter 
V.  West,  172  N.  C.  160,  90  S.  E.  130; 
Cummings  v.  Hoffman,  113  N.  C.  267, 
18  S.  E.  170.  Ohio. — Fisher  v.  Tryon, 
15  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  541,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Dec. 
556.  Okla.— St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  Zickafoose,  39  Okla.  302,  135  Pac. 
406;  Eogers  v.  Brown,  15  Okla.  524, 
86  Pac.  443;  Lane  Implement  Co.  v. 
Lowder,  11  Okla.  61,  65  Pac.  926.  Ore. 
Grants  Pass  Hdwre.  Co.  v.  Calvert,  71 
Ore.  103,  142  Pac.  569.  See  also 
Miller  v.  Head  Camp,  45  Ore.  192,  77 
Pac.  83;  Landigan  v.  Mayer,  32  Ore. 
245,  51  Pac.  649,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  521. 
Pa. — Fidelity  Title  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Il- 
linois Life  Ins.  Co.,  213  Pa.  415,  63 
Atl.  51;  Corey  v.  Borough  of  Edge- 
wood,  18  Pa.  Super.  228.  S.  C— Con- 
ner V.  Grand  Lodge,  107  S.  C.  308, 
92  S.  E.  1032.  S.  D. — Leggett  v. 
Moore,  36  S.  D.  288,  154  N.  W.  804; 
Gallup  V.  Chelsea  State  Bank,  35  S.  D. 
367,  152  N.  W.  338.  Tenn. — Lea  v. 
Maxwell,  1  Head.  365.    Tex.— Hancock 


I  V.  Dimon,  17  Tex.  369;  Johnson  v.  John- 

I  son   (Tex.   Civ.  App.),   191   S.    W.   366. 

I  Utah. — Busby   v.    Century     Gold     Miu. 

I  Co.,   27   Utah   231,    75   Pac.    725.     Vt. 

'  Holbroolsi  V.   J.   J.   Quinlan   &   Co.,   84 

1  Vt.  411,  80  Atl.  339;  Sills  Stove  Works 

I  V.  Brown,  71  Vt.  478,  45  Atl.  1040. 
Va.— Noel  v.  Noel,  93  Va.  433,  25  S.  E. 
242.  Wash. — Scott  v.  Matthews,  25 
Wash.  486,  65  Pae.  756;  Goldwater  v. 
Burnaide,  22  Wash.  215,  60  Pac.  409. 
See  also  Irwin  v.  Buffalo  Pitts  Co., 
39  Wash.  346,  81  Pae.  849.  W.  Va. 
See  Downey  v.  National  Fire  Ins.  Co., 

j  77   W.   Va.    386,   87    S.   E.   487.     Wis. 

;  Seifert   v.   Mueller,   156   Wis.    629,   146 

'  N.  W.  787;  Sims  v.  Mutual  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  101  Wis.  586,  77  N.  W.  908.  Wyo. 
Pardee  v.  Kuster,  15  Wyo.  368,  89 
Pac.  572,  91  Pac.  836. 

For  a  full  discussion  of  judicial  ad- 
missions see  the  Ency.  of  Ev„  title 
"Admissions,"  and  particularly  1 
Ency.  op  Ev.  397,  et  seq.,  613. 

[a]  Allegations  taken  as  admissions 
must  be  considered  as  a  whole,  aiid  the 
entire  pleading  considered.  Smith  v. 
Chapter  General,  143  App.  Div.  532, 
128  N.  Y.   Supp.  288;   Young  v.  Katz,' 

I  22  App.  Div.  542,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  187, 

,  5   N.   Y.   Ann.    Cas.   58;    Vanderbilt  v. 

I  Schreyer,  21  Hun  (N.  Y.)  537;  Good- 
year V.  De  La  Vergne,  10  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
537. 

j  [b]  A  finding  contrary  to  a  fact 
admitted  by  the  pleading  must  be  dis- 

:  regarded.     Hiberuia  Savings  &  L.  Soc. 

,  V.    Dickinson,    167    Cal.    616,    140    Pac. 

1265. 

i  [c]  Where  the  allegatioia  is  denied 
by  the  answer  and  evidence  taken  on 
the  issue  thus  made,  there  is  no  bind- 
ing admission  by  the  party .  making 
the  allegation.  Groth  v.  Kersting,  23 
Colo.  213,  47  Pac.  393;  Winslow  v.  Mc- 
Call,  32  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  241;  Oneida 
Steel  Pulley  Co.  v.  New  York  Leather 

j  Belting  Co.,  120  App.  Div.  625,  105 
N.  Y.  Supp.  534.     See  also   Mantle  v. 

I  White,  47   Moiit.   234,  132   Pae.   22. 

[d]  One  setting  up  two  causes  of 
action  is  not  estopped  by  inconsistent 
declarations  therein  where  he  is  not 
required  to  elect  on  which  cause  he 
will  rely.  Hulst  v.  Doerstler,  11  S.  D. 
14,  75  N.  W.  270. 

[e]  Admission  in  one  plea  does  not 
conclude  party  upon  any  other  plea. 
Hall  V.  Clement,  41  N.  H.  166. 

|f]  Where  allegations  of  answer 
are  inconsistent  with  each  other,  the 
defendant   is  bound  by   those   against 
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the  law,  however,  do  not  bind  the  pleader."" 

B.  Mistake,  Inadvertence,  oe  Ignorance.  —  Admissions  made 
through  mistake,'"  inadvertence,'^  or  ignorance  of  material  facts,'" 
will  not  conclude  the  pleader. 

C.  Pleadings  Amended,  Abandoned,  or  Withdrawn.  —  Matter  al- 
leged in  pleadings  which  have  been  abandoned,"  withdrawn,'*  or 
amended  so  as  to  exclude  the  admission,'^  is  not  conclusive  as  to 
the  party  pleading  it.  However,  it  may  still  be  used  in  evidence  as 
an  admission." 

D.  Who  Concluded.  —  The  admission  of  one  party  in  his  pleading 
does  not  bind  co-parties,'^  and  the  allegation  of  a  personal  represen- 


him.  Harshbarger  v.  Eby,  28  Idaho 
753,  156  Pae.  619,  Ann.  Gas.  1917C, 
753;  Bierer  v.  Fretz,  32  Kan.  329,  4 
Pac.  284;  Mitchell  v.  Eipley,  5  Kan. 
App.  818,  49  Pao.  153.  See  also  Shep- 
pard  V.  Daniel  Miller  Co.,  11  Ga.  App. 
514,  75  S.  E.  907;  White  Sewing  Maeh. 
Co.  ■».  Horkan,  7  Ga.  App.  283,  66 
S.  E.  811.  But  see  2  Standard  Peoc. 
26,  at  seq. 

[g]  Matter  which  is  merely  descrip- 
tio  personae  does  not  bind  party  plead- 
ing it.  Greig  v.  Clement,  20  Colo. 
167,  37  Pac.  960;  Gentry  v.  McMinnis, 
3  iDana   (Ky.)    382. 

29.  See  Succession  of  McLain,  141 
La.  376,  75  So.  85;  Union  Bank  v. 
Bush,  36  N.  T.  631.  See,  however. 
Louder  v.  Hunter  (S.  D.),  163  N.  W. 
686. 

[a]  Insistence  as  to  erroneous  con- 
struction of  written  instrument  made 
in  ,a  pleading  does  not  estop  the  de- 
fendant to  set  up  correct  construction 
on  trial.  Thayer  v.  Arnold,  32  Mich. 
336;  Verhine  v.  Eagsdale,  96  Tenn. 
532,   35  S.  W.   556. 

30.  la. — See  John'son  v.  McGrew,  42 
Iowa  555.  N.  Y. — Hoover  v.  Hubbard, 
202  N.  Y.  289,  95  N.  E.  702.  Okla. 
Lane  Implement  Co.  v.  Lowder,  11 
Okla.  61,  65  Pac.  926.  Tex. — Coats 
V.  Elliott,  23  Tex.  606. 

See  1  Enct.  or  Ev.  614. 

31.  Morse's  Heirs  v.  Williams  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  142  S.  W.  1186. 

32.  Smith  v.  Fowler,  12  Lea  (Tenn.) 
163.  See  also  Brandeis  v.  Neustadtl,  13 
Wis.  142,  that  admissions  through  ig- 
norance of  our  language  will  not  bind. 

33.  Mahoney  v.  Butte  Hdw.  Co.,  19 
Mont.  377,  48  Pac.  545;  Houston,  E. 
&  W.  T.  Ey.  Co.  V.  De  Walt  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  71  8.  W.  774;  Wildey 
Lodge  V.  City  of  Paris  (Tex.  Civ. 
Apip.),  81  S.  W.  99;  Dailey  v.  Coker, 
33    Tex.    815,   7   Am.    Eep.   ^79.     See 
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also  Coles'  Admr.  v.  Perry,  7  Tex.  109. 
See  1  Enct.  op  Ev.  442. 

34.  Caldwell  v.  Drummond  (Iowa), 
96  N.  W.  1122.  See  1  Enct.  op  Ev. 
442. 

[a]  But  see  McDonald  v.  Grice,  9 
Kan.  App.  657,  58  Pae.  1035  (a  party 
having  once  solemnly  admitted  a  fact, 
cannot,  by  merely  withdrawing  the 
pleading  from  the  files,  though  by 
leave  of  court,  deny  such  admission, 
but  is  estopped  thereby);  Carr  ?;.  Huff- 
man, 1  Kan.  App.  713,  41  Pac.  982. 

"35.  Ga. — Alabama  Midland  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Guilford,  119  Ga.  523,  46  S.  E.  655. 
la. — Sheldon  v.  Crane,  146  Iowa  461, 
125  N.  W.  238.  Kan.— Eeemsnyder  v. 
Keomsnyder,  75  Kan.  565,  89  Pac.  1014. 
Ky. — Sievers  v.  Martin,  26  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
904,  82  S.  W.  631.  Neb.— Miller  v. 
Nicodemus,  58  Neb.  352,  78  N.  W. 
618. 

See  also  1  Enct.  op  Ev.  437. 

[a]  But  see  Johnson  v.  McGrew,  42 
Iowa  555  (a  party  making  allegations 
which  constitute  distinct  items  of  proof 
will  be  bound  by  such  allegations,  not- 
withstanding he  may  have  superseded 
the  petition  by  an  amended  one,  but 
contra  where  averments  are  made  of 
the  ultimate  facts  to  be  established 
by  the  evidence) ;  Oregon  E.  &  Nav. 
Co.  V.  Dacres,  1  Wash.  195,  23  Pao. 
415. 

36.  la. — McClure  v.  Great  Western 
Ace.  Assn.,  141  Iowa  350,  118  N.  W. 
269;  Caldwell  v.  Drummond,  96  N.  W. 
1122.  Neb. — Miller  v.  Nicodemus,  58 
Neb.  352,  78  N.  W.  618.  N.  Y.— Ean- 
ken  V.  Probey,  136  App.  Div.  134,  120 
N.  Y.  Supp.  413. 

But  see  1  Enct.  of  Ev.  437,  438,  441, 
442. 

37.  Ky. — Covington  &  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Bowler's  Heirs,  9  Bush  468;  Long  v. 
Kerrigan,- 13  Ky.  L.  Eep.  433,  16  S.  W. 

i  708,  17  S.  W.  441,    Miss.— See  Pigott 
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tative   capacity  will  not  bind  him  personally,''  but  will  bind  the 
estate  he  represents.'® 

XII.  AIDER  BY  VERDICT  OR  JUDGMENT.  —  A.  Statement 
OF  THE  Rule.  —  The  general  rule  is  frequently  stated  that  where  there 
is  any  defect,  imperfection  or  omission  in  any  pleading,  whether  in 
substance  or  form,  which  would  have  been  a  fatal  objection  upon  de- 
murrer, yet  if  the  issue  joined  be  such  as  necessarily  required,  on  the 
trial,  proof  of  the  facts  so  defectively  stated,  or  omitted,  and  without 
which  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  either  the  judge  would  direct  the 
jury  to  give,  or  the  jury  would  have  given,  the  verdict,  such  defect 
or  omission  is  cured  by  the  verdict  ;*°  and  thas  is  true  under  the  codes 


■V.  Pigott,  112  Miss.  873,  73  So.  800. 
Wash. — Graham  v.  Smart,  42  Wash. 
205,  84  Pac.  824. 

[a]  Admission  of  defendant  does 
not  bind  co-defendant  denying  the  mat- 
ter admitted.  Ky. — Long  v.  Kerrigan, 
13  Ky.  L.  Eep.  433,  16  S.  W.  708,  17 
S.  W.  441.  Iia. — Brown  v.  Madison, 
4  La.  Ann.  180.  Mass. — Harvey  v. 
Smith,  179  Mass.  592,  61  N.  E.  217. 

38.  Martin  v.  Boler,  13  La.  Ann. 
369. 

39.  Can's  Exrx.  v.  Eowland,  14  Tex. 
275. 

40.  This  statement  of  the  rule  is 
made  or  the  rule  recognized  in  the 
following  cases:  U.  S. — Cache  Creek 
Mining  Co.  v.  Brahenberg,  217  Fed. 
240,  133  C.  C.  A.  234;  Stanley  v.  Whip- 
ple, 2  McLean  35,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,286.  Ala. — Kendriok  v.  Colyar,  143 
Ala.  597,  42  So.  110.  Ark.— Burke  v. 
Sharpe,  88  Ark.  433,  115  S.  W.  145; 
St.  Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Wynne 
Hoop  &  C.  Co.,  81  Ark.  373,  99  S.  W. 
375;  Collins  v.  Paepeke-Leicht  Lumber 
Co.,  74  Ark.  81,  84  S.  W.  1044.  Cal. 
Orton  V.  Brown,  117  Cal.  501,  49  Pac. 
583,  but  must  be  a  material  issue  raised 
iby  pleadings.  See-  also  Maggini  v. 
Pezzoni,  76  Cal.  631,  18  Pac.  687; 
Barron  v.  Frink,  30  Cal.  486;  Dillon 
V.  Cross,  5  Cal.  App.  766,  91  Pac.  439. 
Colo.— Possell  V.  Smith,  39  Colo.  127, 
88  Pac.  1064;  MeConathy  v.  Deck,  34 
Colo.  232,  82  Pac.  702.  Conn. — Levidow 
V.  Starin,  77  Conn.  600,  60  AtL  123; 
Dale  V.  Dean,  16  Conn.  579;  Grifan 
V.  Pratt,  3  Conn.  513.  Ga. — Dykes  v. 
Jones,  129  Ga.  99,  58  S.  B.  645;  Cen- 
tral of  Georgia  E.  Co.  v.  Banks,  128 
Ga.  785,  58  S.  E.  352;  Dotterer  v. 
Harden,  88  Ga.  145,  13  S.  B.  971.  HI. 
Chicago  Cons.  Traction  Co.  v.  Mahoney, 
230  111.  562,  82  N.  B.  868;  Palestine 
V.  Siler,  225  111.  630,  80  N.  E.  345, 
8  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)   205;  Consolidated 


Coal  Co.  V.  Scheiber,  167  111.  539,  47 
N.  E.  1052;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ey. 
Go.  V.  O 'Conner,  115  lU.  254,  3  N.  E. 
501;  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Keck,  84  111.  App.  159.  Ind. — Lake 
Erie,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Ford,  167  Ind.  205, 
78  N.  E.  969;  Major  v.  Miller,  165 
Ind.  275,  75  N;  E.  159;  Eeid  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 95  Ind.  397;  Indianapolis,  etc.  E. 
Co.  V.  Petty,  30  Ind.  261.  la. — Davis 
V.  Central  Land  Co.,  162  Iowa  269,  143 
N.  W.  1073,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1219; 
Caldwell  v.  Drummond,  127  Iowa  134, 
102  N.  W.  842.  Kaa.— Smith  v.  Burnes, 
8  Kan.  197.  Ky. — Coleman  v.  Croys- 
dale,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  541;  Carter  Dry 
Goods  Co.  V.  Carson,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
837,  90  S.  W.  578;  Forbes  v.  Hunter, 
31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  285,  102  S.  W.  246; 
Dean  v.  Dean's  Admr.,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
419,  1  S.  W.  811;  Davis,  Moody  &  Co. 
V.  Wiley,  1  Ky.  L.  Eep.  755.  Me. 
Emerson  v.  Lakin,  23  Me.  384;  Liitle 
V.  Thompson,  2  Greeul.  228.  Md. — Eiggs 
V.  Turnbull,  105  Md.  135,  66  Atl.  13, 
8  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  824;  Merrick  v. 
Bank  of  Metropolis,  8  Gill  59.  Mass. 
Tulane  University  v.  O'Connor  192 
Mass.  428,  78  N.  B.  494;  Worster  v. 
Canal  Bridge,  16  Pick.  541;  Eichard- 
son  V.  Eastman,  12  Mass.  505;  Avery 
V.  Inhabitants  of  Tyringham,  3  Mass. 
160,  3  Am.  Dec.  105.  Mich.— Smith  v. 
Cowles,  123  Mich.  4,  81  N.  W.  916; 
Kean  v.  Mitchell,  13  Mich.  207.  Minn. 
Hurd  V.  Simonton,  10  Minn.  423.  Miss. 
Mississippi  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Hardy,  88 
Miss.  732,  il  So.  505;  Noble  v.  Ter- 
rell, 64  Miss.  830,  2  So.  14;  Cole  v. 
Harman,  8  Smed.  &  M.  562.  Mo. — Brady 
V.  Kansas  City,  St.  L.  &  C.  E.  Co.,  206 
Mo.  509,  102  S.  W.  978,  105  S.  W. 
1195;  Palmer  v.  Hunter,  8  Mo.  512; 
Mullich  V.  Brocker,  119  Mo.  App.  332, 
97  8.  W.  549;  Wall  v.  Continental 
Casualty  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  App.  504,  86 
8,  W.  491;   Munchow  v.  Munchow,  96 
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and  practice  acts  as  well  as  at  common  law.*^  This  broad  rule,  how- 
ever, is  subject  to  the  limitations  and  exceptions  hereinafter  dis- 
cussed. 

Necessity  for  FaUure  To  Object.   —  The  rule   of  aider  by  verdict  or 
judgment  has  no  application  where  timely  objection  has  been  made 


Mo.  App.  553,  70  S.  W.  386;  Kain  v. 
Kansas  City,  etc.  E.  Co.,  29  Mo.  App. 
53.  Mont. — Daniels  v.  Andes  Ins.  Co., 
2  Mont.  78.  Neb. — Agnew  v.  Pawnee 
City,  79  TSTeb.  603,  113  N.  W.  236; 
Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  ■;;.  Connolly,  77  Neb. 
254,  109  N.  W.  368;>MaTvin  v.  Weider, 
31  Neb.  774,  48  N.  W.  825.  N.  H. 
Colebrook  v.  Merrill,  46  N.  H.  160; 
New  Hampshire  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Walker,  30  N.  H.  324;  Sewall's  Falls 
Bridge  v.  Fisk,  23  N.  H.  171.  N.  J. 
King  V.  Morris,  74  N.  J.  L.  810,  68 
Atl.  162,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  439. 
N.  M. — Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Longwill,  5  N.  M.  308,  21  Pac.  339. 
N.  Y. — Bartlett  v.  Crozier,  17  Johns. 
439,  8  Am.  Dee.  428;  Brown  v.  Har- 
mon, 21  Barb.  508.  N.  D.— Guild  v. 
More,  32  N.  D.  432,  155  N.  W.  44. 
Ore. — Scott  V.  Christenson,  49  Ore.  223, 
89  Pac.  376,  124  Am.  St.  Eep.  1041; 
Madden  v.  Welch,  48  Ore.  199,  86  Pac. 
2;  Hannan  v.  Greenfield,  36  Ore.  97, 
58  P.ac.  888;  Fowler  v.  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.,  35  Ore.  559,  57  Pae.  421.  Pa. 
Waltz  V.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  216  Pa. 
165,  65  Atl.  401;  Mathias  v.  Sellera, 
86  Pa.  486,  27  Am.  Eep.  723;  Milten- 
berger  v.  Sehlegel,  7  Pa.  241;  Miles 
V.  Oldfield,  4  Yeates  423,  2  Am.  Dec. 
412;  Allwein  v.  Brown,  29  Pa.  Super. 
331.  S.  0. — Morgan  v.  Livingston,  2 
Eieh.  li.  573.  Tenn. — Cannon  v.  Phil- 
lips, 2  Sneed  185.  Tex. — Schuster  v. 
Frendenthal,  74  Tex.  53,  11  S.  W.  1051; 
Texarkana,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Toliver,  37 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  437,  84  S.  W.  375. 
Utah. — Harkness  v.  MeClain,  8  Utah 
52,  29  Pac.  964.  Vt.— Pette's  Admr. 
V.  Old  English  State  Quarry,  90  Vt. 
87,  96  Atl.  596;  Needham  v.  McAuley, 
13  Vt.  68;  Morey  v.  Homan,  10  Vt. 
565;  Haselton  v.  Weare,  8  Vt.  480. 
Va.— Chichester  v.  Vass,  1  Call  (5  Va.) 
83,  1  Am.  Dec.  509.  Wash. — Said  v. 
Twin  City  L.  &  T.  Co.,  70  Wash.  585, 
127  Pac.  191;  Inland  Empire  E.  Co.  v. 
McKinley,  48  Wash.  675,  94  Pac.  644. 
W.  Va. — Grass  v.  Big  Creek  Dev.  Co., 
75  W.  Va.  719,  84  S.  E.  750,  L.  E.  A. 
1915E,  1057;  Kirchner  v.  Smith,  61 
W.  Va.  434,  58  S.  E.  614.  Wis.— Young 
V.  Milwaukee  Gas  Light  Co.,  133  Wis. 
9,   113   N.   W.   59;   McKone   v.  Metro- 

Vol.  XXI 


politan  Life  Ins.  Co.,  131  Wis.  243, 
110  N.  W.  472;  Hall  v.  Kitson,  3  Pin. 
296,  4  Chand.  20.  Eng. — Stennel  v. 
Hogg,  1  Saund.  226,  85  Eng.  Eeprint 
244,  note  1. 

[a]  The  expression  "aider  by  ver- 
dict" signifies  that  the  court  will, 
after  a  verdict,  presume  or  intend  that 
the  particular  thing  which  appears  to 
be  defectively  or  imperfectly  stated, 
or  omitted  in  the  pleading  was  duly 
proved  at  the  trial.  Stanley  v.  Whip- 
ple, 2  McLean  35,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,286. 

[b]  The  cause  need  not  be  tried 
before  a  jury  for  this  rule  to  operate, 
it  applies  as  well  when  the  cause  is 
tried  before  a  judge  and  findings  and 
judgment  are  had.  Fla. — Georgia,  F. 
&  A.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Andrews,  61  Fla.  246, 
54  So.  461;  North  American  Ace-  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Moreland,  60  Fla.  153,  53  So. 
635.  Ind. — Charlestown  School  v.  Hay, 
74  Ind.  127.  Ky. — Chesapeake  &  O. 
E.  Co.  V.  WiUiams,  156  Ky.  114,  160 
a.  W.  769,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  347. 
Me. — Emerson  v.  Lakin,  23  Me.  384. 
Ore. — Ferguson  v.  Eeiger,  43  Ore.  505, 
73  Pae.   1040. 

[c]  Failure  To  File  Petition. — After 
having  gone  to  trial  upon  theory  that 
petition  was  duly  filed,  a  defeated 
party  cannot,  after  verdict  against 
him,  be  heard  to  urge  that  there  was 
no  petition  on  file  and  no  cause  pend- 
ing before  the  court.  Heater  v.  Pen- 
rod,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  711,  89  N.  W. 
762. 

[d]  Any  defect  in  pleading  which 
might  have  been  taken  advantage  of 
by  demurrer  (1)  will  not  be  noticed 
after  verdict  or  judgment.  Eagsdale 
V.  Caldwell,  2  How.  (Miss.)  930; 
Whitaker  v.  Comfort,  Walk.  (Miss.) 
421;  Brydia  v.  Piatt,  2  Tyler  (Vt.)  369. 
(2)  Imperfection  in  a  pleading  which 
might  have  been  remedied  by  demur- 
rer or  motion  to  make  more  definite, 
is  cured  by  judgment.  Haygood  v.  Mc- 
Koon,  49  Mo.  77. 

41.  Hoke  V.  Halverstadt,  22  Neb. 
421,  35  N.  W.  «04;  Brown  v.  Harmon, 
21  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  508.  And  see  easej 
cited  in  preceding  note. 
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to  the  defect  or  omission  of  the  pleading,*^  unless  there  is  a  waiver  of 
the  objection  by  pleading  over  and  going  to  trial.*' 

B.  Iereqxjlaeities  and  Formal  Defects  Generally.**  —  Gen- 
erally irregularity  or  informality  in  pleadings  is  cured  by  verdict  or 
judgment,*®  so  all  defects  merely  of  form,*^  clerical  errors  or  omis- 


42.  IT.  S. — Victor  American  Fuel 
Co.  V.  Edison,  237  Fed.  999,  150  C.  C 
A.  649.  Ark. — Bloch  Queensware  Co. 
V.  Metzger,  70  Ark.  232,  65  S.  W.  929. 
Conn. — See  Scott  v.  Scott,  83  Conn. 
634,  78  Atl.  314.  lU.— Hertz  v.  Chi- 
cago, Indiana,  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  154  111. 
App.  80.  Ind.— Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  & 
St.  L.  By.  Co.  V.  Moore,  152  Ind.  345, 
53  N.  E.  290,  44  L.  E.  A.  638;  Eade- 
baugh  V.  Scanlan,  41  Ind.  App.  109,  82 
N.  E.  544;  Pape  v.  Kaough,  23  Ind. 
App.  525,  55  N.  E.  775.  N.  Y.— Steu- 
ben V.  Wood,  24  App.  Div.  442,  48 
N.  T.  Supp.  471.  Ore.— Society  of 
Doukhobors  v.  Heeker,  83  Ore.  65,  162 
Pac.  851.  Tenn. — Cannon  v.  Phillips, 
2  Sneed  185.  W.  Va. — Wright  v. 
Eidgely,  67  W.  Va.  319,  67  S.  E.  787; 
McGlamery  v.  Jackson,  67  W.  Va.  417, 
68  8.  E.  105.  Wyo.— Hazard  Powder 
Co.  V.  Volger,  3  Wyo.  189,  18  Pac. 
636. 

See  Wilson  v.  Hunt's  Admr.,  6  B. 
Mon.  (Ky.)  379,  that  when  a  demurrer 
to  a  declaration  and  pleas  are  filed 
together  and  demurrer  overruled,  and 
issues  made  and  tried  upon  the  pleas 
and  found  for  plaintiff,  if  the  issues 
made  involve  the  fact  omitted  or  de- 
fectively stated  in  the  declaration,  the 
error  of  the  court  in  overruling  the 
demurrer,  will  be  cured  by  the  ver- 
dict. 

43.  See  sv^ra,  X,  C. 

44.  Technical  and  formal  defects  tn 
complalBt,  see  infra,  XII,  D,  2. 

45.  U.  S.— Mine  &  Smelter  Supply 
Co.  V.  Parke  &  Lacy  Co.,  107  Fed.  881, 
47  C.  C.  A.  34;  Eailway  Officials'  & 
Employes'  Aee.  Assn.  v.  Wilson,  100 
Fed.  868,  40  C.  C.  A.  411;  Keener  v. 
Baker,  93  Fed.  377,  35  C.  C.  A.  350. 
Ark.— Eandall  v.  Sanders,  71  Ark.  609, 
77  S.  W.  56.  D.  O.— Chandler  &  Tay- 
lor Co.  V.  Norwood,  14  App.  Cas.  357. 
Ga. — Sanders  v.  Houston  Guano  Co., 
107  Ga.  49,  32  S.  E.  610;  Vale  Eoyal 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Bradley,  8  Ga.  App.  483, 
70  S.  E.  36.  HI. — Drainae-e  Commis- 
sioners V.  Knox,  237  111.  148,  86  N.  E. 
636;  Town  of  Mechanicsburg  v.  Mere- 
dith, 54  111.   84.     la.— WendaU  v.  Os- 
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borne,  63  Iowa  99,  18  N.  W.  709.  Ky. 
Pacific  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Taylor, 
166  Ky.  .323,  179  S.  W.  199;  Kilodyn 
V.  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N.  O.  E.  Co.,  141 
Ky.  237,  132  S.  W.  438;  Winstead  v. 
Hicks,  135  Ky.  154,  121  S.  W.  1018, 
135  Am.  St.  Eep.  446;  Eogers  v.  Fel- 
ton,  98  Ky.  148,  32  S.  W.  _  405  (if 
every  fact  necessary  to  maintain  action 
may  be  fairly  inferred) ;  Hocker  v. 
Davis,  2  Mon.  118.  Me. — Piper  v. 
Goodwin,  23  Me.  251.  Mass. — Avery 
V.  Inhabitants  of  Tyringham,  3  Mass. 
160,  3  Am.  Dec.  105.  Miss.— Noble  v. 
Terrell,  64  Miss.  830,  2  So.  14.  Mo. 
McWhirt  v.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  187 
S.  W.  830;  Maughiman  v.  National 
Ben-Franklin  Ins.  Co.,  196  Mo.  App. 
367,  194  S.  W.  893.  Mont.— Christian- 
sen V.  Aldrich,  30  Mont.  446,  76  Pac. 
1007.  Neb.— Darst  v.  Perfect,  42  Neb. 
574,  60  N.  W.  928.  N.  H.— Eoberts 
V.  Dame,  11  N.  H.  226.  N.  J.— As- 
sociates of  Jersey  Co.  v.  Halsey,  5 
N.  J.  L.  750.  N.  Y.— Bank  of  Utica 
V.  Smedes,  3  Cow.  662;  Brown  v.  Har- 
mon, 21  Barb.  508;  Switzerland  Gen- 
eral Ins.  Co.  V.  New  York  Cent.  & 
H.  E.  E.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  726. 
Ohio.— Hall  v.  Eeed,  17  Ohio  498; 
Smyth  V.  Sprout,  Wright  757.  Ore. 
Childers  v.  Brown,  81  Ore.  1,  158  Pac. 
166;  Farrell  v.  Kirkwood,  69  Ore.  413, 
139  Pac.  110;  Aiken  v.  Coolidge,  12 
Ore.  244,  6  Pac.  712.  -  Pa.^Quiek  v. 
Miller,  103  Pa.  67;  Barber  v.  Erie 
City  Iron  Wks.,  2  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  162. 
Tenn. — Eead  v.  Memphis  Gayoso  Gas 
Co.,  9  Heisk.  545;  Gbodloe  v.  Potts, 
Cooke  399.  Vt. — ^Durrill  v.  Lawrence, 
10  Vt.  517.  Va. — Davis'  Admr.  v.  Mc- 
Mullen's  Admr.,  86  Va.  256,  9  S.  E. 
1095. 

46.  Ala. — Turner  v.  Brown,  9  Ala. 
866;  Garrard  v.  Zachariah,  2  Stew.  410. 
m. — Wallace  v.  Curtiss,  36  111.  156; 
Warren  v.  Harris,  7  111.  307.  Ind. — Eit- 
tenhouse  v.  Knoop,  9  Ind.  App.  126, 
36  N.  E.  384,  formal  defects  that  might 
have  been  cured  by  amendment  rem- 
edied. N.  J. — Associates  of  Jersey  Co. 
r.  Halsey,  5  N.  .T.  L.  750.  N.  Y. 
Bank  of  Utica  v.  Smedes,  3  Cow.  662. 
Vt. — Vadakin  v.  Soper,  1  Aikena  287. 
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sions,*'  surplusage,*'  or  argumentative  pleading,*^  will  be  disregarded. 

C.  Want  or  Informality  op  Issue.""  —  The  failure  to  add  a  sim- 
iliter is  cured  by  verdict  or  judgment,"^  and  a  party  permitting  a 
cause  to  go  to  the  jury  cannot,  after  verdict,  object  that  issue  was 
not  formally  joined.^^  So  too,  informality,^'  or  misjoinder,"*  of  issue 
is  cured  by  verdict  or  judgment. 

D.  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  1.  General  Statement.  —  Gen- 
erally defects  in  a  declaration  or  complaint  which  should  be  taken 


And  see  cases  cited  under  preceding 
note. 

47.  Ala. — Jordan  v.  Bell,  8  Port.  53. 
Ohio. — Smyth  v.  Sprout,  Wright  757. 
Ore.— Wj'att  v.  Wyatt,  31  Ore.  531,  49 
Pac.   855. 

48.  Carroll  V.  Peaks,  1  Pet.  (U.S.) 
18,  7  L.  ed.  34. 

49.  Mills  V.  Larrance,  111  111.  App. 
140;  People  v.  Wa,rner,  4  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
314. 

50.  Failure  to  file  replication,  reply, 
or  rejoinder,  see  infra,  XII,  G,  1. 

61.  Ala. — Eipley  v.  Coolidge,  Minor 
11.  Ark. — Eason  v.  Fisher,  1  Ark.  90. 
lU.— "Walker  v.  Armour,  22  111.  658; 
Hellen  v.  Hellen,  170  lU.  App.  464; 
Strause  1).  Owen  Electric  Belt  &  Ap- 
pliance Co.,  64  111.  App.  435.  Ind. 
Jared  v.  Hill,  1  Blackf.  155.  See  also 
Van  Glaricum  v.  Ward,  1  Blackf.  485. 
Miss. — Harmon  v.  James,  7  Smed.  & 
M.  Ill,  45  Am.  Dec.  296.  Mo.— Hub- 
ible  V.  Patterson,  1  Mo.  392.  Tenn. 
Lowrey  v.  Brown,  3  Sneed  17;  Trabue 
V.  Higden,  4  Coldw.  620.  Vt.— Stone 
V.  Van  Curler,  2  Vt.  115.  W.  Va. 
Weekley  v.  Weekley,  75  W.  Va.  280, 
83  S.  E.  1005;  State  v.  Tinovits,  72 
W.  Va.  531,  78  S.  E.  664;  Baltimore 
&  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Faulkner,  4  W.  Va. 
180. 

See  14  Standard  Pboc.  526. 

52.  Ala. — Hall  v.  Dargan,  4  Ala. 
696;  Abercrombie  v.  Moseley,  9  Port. 
(Ala.)  145,  the  court  saying:  "It  ia 
always  within  the  power  of  the  defend- 
ant or  plaintiff,  to  require  the  plead- 
ings to  be  in  the  regular  form,  and 
they  can  respectively  claim  judgments 
of  non  pros,  or  default,  if  the  regular 
steps  are  omitted.  With  this  right 
completely  in  their  power  on  the  cir- 
cuit, it  is  unjust  that  parties  should 
be  permitted,  after  a  trial,  as  if  an 
issue  was  in  fact  made  up,  and  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury,  to  reverse  the  judg- 
ment for  the  want  of  a  replication  or 
rejoinder."  See  also  Channing  v. 
Caskaden,  Minor  73,  where  new  matter 
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in  bar  of  the  action  was  set  up  in 
a  special  plea  to  which  there  was  no 
replication,'  the  cause  went  to  the  jury 
and  verdict  given  for  plaintiff,  it  was 
held  that  until  the  issue  had  been 
formed  by  the  pleadings  there  was 
nothing  properly  before  the  jury,  and 
the  verdict  was  set  aside.  D.  0. — Car- 
ver V.  O'Neal,  11  App.  Cas.  353.  111. 
Smith  V.  Bellrose,  200  111.  App.  368; 
McConnell  v.  Chicago  Railways  Co., 
199  111.  App.  490;  Supreme  Court  of 
Honor  v.  Barker,  96  111.  App.  490; 
West  Chicago  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Krueger, 
68  111.  App.  450.  Ind.— Stingley  v. 
Second  National  Bank,  42  Ind.  580. 
Ky. — ^Brooks  v.  City  of  Maysville,  151 
Ky.  707,  152  S.  W.  788;  Bell  v.  Row- 
land's Admrs.,  Hard.  301,  3  Am.  Dec. 
729.  Mass. — Whiting  v.  Cochran,  9 
Mass.  532.  Miss. — Chichester  v.  Dag- 
gett, 2  How.  863.  Mo.— St.  Joseph 
Kre  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Harlan,  72  Mo. 
202;  St.  liouis  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eoss,  9 
Mo.  App.  399.  S.  C. — Taylor  v.  Stock- 
dale,  3  McCord  302.  Term. — Brinson  v. 
Smith,  Peck  194.  W.  Va. — Douglass 
V.  Central  Land  Co.,  12  W.  Va.  502; 
Simmons  v.  Trumbo,  9  W.  Va.  358. 

But  see  Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Cof- 
fey, 104  Va.  665,  51  S.  E.  729. 

[a]  Want  of  joinder  of  issue  on  de- 
murrer is  cured  by  verdict.  Eason  v, 
Fisher,  1  Ark.  90. 

53.  Ala.  —  Channing  v.  Caskaden, 
Minor  73;  Malone  v.  Donnally,  Minor 
12.  Ky. — Pringle  v.  Samuels'  Admrs., 
4  Ky.  167;  Bell  v.  Rowland's  Admrs., 
Hard.  30]|,  3  Am4  Dec.  729.  MJo. 
Hubble  V.  Patterson,  1  Mo.  392.  Tenn. 
Brinson  v.  Smith,  Peck  194. 

54.  Ala.  —  Channing  v.  Caskaden, 
Minor  73.  Miss. — Chichester  v.  Dag- 
gett, 2  How.  863.  N.  J. — Associates 
of  Jersey  Co.  v.  Halsey,  5  N.  J.  L. 
750.  Va. — Moore  v.  Mauro,  4  Rand. 
(25  Va.)  488,  misjoinder  of  issue  is 
not  fatal  after  a  verdict,  and  it  being 
stated  in  record  that  issue  was  joined. 
W.  Va. — Huffman  v.  Aldersou's  Admr., 
9  W,  V«i.  616. 
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adyantage  of  by  demurrer  or  motion  will  be  cured  by  verdict  or  judg- 
ment,"' subject  to  the  limitation  hereinafter  stated  that  generally  the 
failure  to  state  a  cause  of  action  may  not  be  so  cured.** 

2.  Technical  and  Formal  Defects  Generally.  —  Defects  in  form  of 
the  complaint  or  declaration  will  be  cured  by  verdict  or  judgment.*' 
Thus  the  failure  to  recite  the  nature  of  the  action,*'  clerical  errors,'* 
lack  of  formal  introduction  or  conclusion,'"  ambiguity  and  repug- 
nancy,"^ alleging  facts  inferentially  and  not  by  positive  allegations,*'^ 
surplusage,"'  indefiniteness,  uncertainty,  or  obscurity,"*  argumentative 


55.  Ind. — ^Parneman  v.  Mt.  Pleasant 
Cemetery  Assn.,  135  Ind.  344,  35  N.  E. 
271;  Vawter  v.  Ohio  &  M.  E.  Co.,  14 
Ind.  174.  la. — Crossen  v.  White,  19 
Iowa  J.09,  87  Am.  Dee.  420;  Rivereau 
V.  St.  Ament,  3  G.  Gr.  118.  Md.— Gent 
V.  Cole,  38  Md.  110.  Mich. — Kean  v. 
Mitchell,  13  Mich.  207.  Neb.— See 
Darstr.  Perfect,  42  Neb.  574,  60  N. 
W.  928.  Pa.  —  Stone  v.  Furry,  Add. 
114. 

See  cases  cited  supra,  X,  A;  XII,  A. 

[a]  Defects  which  may  be  reached 
by  special  demnrrer  cured  by  verdict. 
Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Seitz,  4  Watts 
&  S.   (Pa.)   273. 

56.  See  infra,  XII,  D,  5,  c. 

57.  V.  S. — Bank  of  Metropolis  v. 
Gnttsehliek,  14  Pet.  19,  10  L.  ed.  335; 
Mine  &  Smelter  Supply  Co.  v.  Parke 
&  Lacy  Co.,  107  Fed.  881,  47  C.  C.  A. 
34;  Railway  Officials'  &  Employes' 
Ace.  Assn.  V.  Wilson,  100  Fed.  368,  40 
C.  C.  A.  411;  Tryon  v.  White,  Pet.  C. 
C.  96,  24  Fed..  Cas.  No.  14,208.  Ala. 
Hill  V.  McNeil,  6  Port.  29.  Cal. 
Fudickar  v.  East  Riverside  Irr.  Dist., 
109  Cal.  29,  41  Pac.  1024.  Ind.— Louis- 
ville, N.  A.  &  C.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Peck,  99 
Ind.  68;  Montieello  v.  Kennard,  7  Ind. 
App.  135,  34  N.  E.  454.  la.— Shaw  v. 
Gordon,  2  G.  Gr.  376.  Ky.— Hill  v. 
Ragland,  114  Ky.  209,  70  S.  W.  634; 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Simpson's 
Admr.,  23  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1075,  64  S.  W. 
750.  Me. — Piper  v.  Goodwin,  23  Me. 
251.  Minn. — Marsh  v.  Webber,  13  Minn. 
109.  Mo. — Seckinger  v.  Philibert  & 
Johanning  Sffg.  Co.,  129  Mo.  590,  31 
S.  W.  957;  Salmon  Falls  Bank  v.  Lej- 
ser,  116  Mo.  51,  22  S.  W.  504.  Mont. 
Christiansen  v.  Aldrich,  30  Mont.  446, 
76  Pac.  1007.  Neb. — American  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Landfare,  56  Neb.  482,  76 
N.  W.  1068;  Hoke  v.  Halverstadt,  22 
Neb.  421,  35  N.  W.  204.  N.  H.— Rob- 
erts V.  Dame,  11  N.  H.  226.  Ohio. 
Nelson  v.  Ford,  5  Ohio  473.  Ore. — ^Fer- 
guson V.  Eeiger,  43  Ore.  505,  73  Pae. 


1040;  Currey  v.  Butcher,  37  Ore.  380, 
61  Pae.  631;  Wyatt  v.  Wyatt,  31  Ore. 
531,  49  Pac.  855.  Pa. — Bast  Union  v. 
Comrey,  100  Pa.  362;  Robinson  v. 
English,  34  Pa.  324;  Leckey  v.  Bloser, 
24  Pa.  401;  Hamilton  v.  Frederick,  4 
Yeates  129.  Va. — Scott  v.  Dameron'a 
Admr.,  32  S.  E.  415. 

58.  Tankersley  v,  Silburn,  Minor 
(Ala.)   185. 

59.  Leckey  v.  Bloser,  24  Pa.  401. 
See  supra,  XII,  B. 

60.  Ala. — Malone  v.  Donnally,  Minor 
12.  Ohio. — Nelson  v.  Ford,  5  Ohio 
473.  Va. — Carthrae  v.  Clarke,  5  Leigh 
(32  Va.)  268;  Eppes'  Admrs.  v.  Smith, 
4  Miinf.  (18_Va.)  466. 

61.  lU.— La  Salle  v.  Porterfield,  138 
HI.  114,  27  N.  E.  937.  Ind.— Dicker- 
son  v.  Hays,  4  Blackf.  44.  la. — Conn- 
yers  v.  Sioux  City  &  P.  Ry.  Co.,  78 
Iowa  410,  43  N.  W.  267.  Miss.— Poin- 
dexter  v.  Turner,  Walk.  349.  N.  J. 
Farwell  v.  Smith,  16  N.  J.  L.  133. 

62.  Bvansville  &  T.  H.  E.  Co.  «. 
Willia,  80  Ind.  225. 

63.  Marshall  v.  White,  Harp.  (S.  C.) 
122. 

64.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Virgin, 
1  Pet.  C.  C.  7,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,625. 
Ala. — ^Bradfield  v.  Patterson,  106  Ala. 
397,  17  So.  536;  Broughton  v.  Governor, 
7  Ala.  561.  Cal. — Cronise  v.  Carghill, 
4  Cal.  120.  Conn. — Brockett  v.  Fair 
Haven  &  W.  R.  Co.,  73  Conn.  428,  47 
Atl.  763;  Dickinson  v.  Harrison,  1  Day 
10.  Ga.— Dotterer  v.  Harden,  88  Ga. 
145,  13  8.  E.  971.  lU.— Shrefler  v. 
Nadelhoffer,  133  111.  536,  25  N.  E.  630, 
23  Am.  St.  Rep.  626.  Ind. — Garard  v. 
Garard,  135  Ind.  15,  34  N.  E.  442, 
809;  Smith  v.  Flack,  95  Ind.  116; 
Puett  V.  Beard,  86  Ind.  104;  Hunting- 
ton V.  Mendenhall,  73  Ind.  460;  Tyr- 
rell V.  Loekhart,  3  Blaekf.  136.  la. 
Shuck  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  Co., 
73  Iowa  333,  35  N.  W.  429.  Kan. 
Mitchell  V.  Milhoan,  11  Kan.  617.  Ky. 
Dunekake  v,  Beyer,  25  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
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allegations,  allure  to  make  profert,"  legal  conclusions,*'  the  fail- 
ure to  file  an  exhibit,*^  or  a  mere  specific  bill  of  particulars,^"  failure 
to  verify  a  pleading,'"  or  to  indorse  thereon  the  time  of  filing,'^  in  the 
absence  of  timely  objection,  will  be  cured  by  verdict  or  judgment. 

3.  Form  of  Action.  —  Generally  a  mistake  as  to  the  form  of  action 
is  cured  by  verdict  or  judgment.'^  That  an  action  on  a  judgment  is 
in  assumpsit  instead  of  debt,'^  or  that  an  action  is  styled  trespass 
when  it  should  be  trespass  on  the  case,'*  is  immaterial  after  judgment. 

4.  Several  Counts  or  Causes  of  Action.  —  a.  When  Some  Counts 
Bad.  —  Where  one  or  more  of  several  counts  are  bad,  but  the  declara- 
tion or  complaint  contains  a  good  count,  the  defect  is  cured  by  a  gen- 
eral verdict,  there  being  no  objection  prior  to  verdict,"'  and  a  de- 


2001,  79  S.  W.  209;  Wilson  v.  Smith, 
18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  927,  38  S.  W.  870; 
Keubler  v.  Taylor,  15  Ky.  L.  Kep. 
334.  Md. — Giles  v.  Ferryman,  1  Har. 
&  G.  164.  Mass.- — Richardson  v.  East- 
man, 12  Mass.  505;  Livermore  v,  BoB- 
well,  4  Mass.  437.  Mich. — Shaw  v. 
Chicago  &  G.  T.  Ey.  Co.,  123  Mieh.  629, 
82  N.  W.  618,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  230,  49 
L.  E.  A.  308.  Minn.— Kich  v.  Eich,  12 
Minn.  468.  Mo. — Keaton  v.  Keaton, 
74  Mo.  App.  174;  Alter  v.  Prick,  62 
Mo.  App.  453.  Neb. — Bennett  v.  Ben- 
nett, 65  Neb.  432,  91  N.  W.  409,  96 
N.  W.  994;  A.merican  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Landfare,  56  Neb.  482,  76  N.  W.  1068. 
N.  M. — Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Longwill,  5  N.  M.  308,  21  Pac.  339. 
Pa. — Sauerman  v.  Weekerly,  17  Serg. 
&  E.  116.  S.  C— Blythe's  Exrs.  v. 
Marsh,  1  McCord  360.  Va^— Hall  v. 
Smith,  3  Munf.  550. 

[a]  Complaint  containing  blanks 
for  sums  of  money  or  number  of  art- 
icles^ sufficient  after  verdict.  Pa. 
Sauerman  v.  Weekerly,  17  Serg.  &  E. 
116.  S.  0. — Blythe's  Exrs.  v.  Marsh, 
1  McCord  360.  Va.— Hall  v.  Smith,  3 
Munf.  (17  Va.)  550. 

65.  Mills  V.  Larrance,  111  111.  App. 
140. 

66.  Ala. — Dinsmore  v.  Austill,  Minor 
89.  Ark. — Ex  parte  Jones,  20  Ark.  35. 
Ky. — Francis  v.  Hazlerig's  Exrs.,  1  A. 
K.  Marsh.  93.  Ohio. — Howe  v.  Daw- 
son, Tapp.  201. 

67.  Jenkins  v.  Eice,  84  Ind.  342. 
But  see  5  Standard  Peoo.  226. 

68.  Owen  School  Twp.  v.  Hay,  107 
Ind.  351,  8  N.  E.  220;  Galvin  v.  Wool- 
len, 66  Ind.  464;  Darnall  v.  Simpkins, 
10  Ind.  App.  469,  38  N.  E.  219.  Sea 
also  Eairden  v.  Winstandley,  99  Ind. 
600;  Bank  of  Louisiana  v.  Ballard,  7 
How.   (Miss.)   371. 

69.  Davis  «.  Jenkins.   14  Ind.   572; 
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Lewiston  Steam  Mill  Co.  ■».  Easter,  78 
Me.  107,  2  Atl.  882. 

70.  Ark. — Eandall  v.  Sanders,  71 
Ark.  609,  77  S.  W.  56.  Ind.— Decker 
V.  Gilbert,  80  Ind.  107.  Ind.  Ter. 
Long-Bell  Lumber  Co.  v.  Thomas,  1 
Jnd.  Ter.  225,  40  S.  W.  773.  Ky. 
Harris  v.  Eay,  15  B.  Mpn.  628.  Neb. 
Hershiser  v.  Delone,  24  Neb.  380,  38 
N.  W.  863;  Trumble  v.  Williams,  18 
Neb.  144,  24  N.  W.  716.  Pa.— Carl 
V.  Com.,  9  Serg.  &  E.  63.  Tex.— Wedg- 
worth  V.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178 
8.  W.  641.  Va.— Hicks  v.  Goode,  12 
Leigh  (39  Va.)   479,  37  Am.  Dec.  677. 

71.  Miller  v.  Foley,  4  Bibb  (Ky.) 
200;  Fanning  v.  Fly,  2  Coldw.  (Tenn.) 
486. 

72.  U.  S. — Carson  v.  Hood's  Exrs., 
4  Dall.  108,  1  L.  ed.  762.  111.— See 
Pearce  v.  Poote,  113  111.  228,  55  Am. 
Eep.  414.  Ky. — McClelland  v.  Strong, 
Hard.  522.  See  also  Wicklifife  v.  San- 
ders, 6  Mon.  296.  Mich. — Sterling  v. 
Jackson,  69  Mich.  488,  87  N.  W.  845, 
13  Am.  St.  Eep.  405;  Potter  v.  Brown. 
35  Mich.  274.  Minn. — Marsh  v.  Web- 
ber, 13  Minn.  109.  Miss. — Noble  v. 
TerreU,  64  Miss.  830,  2  So.  14;  Bi:eck 
V.  Smith,  44  Miss.  690;  Bone  v.  Me- 
Ginley,  7  How.  671.  Mo.— See  Shelton 
V.  Franklin,  224  Mo.  342,  123  S.  W. 
1084,  135  Am.  St.  Eep.  537.  Va. 
Boyles'  Admr.  v.  Overby,  11  Gratt. 
(52  Va.)  202;  Cleek  v.  Haines,  2  Eand. 
(23  Va.)   440. 

73.  Bone  v.  McGinley,  7  How, 
(MisB.)   671. 

74.  Satterthwaite  v.  Morgan,  3  N. 
J.  L.  962. 

75.  Ala. — Thirman  v.  Matthews,  1 
Stew.  384.  Ga. — See  Bradshaw  v.  Per- 
due, 12  Ga.  510.  lU. — Gebbie  v.  Moonej', 
121  111.  255,  12  N.  E.  472;  Barry  v. 
Mackey,  66  111.  164;  Chicago  &  E. 
I.   R.    Co,    V.    Snedaker,   122   111.    App. 
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fault  judgment  upon  two  counts  for  the  same  cause  of  action  will  not 
be  disturbed  because  one  of  the  counts  is  insufficient.'* 

b.  Misjoinder  of.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  misjoinder  of  several 
counts  or  causes  of  action  is  cured  by  verdict  or  judgment,''  but  in 
other  states  it  is  not  so  cured.'* 

5.  Averments  as  to  Particular  Matters.  —  a.  Generally.  —  In  the 
application  of  the  doctrine  of  aider  by  verdict  to  specific  matters  the 
general  principles  and  rules  already  discussed"  are  followed,  but  not 
always  with  wholly  harmonious  results.*" 

b.  Venue.  —  The  failure  to  properly  lay  the  venue  of  an  action  is 
generally  cured  by  verdict  or  judgment  after  trial  in  the  proper 
place.*^ 

c.  Statement,  of  Title  or  Bight  of  Action  Generally.  —  A  defective 
statement  of  plaintiff's  title  or  right  will  generally  be  cured  by  ver- 


262.  Ind. — Tomlinson  v.  Hamilfcfh,  27 
Ind.  139;  Findley  v.  Buchanan,  1 
Blackf.  12.  Ky. — Stoekdon  v.  Bayless, 
2  Bibb  60.  Md. — Huffier  v.  Miller,  74 
Md.  454,  22  Atl.  205.  Mass. — Payson 
V.  Whitcomb,  15  Pick.  212.  Miss. 
Scott  V.  Peebles,  2  Smed.  &  M.  546. 
N.  J. — See  Harrison  v.  Newkirkj  20 
N.  J.  L.  176. 

[a]  See,  however,  Needham  v.  Me- 
Auley,  13  Vt.  68,  that  where  there  is 
a  general  verdict  and  one  count  is  in- 
sufficient, the  judgment,  on  motion, 
must  be  arrested. 

76.  Mullaly  v.  Holden,  123  Mass. 
583. 

77.  Colo.— Possell  v.  Smith,  39  Colo. 
127,  88  Pac.  1064.  Mich.— See  Schafer 
V.  Boyce,  41  Mich.  256,  2  N.  W.  1. 
Mo. — Yates  v.  Kimmel,  5  Mo.  87 
(while  counts  cannot  be  joined  in  one 
of  which  plaintiff  sues  as  administra- 
trix and  the  other  sues  in  her  indi- 
vidual capacity,  this  misjoinder  is 
cured  by  verdict) ;  Tenzer  v.  Gilmore, 
114  Mo.  App.  210,  89  S.  W.  341;  Wal- 
ters V.  Hamilton,  75  Mo.  App.  237. 
N.  y.— Lovett  V.  Pell,  22  Wend.  369, 
misjoinder  of  counts  by  adding  a  count 
in  assumpsit  to  one  in  covenant,  will 
be  cured  by  verdict.  See,  however, 
Cooper  V.  Bissell,  16  Johns.  146.  Ohio. 
Nimocks  v.  Inks,  17  Ohio  596;  Brat- 
ton  V.  Smith,  2  Ohio  Dec.  360. 

[a]  Joinder  of  counts  ex  contractu 
and  6x  delicto  cured  where  all  ques- 
tions of  contract  were  withdrawn  and 
jury  instructed  to  consider  tort  alone. 
Barber  v.  Erie  City  Iron  Wks.,  2  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  162. 

78.  Conn. — Phelps  v.  Hurd,  31  Conn. 
444,  joinder  of  counts  in  book  debt 
and  assumpsit  not  cured  by  report  of 


auditor  and  its  acceptance  and  defect 
may  be  reached  by  motion  in  arrest 
of  judgment.  See  also  Whipple  v. 
Fuller,  11  Conn.  582,  29  Am.  Dec.  330. 
m.— DalBon  V.  Bradbury,  50  111.  82 
(joinder  of  count  in  case  with  one  in 
trespass  may  be  availed  of  by  motion 
in  arrest  or  on  error) ;  Cruikshank  v. 
Brown,  10  111.  75,  joinder  of  debt  and 
assumpsit  not  cured  by  verdict.  Ky. 
Louisville  &  Portland  Canal  Co.  v. 
Eowan,  4  Dana  606,  misjoinder  of  con- 
tract and  tort  not  cured  by  a  ver- 
dict upon  the  whole  declaration.  Mass. 
See  Heminway  v.  Saxton,  3  Mass.'  222. 

[a]  A  misjoinder  of  counts  upon 
which  the  same  judgment  cannot  be 
rendered,  may  be  assigned  for  error 
and  is  not  cured  by  verdict.  111. 
Selby  V.  Hutchinson,  9  111.  319.  N.  Y. 
Cooper  V.  Bissell,  16  Johns.  146.  Vt. 
See  Wilson  Bros.  Garage  v.  Larrow,  90 
Vt.  413,  98  Atl.  902. 

[b]  A  statutory  action  for  treble 
damages  cannot  be  joined  with  com- 
mon-law action  for  single  damages, 
for  the  bringing  of  vexatious  suits,  and 
the  defect  is  not  cured  by  verdict. 
Whipple  V.  Fuller,  11  Conn.  582,  29 
Am.  Dee.  330. 

79.  See  supra,  this  section. 

80.  See  infra,  this  section,  and  1 
Chit.   PI.   712. 

81.  XJ.  S. — Crittenden  v.  Davis, 
Hempst.  96,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,393b. 
Fla. — See  Edwards  v.  Union  Bank,  1 
Fla.  136.  Ky. — Tarlton  v.  Briscoe,  4 
Bibb  73.  Mo. — Kronski  v.  Missouri 
Pac.  Ky.  Co.,  77  Mo.  362;  Duncan  v. 
Oliphant,  59  Mo.  App.  1.  Pa. — Nagle 
V.   Nagle,   3   Grant   Cas.   155. 

[a]  In  transitory  actions,  failure  to 
properly  lay   venue  is   cured  by   ver- 
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diet  or  judgment,'^  but  a  total  failure  to  aver  plaintiff's  title  or  right 
in  the  premises  will  not  be  so  eured,*^  and  while  a  defective  state- 
ment of  a  title  will  be  cured,  a  statement  of  a  defective  title  is  not 
aided.'*  In  other  words,  a  complaint  or  declaration  which  by  fair 
implication  states  a  good  cause  of  action  though  imperfectly  or 
defectively,  is  good  after  verdict,  in  the  absence  of  previous 
objection,'^    but    generally    the    failure     of     a     declaration,     com- 


diot.     Barlow  v.  Garrow,  Minor  (ALa.) 

82.  XT.  S. — Gray  v.  James,  Pet.  C. 
C.  476,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,719;  Dob- 
son  V.  Campbell,  1  Sumn.  319,  7  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  3,945.  Ala. — ^Payne  v.  Mar- 
tin, 1  Stew.  407.  Cal. — Cortelyou  v. 
Jon^s,  132  Cal.  131,  64  Pae.  119; 
Irish  V.  Sunderhaus,  122  Cal.  308,  54 
Pac.  1113.  See  also  Bane  v.  Peerman, 
125  Cal.  220,  57  Pae.  885.  Conn. 
Seery  v.  City  of  Waterbury,  82  Conn. 
567,  74  Atl.  908,  25  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
681;  Treadway  v.  Andrews,  20  Conn. 
384;  Eussell  v.  Blade,  12  Conn.  455. 
Ga. — Klassing  v.  Pavlovski,  134  Ga. 
815,  68  S.  E.  614.  111.— Western  Screw 
Co.  V.  Johnson,  86  111.  App.  89;  Libby, 
McNeil  &  Libby  v.  Scherman,  50  111. 
App.  123.  Ind. — Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v. 
"Wilson,  132  Ind.  449,  25  N.  E.  592; 
Hatfield  v.  Miller,  123  Ind.  463,  24 
N.  E.  330;  Cleaveland  v.  Vajen,  76 
Ind.  146.  Ky. — Henry  Clay  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Barkley,  160  Ky.  153,  169  S.  "W. 
747;  United  States  Mail  Line  Co.  v. 
CarroUton  Furniture  Mfg.  Co.,  101  Ky. 
658,  42  S.  W.  342;  Coleman  v.  Croys- 
dale,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  541;  Hall  v.  Eob- 
erts,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2362,  74  S.  W. 
199;  Slusher  v.  Kinnaird,  18  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  744,  38  S.  W.  134.  Me.— L^ne 
V.  Main«  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  12  Me. 
44,  28  Am.  Dee.  150.  Mo.— State  v. 
Webster,  53  Mo.  135;  Dougherty  v. 
German-American  Ins.  Co.,  67  Mo.  App. 
526.  N.  Y.— Eidell  v.  New  York  Cent. 
&  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  73  N.  Y.  618;  Bayley 
V.  Onondaga  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  6 
Hill  476,  41  Am.  Dec.  759.  See  also 
People  V.  Fields,  1  Lans.  222.  Ore. 
McKay  v.  Musgrove,  15  Ore.  162,  13 
Pac.  770.  Pa. — Good  v.  Harnish,  13 
Serg.  &  E.  99,  that  a  declaration  in 
trover  for  rye,  stating  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  lawfully  possessed  of  the  rye, 
which  he  lost,  and  which  came  to  the 
hands  of  the  defendant,  by  finding,  and 
that  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the 
said  rye  to  be  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  converted  it, .  is  a  sufllcient 
allegation  that  it  was  the  property  of 
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the  plaintiff,  after  verdict.  Si  C. 
Craven  v.  Eose,  3  S.  C.  72.  Tex. 
Loungeway  v.  Hale,  73  Tex.  495,  11 
S.  W.  537;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co. 
«.  Eeagan,  34  S.  W.  796.  Vt. — Curtis 
V.  Burdick,  48  Vt.  166.  Va.— Wood-' 
ford's  Heirs  v.  Pendleton,  1  Hen.  & 
M.  (11  Va.)  303. 

[a]  "It  may  be  laid  down  as  a 
general  rule,  that  a  declaration  ought 
always  to  show  a  title  in  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  with  convenient  certainty. 
.  .  .If  his  title  depends  upon  the 
performance  of  certain  acts,  he  %iust 
affirm  the  performance  of  those  acts. 
If  enough  is  stated  to  show  title  in 
the  plaintiff,  and  with  sufficient  cer- 
tainty to  enable  the  court  to  give 
judgment,  but  with  less  certainty  than 
the  case  admitted  of,  and  which  for 
the  purpose  of  notice  to  the  adverse 
party,  or  otherwise,  ought  to  have  been 
stated,  the  defect,  is  cured  by  verdict. 
The  court  will  presume  that  all  such 
omissions  were  supplied,  and  obscurities 
explained,  at  the  trial,  by  the  evidence 
given  to  the  jury."  Gray  v.  James, 
Pet.  C.  C.  476,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,71 9. 

83.  Ark. — Sevier  v.  Holliday,  2 
Ark.  512.  Conn.' — Eussell  v.  Slade,  12 
Conn.  455.     Mass. — Carlisle  v.  Weston, 

1  Mete.  26,  complaint  in  trespass  de 
bonis  asportatis  is  bad  even  after  ver- 
dict if  there  is  no  averment  that  the 
goods  were  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff, or  that  they  had  any  possession, 
or  right  of  possession,  at  the  time  of 
the  taking.    Mo. — Melton  v.  McDonald, 

2  Mo.  45,  22  Am.  Dec.  437;  BeneiTict 
&  Burnham  Mfg.  Co  •».  Jones,  6P  M.O. 
App.  219. 

84.  Western  Screw  Co.  v.  Johnson, 
86  111.  App.  89;  Libby,  McNeil  & 
Libby  v.  Scherman,  50  111.  App.  123. 

85.  U.  S.— Palmer  d.  Arthur,  131  U. 
S.    60,    9    Sup.     Ct.     649,     33     L.     ed. 

i  87;  In  r-e  First  Nat.  Bank,  153 
Fed.  64,  81  C.  C.  A.  260;  World's 
\  Columbian  Exposition  Co.  v.  Ee- 
'  public  of  France,  91  Fed.  64,  33  0. 
,  C.  A.  333.  Ala.— Georgia  Pac.  Ey.  Co. 
'  <o.  Propst,  90  Ala.  1,  7  So.  635.    Ark. 
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plaint  or  equivalent  pleading  to  state    a    cause    of    action    by    ex- 
press averment  or  reasonable  inference  or  intendment,  is  not  cured  by 


St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Wynne 
Hoop   &    Cooperage    Co.,   81   Ark.    373, 
99    S.    W.    375;    HolleviUe    v.    Patrick, 
14     Ark.     208.        Cal. — Christensen     v. 
Cram,    156    Cal.    633,     105     Pae.     950; 
Schmidt  v.  Market  St.  &  W.  G.  E.  Co., 
90    Cal.    37,    27    Pae.    61;     People    v. 
Eains,    23    Cal.    127.     See    also    Dillon 
V.  Cross,  5  Cal.  App.  766,  91  Pao.  439. 
Colo. — Wilcox    V.    Jamieson,    20    Colo. 
158,  36  Pae.  902.     Coim. — Whitlock  v. 
Uhle,  75  Conn.  423,  53  Atl.   891;   Eus- 
sell   V.   Slade,   12    Conn.   455;    Bulkley 
V.   Storer,   2   Day   531.     D.   0. — Wash- 
ington &  Georgetown  E.  Co.  v.  Hickey, 
5  App.  Cas.  436.     Ga. — Eeid  v.  Hearn, 
127   Ga.    117,   56    S.    E.    129;    Moss   v. 
Fortson,   99    Ga.    496,    27    S.     E.     745; 
Eoyal  V.  McPhail,  97  Ga.  457,  25  S.  E. 
512.  ■  Idaho. — The  Mode,  Ltd.  v.  Myers, 
164    Pae.    91.      111.— IlUnois    Cent.     E. 
Co.   V.   Treat,    179   111.    576,   54   N.    E. 
290;    Marquette    Third   Vein    Coal    Co. 
V.   Dielie,   110    111.    App.    684;    Knisely 
V.  Brown,  95  111.  App.  516;   Cleveland, 
C,   C.   &  St.  L.  E.   Co.  V.   Chinsky,  92 
111.   App.    50.      Ind. — Burkett   v.    Hole- 
man,   104   Ind.    6,   3   N.    E.    406;    Mur- 
phy V.   Miirphy,   95   Ind.   430;   Jenkins 
V.  Eice,  84  Ind.   342;   Evansville   &  T. 
H.  E.   Co.  V.  Willi's,  80   Ind.   225;   Me- 
Anineh  v.  Hamilton,   1   Ind.   App.  429, 
27    N.    E.    719.      Ind.    Ter. — Long-Bell 
Lumber    Co.    v.    Thomas,    1    Ind.    Ter. 
225,  40  S.  W.  773.     Ky.— Western  As- 
surance  Co.   V.   Eay,   105   Ky.    523,  49 
S.    W.    326;    Hall    v.    Eoberts,    24    Ky. 
L.  Eep.  2362,  74  S.  W.  199;  Banks  v. 
Collins,  19   Ky.  L.  Eep.  46,  39   S.    W. 
519;    Slusher   v.   -Kinnaird,    18    Ky.    L. 
Eep.  744,  38  S.  W.  134.    La.— See  Mor- 
ris   V.    St.    Bernard    Cypress    Co.,    140 
La.    511,    73    So.    345.      Me.— Emerson 
V.   Lakin,   23   Me.    384.     Md.— Gent   v. 
Cole,   38   Md.   HO.     Mass.— Crocker  v. 
Gilbert,  9  Cush.  131.    -Mich.— Hunn  v. 
Michigan   Cent.   E.   Co.,  78   Mich.   513, 
44   N.    W.   502,    7   L.    E.   A.    500;    De- 
lashman  v.  Berry,  21  Mich.  516.    Minn. 
McElrath  v.  McElrath,,  120  Minn.  380, 
139   N.  W.   708,  44  L.   E.   A.    (N.   S.) 
505;  Hurd  v.  Simonton,  10  Minn.  423. 
Miss. — See  Hamer   v.   Eigby,   65  Miss. 
41,   3    So.   137;    Poindexter   v.   Turner, 
Walk.   349.     Mo. — Salmon   Falls  Bank 
V.  Leyser,  116  Mo.   51,  22  S.   W.   504; 
State  V.  Williams,  77  Mo.  463;   Mpell- 
ntian  v.  Giezo-Henselmeier  Lumber  Co., 
134    Mo.    App.   485,    114    S.    W.    1023; 


Murphy  v.  North  British  &  Merc.  Ins. 
Co.,  70  Mo.  App.  78;  Clark  v.  Fairley, 
24  Mo.  App.  429.  Mont.— See  Moss 
V.  Goodhart,  47  Mont.  257,.  131  Pao. 
1071.  Neb.— Brown  v.  Helsley,  2  Neb. 
(Unof.)  69,  96  N.  W.  187.  N.  J.— See 
Farwell  v.  Smith,  16  N.  J.  L.  133. 
N.  M. — State  Bank  of  Commerce  v. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  19  N.  M.  211, 
142  Pae.  156,  L.  E.  A.  1915A,  120. 
N.  D. — Wyldes  v.  Patterson,  24  N.  D. 
218,  139  N.  W.  577.  Ohio.— Erwin  v. 
Shaffer,  9  Ohio  St.  43,  72  Am.  Dec. 
613.  Ore. — Brown  v.  Lewis,  50  Ore. 
358,  92  Pae.  1058;  Hannan  v.  Green- 
field, 36  Ore.  97,  58  Pae.  888;  David 
V.  Waters,  11  Ore.  448,  5  Pae.  748. 
See  also  Turner  v.  Corbett,  9  Ore. 
79.  Pa. — Schlo'sser  v.  Brown,  17  Serg. 
&  E.  250.  K.  I.— Barber  v.  James,  21 
E.  I.  279,  43  Atl.  101.  S.  C.^Simp- 
Bon  V.  vaughan,  2  Strob.  32.  Tex. 
De  Witt  V.  Miller's  Admr.,  9  Tex.  239; 
Western   Union   Tel.   Co.   v.   MoHenry, 

3  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.,  §9.  Utah.— Man- 
gum  V.  Bullion,'  Beck  &  Champion  Min. 
Co.,  15  Utah  534,  50  Pao.  834.  Vt. 
Lawson  v.  Crane  &  Hall,  83  Vt.  115, 
74  Atl.  641.  Va.— City  of  Eichmond 
V.  MoCormack,  120  Va.  552,  91  S.  E. 
767;  Scott  v.  Dameron's  Admr.,  32 
S.  E.  415.  Wash. — JohuHon  v.  Eyan, 
62  Wash.  60,  112  Pao.  1114.  W.  Va. 
HoUiday^'s  Exrs.  v.  Myers,  11  W.  Va. 
276.  Wis.— Blaikie  v.  Griswold,  10 
Wis.  293.  See  also  Eichards  v.  Land 
&  Eiver  Imp.  Co.,  99  Wis.  625,  75 
N.  W.  401.  Wyo.— Hudson  Coal  Co. 
V.  Hauf,  18   Wyo.  425,  109  Pae.  21. 

[a]     Illustrations    of    defects    cured. 

(1)  Declaration  that  defendant  was 
indebted  to  plaintiff  for  money  had 
and  received  without  stating  "to 
plaintiff's  use,"  good  after  verdict. 
Judson    V.    Eslava,    Minor     (Ala.)     2, 

(2)  Omission  to  allege  delivery  in  a 
suit  on  a  bond.     Garcia  v.  Satrustegui, 

4  Cal.  244.  (3)  In  assumpsit  against 
a  town  for  the  maintenance  of  one 
of  its  paupers,  omission  to  aver  the 
giving  of  notice  of  plaintiff's  demand 
to  the  defendant.  Spencer  v.  Overton, 
1  Day  (Conn.)  183.  (4)  A  declaration 
in  an  action  of  debt,  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered  is  good,  after  verdict, 
although  the  words  "at  his  special  in- 
stance and  request"  are  omitted.  Dur- 
rill  V.  Lawrence,  10  Vt.  517. 
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Terdiet  or  judgment.'*     However,  if  the  issue  joined    be    such    as 
necessarily  required  proof  of  the  facts  imperfectly  stated  or  omitted, 


86.    U.   S.— City  of  Pontiae   v.   Tal- 
bot Pav.  Co.,  94  Fed.  65,  36  C.  C.  A.  I 
88,   48   L.   B.   A.   326;    World's  Colum-  1 
iDian   Exposition    Co.    v.    Eepublie    of 
Prance,  91  Fed.   64,   33   C.   C.   A.   333. 
Ark.— De  Loach  Mill  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bon-  | 
ner,  64  Ark.  510,  43  S.  W.  504;  Knight  I 
V.   Sharp,   24   Ark.   602.     Cal.— Bell   v. 
Thompson,  147   Cal.   689,  82  Pae.   327;  i 
Buckman    v.    Hatch,    139    Cal.    53,    72 
Pae.   445:   Eichards   v.   Travelers'   Ins.  ; 
Co.,  80  Cal.  505,  22  Pae.  939;   Barron  I 
v.   Prink,    30   Cal.   486.      Colo. — Nix    v.  I 
Miller,    26    Colo.    203,    57     Pae.     1084;  j 
Rhodes  v.    Hutehins,   10    Colo.   258,   15  ; 
Pae.  329.     See  also  Park  County  Comrs. 
T.    Locke,   2    Colo.   App.    508,   31    Pae.  ; 
351.     Conn. — Daly   v.   New   Haven,   69 
Conn.    644,    38    Atl.    397;    MeCune    v.  \ 
Norwich   City   Gas   Co.,   30    Conn.   521,  | 
79   Am.   Dee!   278;   Ives  v.   Goshen,   63 
Conn.  79,  26  Atl.  845;  Bussell  v.  Slade,  ' 
12    Conn.    455.      D.    C. — Washington    &  i 
Georgetown  E.   Co.  v.  Hickey,  5  App.  ' 
Cas.  436.     Fla.— Florida  Cent.  &  P.  R.  ' 
Co.    V.    Ashmore,   43    Fla.    272,    32    So. 
832.     m.— Sargent  Co.  v.  Baubliff,  215 
111.    428,   74   N.    B.   455;    Illinois   Steel 
Co.  V.  Stonevick,  199  111.  122,  64  N.  B. 
1014;  McLean  County  Coal  Co.  v.  Long, 
91  111.  617;  Funk  v.  Piper,  50  HI.  App. 
163.     Ind. — Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Duke,  75 
Tnd.   535;  Indianapolis  &  C.  E.   Co.   v. 
D.avis,  10  Ind.  398;  Dickerson  v.  Hays, 
4   Blaekf.    44;    Harter   v.   Parsons,    14 
Ind.    App.    331,    42    N.    E.    1025;    Mc- 
Aninch  v.   Hamilton,  1  Ind.  App.   429, 
27  N.   B.  719.     Ky.— Hall  v.  Huffman, 
159  Ky.  72,  166  S.  W.  770.     See  also 
Davis,  Moody  &  Co.  v.  Wiley,  11  Ky. 
Op.  580.     Mass. — Williams  v.  Hingham 
&   Q.   Bridge,   etc    Corp.,   4  Pick.   341; 
Worster  v.  Proprietors  of  Canal  Bridge, 
16    Pick.    541.      Mich. — Delashman     v. 
Berry,  21  Mich.  516.     Minn. — Cafheart 
•17.   Peck,   11   Minn.   45;   Lee   v.   Emery, 
10    Minn.    187.      Miss. — Poindexter    «. 
Turner,  Walk.  349.     Mo. — Seckinger  v. 
Philibert    &    Johanning   Mfg.    Co.,    129 
Mo.  590,  31  S.  W.  957;  Hyatt  v.  Loyal 
Protective    Assn.,    106    Mo.    App.    610, 
81  S.  W.  470;  Clark  v.  Whittaker  Iron 
Co.,  9  Mo.   App.   446.     See  also  Frost 
V.  Pry  or,  7  Mo.  B14.     Mont. — Thornton 
V.    Kaufman,    35    Mont.    181,    88    Pae. 
796.     N.   J.— Farwell  v.   Smith,   16  N. 
J.    L.    133.     N.    M. — La     Mesa     Com- 
munitv   Ditch    v.    Appelzoeller,    19    N. 
M.   75,   140   Pae.    1051.     N.  Y.— Aller- 
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ton  V.  Ehineland  Machine  Works  Co., 
165  App.  Div.  557,  150  N.  Y.  Supp. 
265;  Samuelson  v.  Mayer,  65  Misc. 
518,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  75.  N.  C— Pearee 
V.  Mason,  78  N.  C.  37.  Ore. — Farrell 
V.  Kirkwood,  69  Ore.  413,  139  Pae. 
110;  Eobinson  v.  Holmes,  57  Ore.  5, 
109  Pae.  7.54;  Hannan  v.  Greenfield,  36 
Ore.  97,  58  Pae.  888.  Pa.— Dewart  v. 
Masser,  40  Pa.  302.  Tex.— Shaw  v. 
Lobitz  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  35  S.  W. 
877;  Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  McCoy, 
3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  276,  22  S.  W.  926. 
Utah. — Mangum  v.  Bullion,  Beck  & 
Champion  Min.  Co.,  15  Utah  534,  50 
Pae.  834.  Vt. — Needham  v.  MeAuley, 
13  Vt.  68;  Harding  v.  Cragie,  8  Vt. 
501.  Va. — Eoss  V.  Milne,  12  Leigh 
(39  V,a.)  204,  37  Am.  Dee.  646;  Chi- 
chester V.  Vass,  1  Call  (5  Va.)  83,  1 
Am.  Dee.  509.  W.  Va.— See  Wright 
V.  Eidgely,  67  W.  Va.  319,  67  S.  E. 
787.  Wis. — Harris  v,  Harris,  10  Wis. 
467,  the  presumption  being  that  noth- 
ing is  proved  on  trial  except  what  is 
alleged  or  necessarily  implied  from 
what  is  alleged.  Wyo. — Hudson  Coal 
Co.  V.  Hauf,  18  Wyo.  425,  109  Pae. 
21;  Pardee  v.  Kuster,  15  Wyo.  368,  91 
Pae.   836. 

[a]  Most  liberal  construction  in 
favor  of  complaint  is  made  where  it 
iis  objected,  after  judgmeiit  that  it 
does  not  state  a  cause  of  action. 
Holmes  v.   Campbell,  12  Minn.  221. 

[b]  Xllustrations  of  material  omis- 
sions not  cured.  (1)  Declaration  in 
an  action  upon  an  award,  containing 
no  allegation  that  the  award  was  pub- 
lished, or  made  known  to  the  defend- 
ant except  by  bringing  the  action. 
Kingsley  v.  Bill,  9  Mass.  198.  (2) 
Declaration  against  a  sheriff  for  the 
default  of  his  deputy,  not  alleging  that 
he  is  sheriff.  Low  v.  Tilton,  19  N.  H. 
271.  (3)  Complaint  for  death  of 
plaintiff's  minor  son  while  in  the  em- 
ploy of  defendant  which  fails  to  al- 
lege knowledge  on  the  part  of  defend- 
ant of  the  minority  of  the  deceased 
son,  this  being  an,  essential  element  of 
the  parent's  cause  of  action.  Gulf, 
C.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Vieno,  7  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  347,  26  S.  W.  230.  (4) 
Declaration  in  debt  against  one  obligor 
only,  describing  the  bond  as  joint  but 
not  alleging  that  the  other  obligor  is 
dead.  Newman  v.  Graham,  3  Munf. 
(17  Va.)   187. 
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and  without  which  the  verdict  could  not  properly  have  been  given, 
the  defect  or  omission  is  cured  by  the  verdict  even  though  it  would  have 
been  fatal  on  demurrer,''  and  this  latter  would  seem  to  be  the  rule 
also  where  the  failure  to  object  to  evidence  of  an  essential  fact  not  al- 
leged, waives  the  deficiency  in  pleading.*' 

d.  Performance  of  Conditions  Precedent.  —  A  defective  averment 
of  performance,'^  as,  for  instance,  a  mere  general  averment  where  that 
is  insufficientf^"  is  cured  by  verdict;'^  and  the  failure  to  aver  the 
performance  of  a  condition  precedent  has  been  held  to  be  cured  by 
verdict  or  judgment.^^ 

e.  Promise  or  Consideration.  —  The  failure  to  allege  the  consider- 
ation for  a  promise  is  not  cured  by  verdict,®^  though  a  defective  al- 
legation of  consideration  will  be  aided  by  verdict.**     According  to 


87.  Ky. — ^Vaughn's  Exr.  v.  Gardner, 
7  T.  Mon.  326.  See  Mutual  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Gividen,  13  Ky.  L.  Rep.  97.0. 
Pa. — Corson  v.  Hunt,  14  Pa.  510.  See 
McMicken  v.  Com.,  58  Pa.  213.  Wyo. 
Grover  Irrigation  &  L.  Co.  v.  Lovella 
Ditch  E.  &  I.  Co.,  21  Wyo.  204,  131 
Pae.  43,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  1207,  L.  R. 
A.  1916C,  1275. 

See  1  Chit.  PI.  712;  Step.  PI.  149; 
Gould  PI.,  ch.  X,  §12. 

88.  See  supra,  X,  B. 

89.  Keys  v.  Powell,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  253;  O'Connor  v.  Standard 
Theatre  Co.,  17  Mo.  App.  675. 

90.  Carroll  v.  Peake,  1  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
18,  7  L.  ed.  34  (general  averments  of 
readiness  and  request  are  sufficient 
after  verdict  unless  in  very  peculiar 
cases) ;  Thompson  v.  Gray,  2  Stew.  & 
P.  (Ala.)  60,  where  there  is  a  gen- 
eral averment  of  performance  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defend- 
ant pleads  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
performed  the  covenant  on  his  part, 
on  which  plea,  issue  is  joined,  and  a 
verdict  had  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, want  of  a  special  averment  of 
performance  by  the  plaintiff  will  be 
cured. 

91.  Suflficiency  of  general  avennent 
of  performance,  see  11  Standard  Peoc. 
998,  10C2. 

92.  CaJ. — Bappe  v.  Stout,  2  Cal. 
460.  Me. — Lane  v.  Maine  Mut.  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  12  Me.  44,  28  Am.  Dec.  150. 
N".  Y.— FuUerton  v.  Dalton,  58  Barb. 
236,  failure  to  allege  demand  for  the 
property  before  suit  in  action  to  re- 
cover po'ssesaion  of  personal  property. 
Pa.— McMicken  v.  Com.,  58  Pa.  213 
(failure  to  allege  demand);  Weigley's 
Admrs.  V.  Weir,  7  Serg.  &  E.  309. 
"The    omission    of    the    averment     of 


notice,  when  necessary,  .  .  .  may  be 
aided  by  a  verdict,  unless  in  an  ac- 
tion against  the  drawer  of  a  bill, 
where  the  omission  of  the  averment 
of  notice  of  non-payment  by  the  ac- 
ceptor is  fatal,  even  after  verdict." 
Tenn. — Rogers  v.  Love,  2  Humph.  417, 
failure  to  aver  special  demand  when 
necessary  from  nature  of  agreement, 
is  cured  by  verdict.  Va. — Bailey  v. 
Clay,  4  Rand.  (25  Va.)  346. 

[a]  Where  party  agrees  to  sell  and 
deliver  goods  at  a  particular  place 
failure  to  allege  readiness  and  willing- 
ness to  accept  them  at  that  place  in 
action  for  failure  to  deliver,  is  cured 
by  verdict.  See  Clark  v.  Dales,  20 
Barb.  (N.  T.)  42. 

93.  Conn. — Lyon  v.  Alvord,  18  Conn. 
66  (omission  to  state  any  sufficient 
consideration  not  cured) ;  Hitchcock  v. 
Page,  1  Root  293.  Ind.— Taylor  v. 
Lesson,  35  Ind.  App.  620,  74  N.  E. 
907.  Ky.— Bruner  v.-  Stout,  Hard.  225. 
Mass.— See  Hemmenway  v.  Hickes,  4 
Pick.  497.  Pa.— Whitall  v.  Morse,  5 
Serg.  &  R.  358. 

94.  Conn.  —  Hendrick  v.  Seely,  6 
Conn.  176.  111. — Demesmey  v.  Gravelin, 
56  111.  93.  Ky.— Ward  v.  Coffey,  11 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  339,  12  S.  W.  145.'  Me. 
Stimpson  v.  Gilchrist,  1  Me.  202,  after 
a  verdict  every  promise  in  the  declara- 
tion is  to  be  taken  as  an  express 
promise.  Mich.— Kean  v.  Mitchell,  13 
Mich.  207,  declaration  alleged  a  sale, 
and  an  agreement  by  the  defendant 
to  deliver  goods  "for  a  good  and 
valuable  consideration,  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant,"  this  was 
sufficient  after  judgment  though  de- 
murrable. Pa. — Miltenberger  v.  Schle- 
gel,  7  Pa.  241.  Tenn.— Brown  v.  Parks, 
8    Humph.    294,   a   declaration    stating 
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come  authorities  the  failure  to  allege  a  promise  in  an  action  of  as- 
sumpsit is  not  cured  by  verdict,^®  while  in  other  jurisdictions  a  con- 
trary rule  is  recognized.^' 

f .  Non-Payment  and  Breach  of  Contract.  —  A  defective  averment 
of  a  hreach  of  the  obligation  sued  on  will  be  cured  by  verdict,^^  as 
will  the  averment  of  a  breach  generally  that  defendant  has  not  per- 
formed his  agreement,®*  or  the  omission  to  assign  a  breach  to  one  of 
several  counts.^®  A  declaration,  however,  which  assigns  no  breach 
within  either  the  words  or  the  import  and  effect  of  the  contract  sued 
on,  is  fatally  defective  and  is  not  cured  by  verdict,^  and  the  same  is 
true  of  a  declaration  assigning  several  breaches  of  a  bond  all  of  which 
are  bad  in  substance.^ 

Nonpayment.  —The  failure  to  allege  that  the  note,  policy,  or  other 
instrument  sued  on  is  unpaid,'  or  wholly  unpaid,*  or  an  otherwise  de- 
fective allegation  of  non-payment,'  is  cured  by  verdict. 


that  the  parties  had  accounted  to- 
gether, and  upon  the  adjustment  of 
their  accounts,  it  was  settled,  that  in 
consideration  thereof  the  defendant 
was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
sum  of  $400,  contains  sufficient  aver- 
ment of  consideration  after  verdict. 
See  11  Standard  Peoc.  988. 

95.  Ky.^-Bruner  v.  Stout,  Hard. 
225.  Mass. — See  Kingsley  v.  Bill,  9 
Mass.  198.  Mo. — McNulty  v.  Collins, 
7  Mo.  69.  Pa. — See  McKee  v.  Hartley, 
9  Pa.  189,  averment  that  plaintiff 
agreed  to  make  and  deliver  to  defend- 
ants a  w£lgon,  for  a  sum  mentioned, 
and  agreed  between  them,  is  sufficient 
after  verdict. 

[a]  The  word  "promised"  is  not 
necessary,  any  other  intelligible  word 
of  the  same  import,  as  ".agreed,"  is 
sufficient.  Avery  v.  Inhabitants  of 
Tyringham,  3  Mass.  160,  3  Am.  Dee. 
105. 

[b]  In  an  action  upon  an  award, 
failure  to  aver  promise  to  perform  the 
award  is  cured  by  verdict  for  the  law 
implies  a  promise  to  abide  by  the 
award,  and  hence  the  omission  is  a 
defect  of  form.  Kingsley  v.  Bill,  9 
Mass.    198. 

[c]  Failure  to  aver  promise  was 
made  to  plaintiff  in  action  of  assump- 
sit. McCredy  v.  James,  6  Whart.  (Pa.) 
547. 

96.  Cal.— Wilkins  v.  Stidger,  22  Cal. 
231,  83  Am.  Dee.  64.  Mich.— Hoard  v. 
Little,  7  Mich.  468.  N.  H.— HayneB 
V.  Brown,  36  N.  H.  545.  W.  Va.— Keen 
V.  Fairmont  Brewing  Co.,  69  "W.  Va. 
94,  70  S.  E.  1098. 

97.  Mo. — Pinkston  v.  Stone,  3  Mo. 
119.  N.  Y.— Thomas  v.  Eoosa,  7  Johns. 
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461.  Pa. — Weigley's  Admrs,  'v.  Weir, 
7  Serg.  &  E.  309.  Va.— Horrel  v.  Mc- 
Alexander,  3  Eand.   (24  Va.)  94. 

[a]  If  one  of  several  breaches  is 
well  assigned  in  a  suit  on  an  ad- 
ministration bond,  it  is  sufficient  after 
verdict.  Carl  v.  Com.,  9  Serg.  &  E. 
(Pa.)   63. 

98.  U.  S. — Minor  v.  Mechanic's' 
Bank,  1  Pet.  46,  68,  7  L.  ed.  47.  Ga. 
Murphy  v.  Lawrence,  2  Ga.  257.  Pa. 
Weigley's  Admrs.  v.  Weir,  7  Serg.  & 
E.  '309. 

99.  Wood  V.  Jefferson  County  Bank, 
9  Cow.   (N.  T.)   194. 

1.  Curtis  V.  Mutual  Benefit  Life 
Co.,  48  Conn.  98. 

2.  Abrahams  v.  Jones,  20  111.  App. 
83. 

3.  Ind. — Howorth  v.  Scarce,  29  Ind. 
278;  McAfee  v.  Bending,  36  Ind.  App. 
628,  76  N.  E.  412.  N.  Y.— Packard  v. 
Automobile  Club  of  America,  90  Misc. 
642,  153  N.  Y.  Supp.  942,  where  non- 
payment is  proved  before  the  close  of 
plaintiff's  case,  the  defect  in  failing 
to  plead  non-payment  may  be  regarded 
as  waived.  Pa. — American  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Prancia,  9  Pa.  390,  failure  to  aver 
refusal  to  pay  insurance  policy  cured 
by  verdict.  But  Bee  Hurley  v.  Eyan, 
119  Cal.  71,  51  Pac.  20. 

4.  Eegensberger  v.  Quinn,  106  Cal. 
xviii,  39  Pac.  788  (failure  to  aver 
"or  any  part  thereof"  after  an  al- 
legation of  non-payment  is  immaterial 
after  judgment);  Hammitt  v.  Bullett's 
Exrs.,  1  Call  (5  Va.)  567. 

5.  Crocker  v.  Gilbert,  9  Cush. 
(Mass.)  131;  Clarke  v.  Gregory,  5  How. 
(Miss.)  363,  where  the  action  was 
debt   brought   by   the  assignee   of   the 
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g.  Time.^  —  The  failure  to  aver  the  date  of  an  act,'  the  leaving  of 
a  date  blank,*  an  error  in  misstating  a  date,'  or  an  ambiguous  or  un- 
certain allegation  as  to  a  date,^°  will  be  cured  by  verdict  or  judg- 
ment. 

h.  Description  of  Property.  —  Generally  a  defective  description  in 
a  complaint  will  be  cured  by  verdict  or  judgment.^^  Thus  a  defective 


payee  of  a  bill  single,  and  the  breach 
did  not  aver  that  the  money  had  not 
been  paid  to  the  original  payee,  the 
court  held  that  after  judgment  upon 
nil  dieit,  the  defect  was  cured. 

6.  Averments  as  to  time,  see  4 
Standard  Pboc.  841. 

7.  Ala. — Eussell  v.  Eussell,  62  Ala. 
48;  Hubbert  v.  Collier,  6  Ala.  269. 
Cal.— Eutan  v.  Wolters,  116  Cal.  4'03, 
48  Pac.  385.  Conn. — Hall  v.  Crandall, 
Kirby  402.  Ga. — Bond  v.  Central  Bank, 
2  Ga.  92,  'suit  on  note  payable  to 
be.arer,  failure  to  allege  date  of  trans- 
fer of  note  cured.  Ind. — Overton  v. 
Sogers,  99  Ind.  595.  Miss. — Shrock  v. 
Bowden,  5  Miss.  426;  Delahuff  v.  Eeed, 
Walk.  74.  N.  H.— Eowell  v.  Bruce,  5 
N.  n.  381,  failure  to  allege  day  of 
demand  in  action  in  assumpsit.  Ore. 
Nicolai  v.  Krimbel,  29  Ore.  76,  43  Pac. 
865,  failure  to  allege  date  of  sale  in 
complaint  for  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered. Tenn. — See  Nashville  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Mathews,  8  Lea  499.  Va. 
Milstead  v.  Eedman,  3  Munf.  (17  Va.) 
219,  action  for  breach  of  promise  to 
marry,  failure  to  allege  date  when 
marriage  was  solemnized  is  cured  by 
verdict. 

[a]  In  an  action  against  an  in- 
dorser  of  a  promissory  note  the  failure 
to  allege  the  time  of  notice  of  non- 
payment is  not  cured  bv  verdict.  Hal- 
sey  V.  Salmon,  3  N.  J.  L.  916. 

[b]  Alleging  the  month  but  not  the 
particular  day  of  a  trespass,  is  cured 
by  verdict.  Hubbert  v.  Collier,  6  Ala. 
269. 

8.  Sauerman  v.  Weekerly,  17  Serg. 
&  E.  (Pa.)  116;  Blythe's  Bxrs.  v. 
Marsh,  1  McCord  (S.  C.)  360. 

9.  U.  S. — Scull  V.  Higgins,  Hempst. 
90,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,570.  Ala. 
Crawford  v.  Camfield,  6  Ala.  153.  Cal. 
Coryell  v.  Cain,  16  Cal.  567,  where 
ouster  was  alleged  to  have  taken  place 
June  15,  1856,  while  the  claim  of  title 
i'3  alleged  to  have  been  acquired  May 
12,  1859,  it  is  a  defect  Which  is  cured 
by  verdict.  lU. — Otto  v.  Jackson,  35 
111.  349.  Miss. — Wells  v.  Woodley,  5 
How.    484.     Mo. — ^Bloek    v.    O'Hara's 


Admr.,  1  Mo.  145.  N.  Y.— Allaire  v. 
Ouland,  2  Johns.  Cas.  52.  Pa. — Loose 
V.  Loose,  36  Pa.  538. 

[a]  Stating  an  impossible  date  such 
as  1892  in  an  action  pending  in  1811 
will  not  vitiate  after  judgment,  the 
court  will  intend  the  true  date  was 
shown.  Morgan's  Bxrx.  v.  Morgan,  2 
Bibb  (Ky.)  388. 

[b]  Alleging  cause  of  action  to 
have  accrued  subseciuent  to  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  is  cured  by  ver- 
dict. Eraft  V.  Gilchrist,  31  Pa.  470. 
But  the  contrary  was  held  in  Cheetham 
V.  Lewis,  3  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  42.  See 
also  Allaire  v.  Ouland,  2  Johns.  Cas. 
(N.  Y.)i  52,  where  a  promise,  in  one 
of  the  counts,  by  reference  to  the 
day  in  the  preceding  count,  was  laid 
after  the  breach  assigned,  the  mis- 
take was  held  to  be  cured  by  the  ver- 
dict. And  Bemis  v.  Faxon,  4  Mass. 
263,.  that  a  declaration  in  assumpsit 
laying  the  promise  on  a  day  before 
the  teste  of  the  writ,  is  well  enough 
after  verdict,  though  it  would  have 
been  bad  on  special  demurrer. 

10.  John  V.  Clayton,  1  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  54;  Block  v.  O'Hara's  Admr., 
1  Mo.  145. 

[a]  Alleging  a  promise  to  have  been 
made  "sometime  about"  a  certain 
date,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  will 
be  good  after  verdict.  John  v.  Clay- 
ton, 1  Blackf.   (Ind.)   54. 

11.  Cal. — Whitney  &  Woods  v.  Buck- 
man,  19  Cal.  300,  where  a  complaint  in 
ejectment  describing  the  land  as  "All 
that  certain  tract  or  parcel  of  land 
situated  in  Napa  county,  consisting  of 
a  pre-emption  claim  of  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres  of  land,  and  commonly 
known  as  the  Soda  Springs,  and  em- 
bracing said  improvements  thereto  be- 
longing, and  being  about  five  miles 
from  Napa  in  a  northerly  direction," 
was  held  sufScient  after  verdict  though 
the  statute  required  the  premises  to 
be  set  out  by  metes  and  bounds  in 
the  complaint.  Ind. — Alford  v.  Baker.' 
53  Ind.  279.  N.  C— Eedmond  v.  Stepp, 
100  N.  C.  212,  6  S.  E.  727.  ,  Pa.— Fisher 
V.  Larick,   7  Serg.   &  B.   99,   in   ejeet- 
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description  of  the  goods  in  an  action  of  replevin,^^  or  trover,^'  is  gen- 
erally cured. 

i.  Damages  and  Value  of  Property.. —  The  failure  of  the  declara- 
tion or  complaint  to  set  forth  the  amount  of  damages  sustained  will 
be  cured  by  verdict.^*  So  leaving  a  blank  as  to  the  damages  claimed 
or  the  sum  due,  is  cured.^^    A  declaration  in  trespass  for  taking  and 


ment  a  description  of  the  land  claimed", 
as  two  houses,  one  barn,  eighty  acres 
of  arable  land,  twenty  acres  of  wood- 
land, with  the  appurtenances  in  P. 
township,  N.  county,  being  part  of 
a  tract  of  land  surveyed  in  pursuance 
of  ai  warrant  granted  to  W.  G.,  is  suf- 
ficient after  verdict.  S.  C. — ^Lahiffe  v. 
Hunter,  Harp.  184,  trespass  to  try 
title,  describing  property  as  a  planta- 
tion called  Green  Grove  "lying  on  the 
northeast  side  of  the  road  to  Ashley 
ferry,"  but  giving  no  metes  or  bounds, 
is  sufficient  after  verdict.  Vt. — Weth- 
erby  v.  Foster,  5  Vt.  136.  Va. — Paul 
i;.  Smiley,  4  Muiif.  (18  Va.)  468; 
Lovell  V.  Arnold,  2  Munf.  (16  Va.) 
167,  a  count  on  a  writ  of  right  de- 
scribing the  land  demanded  as  a  cer- 
tain number  of  acres  part  of  a  larger 
tract,  and  setting  forth  the  boundaries 
of  such  larger  tract  is  sufficiently  cer-- 
tain  after  verdict. 

See  Mundell  v.  Perry,  2  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  193,  where  a  complaint  for  tres- 
pass q.  c.  f.  charging  that  the  de- 
fendant    the     close     of     the     plaintiff 

"called ,  situate  in  the  county 

aforesaid,  broke  and  entered,"  etc., 
is  not  sufficient  after  judgment.  And 
Unversaw  v.  Myers,  37  Ind.  487,  that 

describing   land   as   "six   of 

lot  number  five,"  in  the  complaint  is 
not  cured  by  judgment  and  findings 
though  the  finding  is  "six  acres  of 
lot  number  five,"  etc. 

12.  State  V.  Welch,  88  Ind.  308; 
Malone  v.  Stickney,  88  Ind.  594;  Stev- 
ens V.  Osman,  1  Mich.  92,  48  Am. 
Dec.  696. 

13.  State  V.  Berning,  74  Mo.  87; 
Colebrook  v.  Merrill,  46  N.  H.  160. 

14.  Ala. — See  Irvin  v.  Nichols,  5 
Stew.  &  P.  189,  action  upon  a  note 
payable  in  cotton,  failure  to  set  out 
value  of  the  cotton  is  cured  by  ver- 
dict. Colo. — School  District  v.  Boss, 
4  Colo.  App.  493,  36  Pac.  560,  here 
tKere  was  no  averment  of  the  dam- 
ages sustained.  111. — Koehler  v.  King, 
119  111.  App.  6.  See  also  Lake  Erie 
a   W.   B.    Co.   V.   Wills,   140   111.   614, 
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31  N.  E.  122;  Burst  v.  Wayne,  13  lU. 
599.  Ind. — Brauns  v.  Glesige,  130  Ind. 
167,  29  N.  E.  1061.  la.— Humphreys 
V.  Daggs,  1  G.  Gr.  435.  Me.— See  War- 
ren V.  Litchfield,  7  Me.  63.  Miss. 
Kohlor  Flour  Mills  Co.  v.  Reeves  Gro- 
cery Co.,  113  Miss.  30,  73  So.  866; 
Delahuff  v.  Eeed,  Walk.  74.  Va. 
Stephens  v.  White,  2  Wash.  (2  Va.) 
20.H. 

[a]  Failure  to  aver  special  damage 
in  action  for  public  nuisance  is  not 
cured  by  verdict,  the  special  injury 
being  the  gist  of  the  action,  and  unless 
alleged  and  proved  no  cause  of  action 
exists.  Platte  &  Denver  D.  Co.  v.  An- 
derson, 8  Colo.  131,  6  Pac.  515.  But 
see  Hall  v.  Kitson,  3  Pin.  (Wis.)  296, 
where  the  court  says:  "Special  dam- 
ages being  the  gist  of  the  action,  it 
is  contended  that  the  declaration 
should  have  set  out  some  damage  pe- 
culiar to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  that 
merely,  which  he  sustains  in  common 
with  others.  There  is  no  doubt  of  the 
correctness  of  the  position,  that  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  state  in 
his  declaration  .  .  .  that  he  had  sus- 
tained special  injury  by  means  of  the 
erection  of  the  dam.  It  would  not 
have  been  sufficient  to  state  merely 
that  he  was  deterred  from  attempting 
to  navigate  the  river  ■v^ith  his  boats 
and  rafts  by  means  of  the'  obstruction. 
In  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to 
recover,  it  must  appear  that  he  was 
obstructed  in  fact  .  .  .  The  declara- 
tion states  that  the  'plaintiff  was  and 
still  is  obstructed,  hindered,  and  pre- 
vented from  navigating  said  river  with 
his  boats'  .  .  .  This,  we  think,  is  an 
imperfect  and  defective  statement  that 
the  plaintiff  was  obstructed  in  fact 
■  .  .  and  a  defective  statement  of  a 
good  cause  of  action  is  cured  by  a  ver- 
dict." 

fb]  Declaration  for  foreign  money 
without  allegation  of  its  value  is  cured 
by  verdict.  Brown  v.  Barry,  3  Dall. 
(U.  S.)  365,  1  L.  ed.  638. 

15.  111.— Burst  V.  Wayne,  13  111. 
599.  Ind.— Peltier  v.  Britton,  4  Blackf. 
502.     Ky.— Walker  v.   KendaU,   Hard. 
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carrying  away  goods,^*  detinue,^^  for  goods  sold,^*  or  trover,*®  which 
fails  to  state  the  value  of  the  articles  involved  is  cured  by  verdict, 
as  is  the  failure  to  allege  the  value  of  the  property  destroyed  in  an 
action  on  a  fire  insurance  policy.^" 

E.  Plea  oe  Answer.  —  Generally  pleas  or  answers  bad  in  form 
and  demurrable  but  sufficient  in  substance  to  put  in  issue  material 
allegations  of  the  declaration  or  present  a  defense  to  the  cause  of 
action  set  forth,  will  in  the  absence  of  objection,  be  cured  by  verdict.^* 
So  an  error  in  the  form  of  the  plea  used,^*  or  indefiniteness  and  un- 


404.     Tenn. — Williams  v.  Bank  of  Ten- 
nessee, 1   Coldw.  43. 

16.  Baker  v.  Baker,  13  Mete.  (Mass.) 
12.5,  46  Am.  Dee.   725. 

17.  Jordan  v.  Thomas,  31  Miss.  557, 
*liat  the  failure  to  state  separate  value 
of  several  articles,  the  aggregate  value 
being  stated,  cured  by  verdict.  To 
same  effect,  HoUaday  v.  Littlepage,  2 
Munf.   (16  Ya.)    539. 

18.  Nicolai  v.  Krimbel,  29  Ore.  76, 
43  Pac.  865. 

19.  Ark. — Jefferson  v.  Hale,  31  Ark. 
286,  failure  to  state  value  at  time  of 
conversion  cured.  Mo. — Case  v.  Fogg, 
46  Mo.  44,  here  complaint  referred  to 
an  exhibit  attached  thereto  as  setting 
forth  the  values.  Ore. — Berry  v.  King, 
15  Ore.  165,  13  Pac.  772. 

20.  Ind. — German-American  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Paul,  2  Ind.  Ter.  625,  53  S.  W.  442. 
Mo. — See  v.  St.  Paul  Fire  &  M.  Ins. 
Co.,  60  Mo.  App.  518.  Wash. — Waldron 
V.  Home  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  9  Wash.  534, 
38  Pac.  136. 

[a]  See  also  Jones  v.  St.  Joseph 
Fire  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  55  Mo.  342,  that 
a  declaration  alleging  the  insurance 
of  certain  described  property  to  the 
amount  of  $1200.00  and  that  property 
was  totally  destroyed  by  fire,  is  suffi- 
cient averment  of  value  after  verdict. 

21.  XT.  S. — Garland  v.  Davis,  4  How. 
131,  11  L.  ed.  907.  Ala.— Alabama  G. 
S.  E.  Co.  V.  Arnold,  84  Ala.  159.  4 
So.  359,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  354.  Ariz. 
Hall  V.  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  6  Ariz. 
378,  57  Pac.  617.  Ark.— Hughes  v. 
Sloan,  8  Ark.  146.  Colo. — McCraw  v. 
Welch,  2  Colo.  284.  Conn. — Curtice  v. 
Beardsly,  1  Root  441.  Ga. — De  Loach 
Mill  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Standard  Sawmill 
Co.,  125  Ga.  377,  54  S.  E.  157.  111. 
People  V.  Comrs.  of  Wild-Cat  Special 
Drainage  Dist.,  181  111.  177,  54  N.  E. 
923;  Sullivan  v.  Dollins,  13  III.  85. 
Kan. — Castle  v.  Houston,  19  Kan.  417, 
27  Am.  Rep.  127.  Ky.— Rogers  v.  Fel- 
ton,  98  Ky.  148,  32  8.  W.  405.     Miss. 


Tucker  v.  ZoUicoffer,  12  Smed.  &  M. 
591.  Mo.— Hay  v.  Short,  49  Mo.  139. 
See  also  St.  Louis  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ross, 
9  Mo.  App.  399.  N.  Y.— See  House 
V.  Howell,  53  Hun  638,  6  N.  T.  Supp. 
799,  25  N.  Y.  St.  277,  3  Silv.  455. 
Ohio.— StuU  V.  Wilcox,  2  Ohio  St.  569. 
Ore. — Hemenway  v.  Francis,  20  Ore. 
455,  26  Pae.  301.  Va. — Pence  v.  Hus- 
ton's Exrs.,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)  304; 
Vaiden  v.  Bell,  3  Rand.  448;  Wood- 
ford's Heirs  v.  Pendleton,  1  Hen.  & 
M.  303.  W.  Va.— State  v.  Seabright, 
15  W.  Va.  590;  Jarrett  v.  Nickell,  4 
W.  Va.  276. 

22.  Ky. — Com.  v.  Richardson,  8  B. 
Mon.  81.  Pa. — Millard  «.  Morse,  32 
Pa.  506  (plea  of  non-asBumpsit  instead 
of  nil  debet,  in  action  on  debt,  cured) ; 
Gavene  v.  McMichael,  8  Serg.  &  R.  441. 
Va. — Hunnicutt  v.  Carsley,  1  Hen.  & 
M.  153  (plea  of  "not  guilty"  to  an 
action  of  covenant  cured  bv  verdict) ; 
King  V.  M 'Daniel,  4  Call '451,  if  to 
a  declaration  charging  a  tort  with  an 
assumpsit  upon  it,  the  defendant 
pleads  not  guilty,  it  will  be  good  after 
verdict,  notwithstanding  the  double 
aspect  of  the  declaration,  and  the  ir- 
relevancy of  the  issue  to  the  assump- 
sit. W.  Va. — Bannister  v.  Victoria 
Coal  &  Coke  Co.,  63  W.  Va.  502, 
61  S.  E.  338  (in  action  of  assumpsit 
a  plea  of  "not  guilty"  presents  a 
substantial  issue,  and  such  mispleading 
will  be  cured  by  verdict);  Smith  v. 
Townsend,  21  W.  Va.  486,  plea  of  nil 
debet  in  action  of  indebitatus  assump- 
sit, instead  of  plea  of  non-assumpsit, 
cured  by  verdict. 

[a]  See,  however.  Garland  v.  Davis, 
4  How.  (U.  S.)  131,  11  L.  ed.  907, 
that  when  a  declaration  sounds  in  tort 
and  the  plea  is  "non  assumpsit,"  such 
a  plea  would  be  bad  on  demurrer.  If 
not  demurred  to,  and  the  case  goes 
to  trial  (the  issue  and  verdict  follow- 
ing the  plea),  the  defect  is  so  mate- 
rial  that  it   is  not   cured   by   verdieti 
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certainty  in  the  plea  or  answer,^'  will  be  cured  by  verdict.  However, 
a  plea  which  does  not  set  up  a  good  defense,"  or  the  failure  to  file 
a  plea,^^  is  not  so  cured. 

F.  Set-Off,  Counterclaim,  oe  Cross-Complaint.^^  —  Defective  al- 
legations in  a  cross-complaint  or  counter-claim  will  be  cured  by  ver- 
dict,^^  and  it  is  too  late  after  verdict  to  object  to  the  filing  of  a  plea 
of  set-off.^^' 

G.  Eeplioation  or  Reply  and  Subsequent  Pleadings.  —  1.  Repli- 
cation or  Reply.  —  The  irregular  filing  of  a  replication,^^  and  formal 


under  the  statute  of  jeofails.  Bad 
pleas,  which  are  cured  by  verdict,  are 
those  which,  although  they  would  be 
bad  on  demurrer  because  wrong  in 
form,  yet  still  contain  enough  of  'sub- 
stance to  put  in  issue  all  the  mate- 
rial parts  of  the  declaration. 

[b]  Defendant  cannot  take  advan- 
tage of  the  informality  of  his  own  plea 
after  verdict  against  him.  Malone  v. 
Donnally,   Minor    (Ala.)    12.  , 

23.  Mo. — Hay  v.  Short,  49  Mo.  139. 
Mont. — Raymond  v.  Wimsette,  12  M;ont. 
551,  31  Pac.  537,  33  Am.  St.  Eep. 
604.  Ore. — Hemenway  v.  Francis,  20 
Ore.  455,  26  Pac.  301,  in  action  of 
ejectment,  a  specification  in  defend- 
ant's answer  of  -the  part  for  which 
he  defends,  which  describes  it  as 
"about  120  acres  of  said  land — the 
farming  land  on  the  north  side  of  the 
county  road, — with  the  buildings  there- 
on," is  very  indefinite  but  will  be 
cured  by  verdict. 

24.  Ark. — Hughes  v.  Sloan,  8  Ark. 
146.  Ky.— Minor  v.  Kelly,  5  Mon.  272, 
where  defendant's  pleas  can  be  ad- 
mitted as  true,  and  yet  the  plaintiff 
be  entitled  to  judgment,  verdict  for 
defendant  cannot  avail  him.  See  also 
Lowry  v.  Drake's  Heirs,  1  Dana  46. 
Pa. — Tams  V.  Lewis,  42  Pa.  402,  pleas 
which  are  bad  are  not  aided  by  the 
fact  that  immaterial  issues  have  been 
formed  upon  them  and  found  for  the 
defendant. 

25.  Rowans  v.  Givens,  10  Gratt.  (51 
Va.)  250;  Taylors  v.  Huston,  2  Hen. 
&  M.  (12  Va.)  161.  See,  however, 
Pinkerton  v.  Sydnor,  87  111.  App.  76; 
West  Chicago  St.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Krueger, 
68  111.  App.  450. 

[a]  Verdict  for  Defendant  Will 
Not  Cure  Failure  To  Plead  Contrib- 
utory Negligence. — Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Schuster,  10  Ky.  L.  Bep.  65,  7 
S.   W.   874. 

26.  See  generally  the  titles  "Cross- 
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Complaint ; "     "  Set-Off,     Counterclaim 
and  Recoupment." 

27.  U.  S.— Monarch  Cycle  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Royer  Wheel  Co.,  105  Fed.  324,  44 
C.  C.  A.  523.  Ind.— Coppes  v.  Union 
Nat.  Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.,  33  Ind.  App. 
367,  69  N.  E.  702;  McCloy  v.  Cox,  12 
Ind.  App.  27,  39  N.  E.  901.  Ky. 
Boughuer  V.  Black's  Admr.,  83  Ky. 
521,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  174,  too  late  after 
verdict  to  object  the  allegation  of 
counterclaim  should  have  been  more 
specific. 

28.  Brantley  v.  Dempsey,  24  Ga. 
341  (it  is  too  late  to  object  that  a 
set-off  cannot  be  pleaded  in  a  suit  for 
unliquidated  damages  after  there  has 
ibeen  a  trial  and  verdict  on  such 
plea);  Henry  v.  Hoover,  6  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  417,  the  court  saying:  "In 
this  case,  the  plea  of  set-off  having 
been  a  nullity,  the  response  to  the  plea 
was  likewise  a  nullity,  and  there  was 
therefore,  in  contemplation  of  law,  no 
issue  joined.  If  we  are  to  consider 
that  no  plea  was  filed,  then  it  was 
irregular  to  proceed  before  a  jury  as 
on  an  issue.  .  .  .  But  what  is  the 
result  of  having  gone  to  trial  on  an 
issue  to  a  plea  of  set-off?  The  de- 
fendant below  cannot  complain,  be- 
cause it  was  his  plea;  the  plaintiff 
cannot  complain  because  he  took  issue. 
We  are  inclined  to  regard  the  plea  as 
that  kind  of  mispleading  which  is 
cured  by  the  verdict." 

[a]  But  see  Bloss  v.  Kittridge,  5 
Vt.  28,  that  when  one  of  several  pleas 
in  offset  is  defective  in  substance,  and 
there  is  a  general  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant by  reason  of  damages  allowed 
on  such  pleas  in  offset,  the  judgment 
must  be  arrested. 

29.  Keator  Lumber  Co.  v.  Thomp- 
son, 144  U.  S.  434,  12  Sup.  Ct.  669, 
36  L.  ed.  495  (objection  that  replica- 
tions were  filed  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  trial  Without  leave  of 
court  comes  too  late  after  judgment); 
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or  technical  errors  in  a  replication  or  reply,'"  will  generally  be  cured 
by  verdict  or  judgment.  Thus  the  objection  that  new  matter  con- 
tained in  a  reply  constitutes  a  departure  is  cured  by  verdiet.^^  But 
where  the  matters  set  up  in  the  replication  are  insufficient  and  only 
raise  immaterial  issues,  it  is  not  cured  by  verdict.'''  The  failure  to  file 
a  replication  or  reply  to  a  plea  is  cured  by  verdicf  in  many  juris- 


Magehan  v.  Orme,  7  Mo.  4,  where  rep- 
lications are  not  filed  within  time  pre- 
scribed by  statute  and  no  objection  is 
made,  after  verdict  for  plaintifE  it  is 
too  late  to  object. 

30.  Alu. — Marr  v.  Poster,  1  Stew. 
57.  Conn. — Chesnut  Hill  Reservoir 
Co,  V.  Chase,  14  Conn.  123.  lU.— Price 
V.  Art  Printing  Co.,  112  III.  App.  1. 
Ind.— Hays  v.  M'Kee,  2  Blackf.  1] ; 
George  v.  Eobinson,  36  Ind.  App.  310, 
75  N.  E.  f07.  Ky.— Louisville  &  N. 
E.  Go.  V.  Lawes,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1793, 
56  S.  W.  426;  Newby  v.  Million,  15 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  63.  Md. — Cappeau's  Bail 
V.  Middleton,  1  Har.  &  G.  154.  Mass. 
Harding  v.  Brooks,  5  Pick.  244.  Miim. 
Trustees  of  Macalester  College  v.  Nes- 
bitt,  65  Minn.  17,  67  N.  W.  652.  Miss. 
Barrow  v.  Wade,  7  Smed.  &  M.  49; 
Halsey  v.  Pinchard,  6  How.  278; 
Pickett's  Exrs.  v.  Fordj  4  How.  246. 
Mo. — Davis  v.  Cooper,  6  Mo.  148.  Neb. 
Western  Mattress  Co.  v.  Potter,  1  Nob. 
(Unof.)  627,  95  N.  W.  841.  N.  J. 
Franklin  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Martin,  40 
N.  J.  L.  568,  29  Am.  Eep.  271,  er- 
roneous use  of  the  general  replication 
de  injuria  is  cured  by  verdict.  Ohio. 
Hall  V.  Eeed,  17  Ohio  498;  Eichmond 
V.  Patterson,  3  Ohio  308,  double  repli- 
cations to  a  plea  no  ground  of  error 
after  verdict  finding  both  true.  Ore. 
Patterson  v.  Patterson,  40  Ore.  560, 
67  Pac.  664;  Miller  v.  Hirschberg,  27 
Ore.  522,  40  Pac.  506.  Va. — Carthrae 
V.  Clarke,  5  Leigh  (32  Va.)  268;  &napp 
V.  Spengler,  2  Leigh  (29  Va.)  1 
(blanks,  informalities  and  bad  gram- 
mar in  replication  immaterial  after 
verdict);  McMichen  v.  Amos,  4  Eand. 
(25  Va.)  134.  Wash. — Moran  Bros.  Co. 
V.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  19  Wash.  266, 
53  Pac.  49,  1101. 

[a]  A  general  replication  to  a  spe- 
cial plea  is  .sufficient  after  verdict. 
Ellett  V  Vaughan,  6  Call  (10  Va.) 
77. 

31.  Ind. — Beard  v.  Hand,  88  Ind. 
183.  See  also  Midland  Steel  Co.  v. 
Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  26  Ind.  App.  71, 
59  N.  B.  211.  Mass.— Keay  v.  Good- 
win, 16  Mass.  1.     Mo.— Mortland    v. 


Holton,  44  Mo.  58.     K.  I.— Burdick  v. 
Kenyon,  20  E.  I.  498,  40  Atl.  99. 

32.  Ark, — Denton  v.  Brownlee,  Ho- 
mer &/  Co.,  24  Ark.  556.  111. — Young 
V.  Paris,  69  111.  App.  449.  Mo.— See 
St.  Joseph  Fire  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Har- 
lan, 72  Mo.  202,  where  the  court  says: 
"It  is  insisted,  .  .  .  that  as  the 
replication  of  plaintifE  does  not  deny 
one  of  the  defenses  set  up  in  the  an- 
swer alleging  facts  sufficient  to  de- 
feat a  recovery,  the  judgment  should, 
for  that  reason  be  reversed.  Sup- 
posing it  to  be  true,  as  claimed,  that 
the  replication  does  not  fully  traverse 
the  allegations  of  the  answer,  yet  as 
the  record  shows  the  parties  went  to 
trial  without  defendants'  excepting 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  replication, 
without  making  any  motion  to  non 
pros,  the  plaintiff,  and  without  ask- 
ing that  the  allegations  of  the  answer, 
which  were  undenied,  should  be  taken 
as  confessed,  it  is  too  late  after  ver- 
dict alld  judgment  to  make  the  ob- 
jection. ' ' 

33.  111. — Illinois  Life  Association  v. 
Wells,  200  111.  445,  65  N.  E.  1072; 
Tompkins  v.  Gerry,  52  111.  App.  570, 
"Both  parties  appeared  and  went  to 
trial  without  objection,  as  though  rep- 
lications were  in,  and  appellants  can- 
not now  urge  such  omission  as  suffi- 
cient to  require  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment."  Ind. — Jones  v.  Hathaway, 
77  Ind.  14.  Mo.— Howell  v.  Eeynolds, 
51  Mo.  154;  National  Stamping,  etc. 
Works  V.  Wicks,  144  Mo.  App.  249, 
128  S.  W.  ?75.  Neb.— Im  re  Cheney's 
Estate,  78  Neb.  274,  110  N.  W.  731. 
See  also  Mosslander  v.  Armstrong  90 
Neb.  774,  134  N.  W.  922.  N.  Y.— Coan 
«.  Whitmore,  12  Johns.  353.  N.  D. 
Power  V.  Bowdle,  3  N.  D.  107,  54  N. 
W.  404,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  511,  21  L. 
E.  A.  328,  reply  is  waived  by  con- 
duct of  parties  in  going  to  trial  with- 
out it.  Pa. — Thompson  v.  Cross,  16 
Serg.  &  E.  350.  See  also  Union  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Murphy,  1  Sad.  570,  '4  Atl.  352 

[a]  Parties  presumed  to  have  gone 
to  trial  on  issues  formed  by  general 
replications,     traversing     the     special 
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dictions,  but  in  some  states  the  want  of  such  a  pleading  is  not  cured.^^ 
2.    Pleadings  Subsequent  to  Replication.  —  The  failure  to  file  a 
joinder  to  the  replication  is  held  cured  by  verdict  in  some  jurisdic- 
tions,^°  while  in  other  states  such  failure  is  not  so  cured.^° 

H.  Where  Judgment  Is  by  Depatilt.  — ■  The  rule  of  aider  by  ver- 
dict is  held  not  to  apply  where  judgment  is  taken  by  default;"  how- 
ever, mere  formal  defects  will  not  vitiate,  after  judgment  by  default, 
if  the  pleading  be  good  in  substance.^* 


pleas.       Coutch     v.     Barton,     Morris 
(Iowa)  354. 

34.  Ark. — Eeagan  v.  Irvin,  25  Ark. 
86.  Fla. — ^Bridger  v.  Thrasher,  22  Fla. 
383;  Livingston  v.  L'Engle,  22  Fla. 
427.  Miss. — Hogue  v.  Lewellen,  42 
Miss.  302,  entire  omissions  to  plead 
are  not  cured  by  verdict.  See  also 
Halsey  v.  Pinchard,  6  How.  278.  Teiin. 
Furman  &  Co.  v.  Fisher,  4  Coldw.  626, 
94  Am.  Dec.  210.  Va.— See  Turber- 
ville  V.  Long,  3  Hen.  &  M.  309,  that 
if  the  record  of  proceedings  on  a  writ 
of  right  state  that  the  demandant 
"replied"  generally,  the  court  will  in- 
tend, after  verdict,  that  a  general  rep- 
lication was  filed  in  writing. 

Compare  XII,  0. 

35.  111. — Supreme  Court  v.  Barker, 
96  111.  App.  490.  la.— Hendrie  v.  Eip- 
pey,  9  Iowa  351,  "If  the  plaintiff  pro- 
ceeded with  his  trial  and  treated  the 
replication  as  denied,  it  was  too  late 
for  him  to  claim,  after  verdict,  that 
it  should  have  been  taken  as  true. 
To  permit  such  a  practice  would  be 
in  the  teeth  of  the  spirit  of  the  code, 
and  make  courts  of  justice  engines  of 
fraud  and  injustice."  Md. — Tyson  v. 
Eickard,  3  Har.  &  J.  109,  5  Am.  Dec. 
424.  Miss. — Grubbs  v.  Collins,  54  Miss. 
485.  Okla.— Holt  v.  Holt,  23  Okla. 
639,  102'  Pae.  187.  Va.— See  South 
Side  E.  Co.  v.  Daniel,  20  Gratt.  (61 
Va.)  344;  Moore  v.  Mauro,  4  Eand. 
(25  Va.)  488,  not  fatal  after  verdict, 
it  being  stated  in  the  record  that  is- 
sue was  joined. 

36.  Miller  v.  Hoc,  1  Fla.  189;  Minor 
V.  Kelly,  5  Mon.  (Ky.)  272,  verdict 
for  defendant,  where  he  fails  to  re- 
join to  an  afOlrmative  replication, 
avails  not.  See,  however,  Morrison's 
Exr.  V.  Hart,  Hard.  150. 

37.  U.  S. — Loewe  v.  Union  Savings 
Bank,  226  Fed.  294.  Oal.— Hentsch  v. 
Porter,   10    Cal.    555;    Watson   v.   Zim- 


merman, 6  Cal.  46.  111. — Warren  v. 
Harris,  7  111.  307.  Ind. — Erhardt  v. 
Pfeifeer,  29  Ind.  App.  570,  64  N.  E. 
885  (judgment  by  default  will  not 
cure  defect  in  complaint  on  a  promis- 
sory-note  of  failure  to  set  out  a  copy 
of  the  note,  and  objection  may  be 
urged  on  appeal);  Cleveland,  C,  C.  & 
St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Tyler,  9  Ind.  App. 
689,  35  N.  B.  523.  Mass.— See  Hem- 
menway  v.  Hickes,  4  Pick.  497.  K.  I. 
Dunn  V.  Sullivan,  23  E.  I.  605,  51 
Atl.  203.  Temi. — Williams  v.  President 
and  Directors,  etc.,  1 ,  Coldw.  43,  that 
in  action  of  debt,  where  writ  states 
the  amount  of  damages,  but  damages 
are  left  blank  in  the  declaration,  the 
defect  is  cured  by  final  judgment  by 
default. 

[a]  Contra,  see  Eagsdale  v.  Cald- 
well, 2  How.  (Miss.)  930,  that  all  de- 
fects in  pleadings,  whether  in  form  or 
substance,  which  would  have  been 
ground  for  demurrer,  are  cured  by 
judgment  by  default. 

[b]  The  reason,  why  the  rule  does 
not  apply  to  cases  of  judgment  by  de- 
fault, is,  that  in  such  cases  the  intro- 
duction of  proof  is  not  required;  and 
the  judgment  would  not  therefore  show 
that  the  plaintiff  had  made  out  a  case, 
on  which  he  was  entitled  to  recover. 
Emerson  v.  Lakin,  23  Me.  384. 

38.  HI.— Buck  V.  Citizens'  Coal  Min- 
ing Co.,  254  111.  198,  98  N.  E.  228; 
Lawyer  v.  Langhans,  85  111.  138.  Ky. 
Bryant  v.  Cheek,  Webb  &  Co.,  19  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  749,  41  S.  W.  776.  IMich.— See 
Elliott  V.  Parwell,  44  Mich.  186,  6 
N.  W.  234.  Tex.— Belcher  v.  Boss,  33 
Tex.  12. 

[a]  Omissioa  of  profert  cannot  be 
availed  of  after  judgment  by  default. 
Dinsmore  v.  Austill,  Minor  (Ala.)  89; 
Ex  parte  Jones,  20  Ark.  35;  Shields  v. 
Barden,  6  Ark.  459;  Tucker  v.  Eeal 
Estate  Bank,  4  Ark.  429. 


PLEADINa  IN  EQUITY.  —  See  Bills  and  Answers;  Equity  Jurisdic- 
tion and  Procedure;  Pleading;  Pleas  in  Equity. 


Vol.  xzi 


PLEADING  433 

PLEADINGS.  —  See  Pleading;  Pleas;  Service  of  Process  and  Papers; 
Striking  Out  and  Withdrawal. 


PLEADING  UNDER  THE  CODES.  — See  Answers;  Declaration  and 
Complaint;  Denials;  Replication  and  Reply;  Set-Off,  Counter- 
claim and  Recoupment. 
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I.  SCOPE  AND  GENERAL  STATEMENT,  435 

II.  DEFINITIONS,  NATURE  AND  CLASSIFICATION,  435 

III.  ORDER  IN  WHICH  TO  PLEAD,  436 
rV.     FORM,  437 

V.  SUBSTANCE  AND  SUFFICIENCY,  438 

A.  General  Statement,  438 

B.  Duplicity,  439 

C.  Joints  and  Several  Pleas,  440 

D.  Special  Pleas  Amounting  to  General  Issue,  440 

VI.  OBJECTIONS  AND  EXCEPTONS,  440 

CROSS-REFERENCES: 

Abatement,  Pleas  of;  Insane  Persons; 

Aliens ;  Jeopardy ; 

Another  Action  Pending;  Jurisdiction; 

Answers;  Nul  Tiel  Record; 

Arraignment  and  Plea ;  Payment ; 

Confession  and  Avoidance ;  Plea  in  Equity; 

Denials ;  Puis  Darrein  Continuance, 

Infants;  Pleas  of; 
Tender. 

In  criminal  cases,  see  "Arraignment  and  Plea,"  and  titles  dealing 
with  particular  kinds  of  pleas. 

Pleas  in  particular  actions  or  proceedings,  see  the  specific  titles,  and 
the  following:  Coverture,  plea  of,  11  Stand.4Ed  Peoc.  783;  misnomer 
o:^  party,  plea  of  generally,  1  Standard  Proc.  33 ;  indictment  and  in- 
formation, 12  Standard  Proc.  627;  non-assumpsit,  3  Standard  Proc. 
]  87,  et  seq. ;  nil  debet,  plea  of  generally,  7  Standard  Proc.  63 ;  in  debt 
on  simple  contract,  11  Standard  Proc.  1013;  non  cepet,  plea  of  in 
replevin,  see  the  title  "Replevin;"  non  detinet,  plea  of  in  detinue,  7 
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Standard  Proc.  64';  non.  est  factum,  6  Standard  Proc.  158,  et  seq. ; 
not  guilty,  plea  of,  in  criminal  prosecution;  2  Standard  Proc.  907, 
et  seq.;  in  civil  actions,  7  Standard  Proc.  62;  nul  tiel  corporation, 
plea  of,  5  Standard  Peoc.  647,  7  Standard  Proc.  76. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  982,  et  seq.,  and  the  notes  to  this 
article. 

For  further  references'  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  SCOPE  AND  GENERAL  STATEMENT.  —  Formerly  all  de- 
fensive pleadings  interposing  matters  of  fact  were,  in  legal  actions, 
grouped  under  the  one  generic  term  ' '  pleas, ' '  and  the  same  was  true  in 
equity,  with  the  exception  of  certain  dilatory  matters,  under  the  head 
"answers."^  With  the  advent  of  reformed,  or  code  procedure  the  sig- 
nificance of  these  terms  was  lost  and,  adopting  the  equity  term,  all  de- 
fensive pleadings  of  fact  were  classified  as  "answers."^  It  is  only 
with  "pleas,"  strictly  as  such,  in  actions  at  law  that  this  article 
deals,  pleas^  and  answers*  in  equity,  and  answers  under  reformed 
procedure,^  being  fully  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.  In  some  juris- 
dictions, too,  special  pleas  in  bar  have  been  supplanted  by  a  notice 
or  statement  of  special  defenses  under  the  general  issue,  which  subject 
is  also  fully  treated  in  another  part  of  this  work.^ 

II.  DEFINITION,  NATURE  AND  CLASSIFICATION.  —  A  plea, 
in  common  law  practice,  is  the  first  pleading  by  which  the  defendant 
presents  matters  of  fact  as  a  defense  to  the  plaintiff's  case.''  Pleas 
are  of  two  general  kinds,  dilatory  pleas  and  pleas  in  bar.^  A  dilatory 
plea  is  one  which  merely  seeks  to  delay  the  suit  by  setting  up  some 
matter  which  attacks  the  plaintiff's  remedy  rather  than  his  right  of 
action,®  while  a  plea  in  bar  goes  to  the  merits  of  the  cause  of  action 


1.  1   Standard  Peoc.   3. 

2.  1  Standard  Proc.  3,  et  seq. 

3.  See  the  title  "Pleas  in  Equity." 

4.  4  Standard  Proc.  151,  et  seq. 

5.  See  1  Standard  Proc.  1,  et  seq., 
and  the  title  "Denials." 

6.  7  Standard  Proc.  78,  et  seq. 

7.  Shinn,  PI.  &  Pr.,  §700;  Brewer  i;. 
Nellis,  6  Ind.  App.  323,  33  N.  B.  672; 
Bates  V.  Colvin,  21  E.  I.  57,  41  Atl. 
1004. 

Fleas  in  equity  defined,  gee  the  title 
"Pleas  in  Equity." 

[a]  Distinguished  From  Demurrer. 
It  is  in  this  sense  that  a  plea  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  a  demurrer,  i.  e.,  the 
former  presents  matter  of  fact  while 
the  latter  interposes  matter  of  law. 
Bates  V.  Colvin,  21  B.  I.  57,  41  Atl. 
1004. 


8.  Shinn,  PI.  &  Pr.,  §700. 

[a]  Synonymous  Terms. — Pleas  "to 
the  action  .  .  .  are  usually  called 
pleas  in  bar,  though  sometimeB,  and 
especially  in  the  older  books  of  the 
law,  they  are  denominated  peryetml 
or  peremptory  pleas,  or  pleas  in  chief. ' ' 
Hamilton's  Gould  on  PI.,  p.  40. 

[b]  Misnomer.— "^JZ  dilatory  pleas 
are  sometimes  called  pleas  in  abate- 
ment as  contradistinguished  from  pleas 
to  the  action.  This,  however,  is  a 
vague  use  of  the  term,  and  never 
proper  when  strict  accuracy  is  re- 
quired." Hamilton's  Gould  on  PI., 
p.  42. 

9.  Mahoney  v.  New  South  Building 
&  Loan  Assn.,  70  Fed.  513;  Parks  v. 
McClellan,  44  N.  J.  L.  552. 

[a]    Tlie  use  and  purpose  of  dila- 
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and  tends  to  defeat  it  altogether.^"  Dilatory  pleas  are  classified  as 
pleas  (1)  to  the  jurisdiction,  (2)  to  the  disability  of  the  plaintiff  to 
sue  and  (3)  in  abatement.^^  Pleas  to  the  jurisdiction  are  defined  and 
fully  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work,^^  as  are  also  pleas  in  abatement,^^ 
and  pleas  to  the  disability  of  plaintiff  to  sue.^*  Pleas  in  bar  are  usual- 
ly classified  as  (1)  pleas  of  the  general  issue  and  (2)  special  pleas.^' 
Pleas  of  the  general  issue  are  such  as  deny  all  the  allegations  of  the 
declaration,^"  while  a  special  plea  is  one  advancing  new  matter  as  a 
defense  to  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.^^  Some  authorities,  also, 
create  another  class  of  plea  in  bar  which  does  not  strictly  fall  under 
either  of  the  foregoing  subdivisions  and  which  is  called  a  plea  of  special 
issue,  being  termed  "special"  to  distinguish  it  from  the  "general" 
issue  and  differing  from  a  "special  plea"  in  this,  that  it  does  not,  as 
does  a  special  plea,  advance  new  matter,  and  does  not,  as  does  the 
''general"  issue,  deny  all  the  allegations  of  the  declaration,  but  in- 
stead it  denies  some  particular  material  averment  of  the  declaration 
and  thus,  in  effect,  denies  the  entire  right  of  action.^* 

III.  ORDER  IN  WHICH  TO  PLEAD."  —  Under  the  common  law 
the  order  in  which  the  different  pleas  should  be  interposed  is  as  fol- 
lows: (1)  To  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court;  (2)  to  the  disability  of 
the  plaintiff  or  defendant;  (3)  To  the  process  and  (4)  lastly,  pleas 
in  bar.^°  This  is  the  natural  order  of  pleading,^i  because  by  filing  any 
one  of  these  pleas  the  defendant  is  precluded  from  afterwards  avail- 
ing himself  of  any  of  the  pleas  which  precede  it,^^  excepting  only  a 


tory  pleas  has  been  somewhat  modified. 
"For,  though  pleas  of  this  kind  were 
formerly  often  used  for  the  mere  pur- 
pose of  delay  without  any  foundation 
in  truth,  and  though  the  interlocutory 
questions  raised  by  such  a  plea  may 
still  incidentally  have  the  mere  effect 
of  delaying  the  termination  of  the 
suit,  yet  the  proper  and  direct  effect 
of  a  plea  of  this  kind,  when  it  pre- 
vails, is  in  general,  and  with  a  very 
few  exceptions,  to  defeat  forever  the 
particular  suit  in  which  it  is  used, 
though  it  leaves  the  merits,  or  right 
of  action,  undetermined,  so  that  the 
plaintiff  is  still  at  liberty  to  seek  his 
remedy  by  a  new  suit.  The  peculiar 
oflice  of  a  dilatory  plea  is  therefore, 
in  general,  to  defeat  the  individual  suit 
in  which  ft  is  pleaded,  without  affect- 
ing the  right  of  ■action."  Hamilton's 
Gould  on  PI.,  p.  40. 

10.  HI.— Pitts  Sons'  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  121  111.  582, 
13  N.  E.  156.  Me.— Rawson  v.  Knight, 
71  Me.  99,  102.  Mo.— Wilson  v.  Knox, 
132  Mo.  387,  34  S.  W.  45.  N.  J.— Parks 
V.  MeClellan,  44  N.  J.  L.  552;  Lord 
V.  Brookfleld,  37  N.  J.  L.  552.  Ore. 
Norton  v.  Winter,  1  Ore.  47,  62  Am. 
Dec.    297.      Va. — Mason    v.    Farmers' 
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Bank,  12  Leigh   (39  Va.)    84. 

11.  Shinn,  PI.  &  Pr.,  §700. 

12.  See  the  title   "Jurisdiction." 

13.  See  1  Standard  Peoc.  28,  et 
seq.,   and  particular   titles. 

14.  See  the  titles  "Husband  and 
Wife;"  "Infants;"  "Insane  Per- 
sons." 

15.  Hamilton's  Gould  on  PI.,  p.  43. 

A  full  treatment  of  pleas  of  tiie  gen- 
eral issue  and  special  traverses  and 
denials  appears  in  7  Standabd  Peoc. 
62,  et  seq.,  and  100,  et  seq. 

16.  Van  Dusen  v.  Pomeroy,  24  111. 
289;  Osborn  v.  Lovell,  36  Mich.  246, 
250;  Kinnie  v.  Owen,  1  Mich.  249. 
See  7  Standard  Pkoc.  62,  et  seq. 

17.  Hamilton's  Gould  on  PI.,  p.  43, 
and  the  following  cases:  Ga. — ^Dougher- 
ty V.  Bethune,  7  Ga.  90.  HI. — Curtiss 
V.  Martin,  20  111.  557.  Ky. — Berry  v. 
Kenney,  5  B.  Mon.  120. 

Special  traverses  and  denials  fully 
treated  in  7  Standabd  Proc.  100,  et 
seq. 

18.  Hamilton's  Gould  on  PI.,  p.  43. 

19.  Fleas  in  abatement;  see  1 
Standard  Peoc.  52. 

20.  Shinn,  Pl.  &  Pr.,  §701. 

21.  Shinn,  PI.   &  Pr.,   §70L 

22.  Shinn,  PI.  &  Pr.,  §701. 
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plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  the  subject  matter,  which  is 
not  waived  by  pleading  in  any  of  the  classes  subsequent  thereto.^'  By 
pleading  in  bar  of  the  action  it  is  admitted  that  there  is  no  occasion 
for  a  dilatory  plea  and  one  may  not  thereafter  be  pleaded,^*  except 
when  based  upon  new  matter  arising  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the 
former  plea.^"  Furthermore,  when  a  plea  has  been  filed  and  the  de- 
fendant thereafter  files  another  plea  which  is,  in  this  order  of  pleading, 
subsequent  to  the  one  first  filed,  the  first  plea  and  all  defenses  peculiar 
to  it  is  thereby  waived.^*  On  the  other  hand,  when  a  dilatory  plea  has 
been  overruled  the  defendant  may  still  plead,  within  the  proper  time, 
any  other  plea  which  is,  in  the  order  above  given,  subsequent  to  the 
one  overruled.^^ 

An  amended  declaration,  filed  after  the  defendant  has  thus  lost  his 
right  to  file  a  dilatory  plea  to  the  original,  stands  in  the  same  posi- 
tion in  this  respect  as  the  original  and  to  it  the  defendant  may  not 
plead  in  abatement.^* 

IV.  FORM.^*  —  Whether  a  plea  is  one  in  abatement  or  in  bar  is 
to  be  determined  by  its  opening  and  conclusion.^"    The  title  being  no 


In  answers  under  refpnued  or  code 
procedure  these  rules  as  to  the  order 
of  pleading  must  yet  be  observed  to 
a  limited  extent.  See  2  Standabd 
Proc.  60,  et  seq. 

23.  Thompson  v.  Michigan  Mut.  Ben. 
Assn.,  52  Mich.  522,  18  N.  W.  247; 
Eowland  v.  Superintendents  of  Poor,  49 
Mich.  553,  14  N.  W.  494.  See  the  title 
"Jurisdictioin,"  and  1  Standard  Peoc. 
52,  note  33. 

24.  U.  S. — Wittcmore  v.  Malcom'son, 
28  Fed.  605;  Gause  v.  Clarksville,  1 
Fed.  353,  1  MeCraiy  78.  Ala. — Cleve- 
land V.  Chandler,  3  Stew.  489;  Eobert- 
son  V.  Lea,  1  Stew.  141.  Aik. — Fore- 
man V.  Gibson,  15  Ark.  206.  Fla. 
Stewart  v.  Bennett,  1  Fla.  437.  HI. 
Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
90  ni.  56;  Eieker  v.  Scofield,  28  111. 
App.  32.  Ind. — Estep  v.  Larsh,  21  Ind. 
190;  Sowle  v.  Holdridge,  17  Ind.  236. 
Me. — ^Powers  v.  Mitchell,  75  Me.  364. 
Mass. — Chamberlayne  v.  Nazro,  188 
Mass.  454,  74  N.  B.  674;  Seagrave  v. 
Erickson,  11  Gush.  89;  Martin  v.  Com., 
1  Mass.  347,  358.  Mich.— Webb  v. 
Mann,  3  Mich.  139.  Mo.— Fugate  v. 
Glasscock,  7  Mo.  577.  Neb.— Baker 
V.  Union  Stock  Yds.  Nat.  Bank,  63 
Neb.  801,  89  N.  W.  269,  93  Am.  St. 
Eep.  484.  N.  J. — Wittemore  v.  Mal- 
comson,  9  N.  J.  L.  J.  338.  N.  Y.— Palmer 
V.  Evertson,  2  Cow.  417;  Palmer  v. 
Green,  1  Johns.  Cas.  101.  N.  C— Mor- 
gan V.  Charlotte  First  Nat.  Bank,  93 
N.  C.  352.  Ore. — Winter  v.  Norton,  1 
Ore.  42.    Pa. — Potter  v.  McCoy,  26  Pa. 


458;  Good  Intent  Co.  v.  Hartzell,  22 
Pa.   277;   Wilson  v.  Hamilton,  4  Serg. 

6  K.  238;  Hoopes  v.  Pusey,  2  Chest. 
Co.  Eep.  306.     E.  I. — Potter  v.  Smith, 

7  E.  I.  55;  Gardner  v.  James,  5  E.  1. 
235.  Tex. — Taylor  v.  Hall,  20  Tex.  211; 
Hamilton  v.  James  A.  Cushman  M^g. 
Co.,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  338,  39  S.  W. 
641;  Meyer  v.  Smith,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
37,  21  S.  W.  995.  Vt.— Lyman  v.  Cen- 
tral Vermont  E.  Co.,  59  Vt.  167,  10 
Atl.  346.  Va. — Howard  v.  Eawson,  2 
Leigh  (29  Va.)  733. 

See  1  Standard  Peoc.  53. 

25.  Ark. — Johnson  v.  Killian,  6  Ark. 
172.  lU.— Eieker  v.  Scofield,  28  111. 
App.  32.  Tenn. — ^Yancey  v.  Marriott, 
Frisby  &  Co.,  1  Sneed  28. 

See  1  Standard  Peoc.  61. 
Supplemental  answers,  see  generally 
the  title   "Supplemental  Pleading." 

26.  Potter  V.  McCoy,  26  Pa.  458. 

27.  Hamilton's  Gould  on  PL,  p.  226. 

28.  Chapman  v.  Davis,  4  Gill  (Md.) 
166. 

29.  Forms  for  pleas,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Proc.  982,  et  seq. 

Confession  and  avoidance,  commence- 
ment and  conclusion  of  plea  of,  see  5 
Standard  Proc.  230. 

Covenant,  conclusion  of  plea  in,  ac- 
tion of,  see  6  Standard  Proc.  161. 

30.  Mudge  V.  Einkle,  45  111.  App. 
604.    See  1  Standard  Peoc.  45. 

[a]  If  it  commence  in  bar  and  con- 
clude in  abatement  it  will,  it  has  been 
held,  be  considered  as  a  plea  in  bar. 
Lowe  V.  Blair,  6  Blackf.    (Ind.)   282; 
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part  of  the  plea,  a  mistake  therein  is  usually  considered  harmless,^* 
but  the  plea  must  be  entitled  in  the  proper  court ;  otherwise  it  is  use- 
less.^^  Whenever  new  matter  is  introduced  the  plea  should  conclude 
with  a  verification,^^  and  a  dilatory  plea  should  conclude  with  a  veri- 
fication and)  a  prayer  for  a  proper  judgment.^*  When  no  new  matter 
is  introduced  in  a  plea  in  bar,  however,  the  conclusion  should  be  to 
the  country.^' 

V.  SUBSTANCE  AND  SUFFICIENCY.  —  A.  General  State- 
ment. —  Pleas  in  bar  must  traverse  or  confess  and  avoid  the  allegations 
of  the  declaration,'*"  or  present  matter  of  estoppel  thereto.'^  If  the 
plea  purports  to  go  to  the  entire  declaration  it  is  bad  if  it  does  not 
present  an  answer  in  law  to  the  entire  gravemen  or  cause  of  action.^^ 
It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  the  whole  declaration  be  answered  by 
any  one  plea,  for  a  plea  may  be  interposed  to  a  separate  part  of  the 
declaration,  but  the  entire  matter  pleaded  must  cover  the  entire  cause 
of  action.'"  Every  special  plea  must  contain  issuable  matter,*"  and  be 
responsive  to  the  declaration.*^'  The  plea  must  deny  all  such  allegations 
in  the  declaration  as  it  is  not  desired  to  admit,  for  the  general  rule  is 
that  a  plea  will  be  taken  to  confess  such  traversable  matter  of  fact  as 
it  does  not  deny.*^  The  plea  must  be  certain*'  to  such  an  extent  as  to 
render  it  readily  understandable.**     Less  certainty  is,  however,  re- 


Hargis  v.  Ayrea,  8  Yerg.   (Tenn.)   467. 

31.  Columbia  Bank  v.  Ott,  2  Cranch 
C.  C.  529,  2  Fed.  Gas.  No.  878.  But  see 
1  Standard  Proc.  42. 

32.  Mattingly  v.  Gline,  7  Mo.  499. 

33.  Conn.  —  Baily  v.  Smith,  1  Eoot 
243.  N.  Y.— McClure  v.  Erwin,  3  Cow. 
313,  321.  Pa.— Wallace  v.  Taylor,  1 
Phila.  74,  7  Leg.  Int.  114.  Vt.— Sher- 
win  V.  Bliss,  4  Vt.   96. 

34.  See  1  Standard  Peoc.  45. 

[a]  The  usual  form,  as  given  in 
Shinn's  PI.  &  Pr.,  §719,  is  "And  this 
the  defendant  is  ready  to  verify. 
Wherefore  he  prays  judgment  of  the 
said  writ  (or  declaration)  and  that 
the  same  may  be  quashed,  etc." 

35.  Conn. — Baily  v.  Smith,  1  Eoot 
243.  Mass. — Sampson  v.'  Henry,  11 
Pick.  379.  N.  J.— Everett  v.  Bartlett, 
20"  N.  J.  L.  117.    Vt.— Sherwin  v.  Bliss, 

4  Vt.   96. 

36.  Merceron  v.  Dowson,  5  Barn.  & 
C.  479,  11  E.  C.  L.  54ff,  8  D.  &  E. 
264,  4  L.  J.  K.  B.  O.  S.  211,  108  Eng. 
Eeprint  179.  See  the  titles  "Confes- 
sion and  Avoidance;"  "Denials." 

37.  Shinn's  PI.  &  Pr.,  §732. 

Plea  in  estoppel,  distinguished  from 
plea  in  confession  and  avoidance,  see 

5  Standard  Peoc.  230. 

38.  AJa. — McDougald's  Admr.  v. 
Dawson's  Exr.,  30  Ala.  553.  lU.— Il- 
linois Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Bead,  37  111.  484, 
87  Am.  Dec.  260;  Hinton  v.  Husbands, 
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4  111.  187.  N.  J.— Lord  v.  Brookfield, 
37  N.  J.  L.  552.  Tenn.— MeGhee 
V.  Smith,  6  Heisk.  315.  Vt. — Alexander 
V.  School  Dist.  No.  Six,  62  Vt.  273, 
19  Atl.  995. 

39.  Sterry  v.  Schuyler,  23  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   487. 

40.  Marsh  v.  Smith,  49  111.  396. 

[a]  An  Illustration. — To  a  declara- 
tion for  false  imprisonm-ent  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  he  arrested  the 
plaintiff  "by  lawful  authority."  This 
matter  was  not  issuable  for,  it  put 
in  issue  matters  of  law  which  were, 
under  the  form  of  the  allegation,  in- 
separably confused  with  matters  of 
fact;  matter  of  law  is  not  issuable. 
The  defendant  should  have  specially 
pleaded  what  his  authority  was.  Marsh 
V.  Smith,  49  111.  396. 

41.  Gradle  v.  HoflEman,  105  ni.  147. 

42.  111. — Coppinger  v.  Armstrong,  8 
111.  App.  210.  Mass. — D wight  v.  Hol- 
brook,  1  Allen  560.  N.  H. — Tappan  v. 
Tappan,  36  N.  H.  98,  109.  N.  J. — ^Phil- 
lips V.  Crosby,  70  N.  J.  L.  785,  59  Atl. 
142. 

43.  Cooper  v.  Monke,  Willes  52,  125 
Eng.  Eeprint  1051.  See  generally  the 
title   "Certainty  in  Pleading." 

44.  Ala. — Eoland  v.  Logan,  18  Ala. 
307,  313.  lU.— Morehouse  v.  Fowler, 
69  111.  App.  50.  Mass.— Oystead  v. 
Shed,  12  Mass.  506.  N.  J.— Hudson 
V.    Winslow,   35   N.   J.   L.   437.     N.  Y. 
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qtiired  of  statements  of  facts  which  are  peculiarly  within  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  plaintiff.*^  It  must  set  up  facts  rather  than  conclusions,*^ 
and  must  be  direct  and  positive,*'  not  discursive  or  argumentative.** 
If  a  plea  is  bad  in  part  it  cannot  stand.*^ 

B.  Duplicity.^"  —  The  plea  must,  in  general,  be  single,  and,  if  it 
contain  two  matters,  either  of  which  would  bar  the  action  it  is  bad  for 
duplicity.^^  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule,  however,^^  a  defend- 
ant is  not  precluded  from  setting  forth  several  matters  of  fact  which 
are  all  constituent  parts  of  the  same  entire  defense,  forming  one  con- 
nected proposition  and  requiring  but  one  answer,"^  nor  from  setting 
forth  matters  of  inducement,^*  nor  from  pleading  several  defenses  to 
separate  parts  of  the  declaration.^^  Surplusage  will  not  render  a  plea 
duplicitous.'^ 

The  court  may  permit  a  defendant  to  plead  double  where  to  do  so 
will  further  the  ends  of  justice  and  expedite  the  trial  of  the  cause,'' 
but  will  usually  withhold  its  permission  where  the  proposed  pleas  are 
inconsistent,^*  or  are  substantially  the  same.'"  Permission  will  not  be 
given,  moreover,  to  file  two  pleas  creating  issues  which  must  be  tried 


Speneer  v.  Southwick,  9  Johns.  314. 

45.  Andrews  v.  Whitehead,  1?  East 
102,  112,  104  Eng.  Eeprint  306;  Gale 
V.  Eeed,  8  East  80,  85,  103  Eng.  Ee- 
print 274. 

46.  111. — Clay  Fire  &  Marine  Ins. 
Co.  V.  WuBterhausen,  75  111.  285.  Ind. 
Stonsel  V.  Abrams,  7  Blapkf.  516. 
H".  J. — Hudson  v.  Winslow,  35  N. .  J. 
I#.  437.  Tenn. — Columbia  v.  Beasley, 
1  Humph.  232,  34  Am.  Dec.  646. 

See  the  title  "Conclusions  of  Law." 

47.  Liverpool  Waterworks  Go.  v. 
Atkinson,  6  East  507,  102  Eng.  Ee- 
print 1382. 

48.  m.— Spahr  v.  Tartt,  23  111.  App. 
420.  N.  H.— Quimby  v.  Melvin,  28  N. 
H.  250.  Vt. — Alexander  v.  School  Dist. 
No.  Six,  62  Vt.  273,  19  Atl.  995.  Eng. 
Isherwood  v.  Whitmore,  12  L.  J.  N.  S. 
Exch.  93. 

49.  Clarkson  v.  Lawson,  6  Bing. 
266,  274,  19  E.  C.  L.  127,  3  Moo.  & 
P.  605,  8  L.  J.  C.  P.  (O.  S.)  36,  130 
Eng.  Eeprint  1283;  Maedonnell  v.  Mac- 
donnel],  3  Bos.  &  P.  174,  127  Eng.  Ee- 
print 90;  Duffield  v.  Scott,  3  T.  E. 
374,   100   Eng.   Eepri^t   628. 

50.  See  generally  7  Standabd  Proc. 
391. 

In  plea  in  criminal  cases^  see  2 
Standard  Peoc.  883,  893;  4  Standard 
Peoc.  511. 

Confession  and  avoidance,  joinder 
of  plea  of  with  denial,  see  5  Standaed 
Pkoc.   543,  et   seq. 

Plea  in  abatement,  see  1  Standard 
Peoc.  50. 


51.  Eyre  v.  Shelley,  6  M.  &  W. 
(Eng.)  269,  274;  Wright  v.  Watts,  3 
Q.  B.  89,  114  Eng.  Eeprint  441,  even 
though   imperfectly  pleaded. 

[a]  Provided  they  are  both  relied 
upon — for  it  may  happen  that  the  facts 
alleged  disclose  two  defenses,  but  if 
so  alleged  ,as  to  show  that  but  one 
is  relied  upon  the  plea  will  not  be 
double.  Eobinson  v.  St.  Johnsbury  & 
L.  C.  E.  Co.,  80  Vt.  129,  66  Atl.   814. 

52.  7  Standard  Peoc.  941,  et  seq. 

53.  Eobinson  v.  St.  Johnsbury  &  L. 
C.  E.  Co.,  80  Vt.  129,  66  Atl.  814; 
Eobinson  v.  Ealey,  1  Burr.  316,  -97 
Eng.  Eeprint  330. 

54.  Eobinson  v.  St.  Johnsbury  &  L. 
C.  E.  Co.,  80  Vt.  129,  66  Atl.  814,  9 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1249,  where  the  court 
say:  "When  the  fact  relied  on  as  the 
gist  of  the  defense  is  but  the  conse- 
quence of  another  fact,  or  when  one 
of  them  is  a  necessary  or  a  pmper  in- 
ducement to  yie  other,  both  may  be 
pleaded  without  making  the  plea 
double."  See  .also  7  Standard  Peoc. 
943. 

55.  1  Tidd's  Pr.  (4th  Am.  ed.)  654. 

56.  Jacobs  v.  Pierce,  132  111.  App. 
547.  See  generally  7  Standard  Peoc. 
944,  and  the  title  "Surplusage  and 
Scandal. ' ' 

57.  Parks  v.  McCIellan,  44  N.  J.  L. 
552. 

58.  Granite  State  Bank  v.  Otis,  53 
Me.   133. 

59.  Martin  v.  Woods,  6  Mass.  6; 
Chapman  v.  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  464. 
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in  different  tribunals,*"  although  it  is  no  objection  that  they  create 
different  issues  if  they  may  all  be  tried  by  the  same*  court.*^ 

C.  Joint  and  Severaxi  Pleas.  —  Where  there  are  several  defend- 
ants they  may  all  join  in  one  plea,*^  but  a  joint  plea  filed  by  several 
defendants,  which  is  bad  as  to  one  is  bad  as  to  all."^  Some  authori- 
ties limit  the  operation  of  this  rule  to  pleas  of  justification  in  which 
the  facts  charged  are  necessarily  confessed,  holding  that  it  is  inap- 
plicable to  pleas  of  the  general  issue.®* 

D.  Spectai.  Plea  Amounting  to  General  Issxie.  —  This  matter  is 
treated  elsewhere  in  this  work."" 

VI.  OBJECTIONS  AND  EXCEPTIONS.'*  —  It  is  a  general  rule 
that  defects  of  form,  as  distinguished  from  defects  of  substance,  can 
be  taken  advantage  of  only  by  a  special  demurrer,"'  which  must  point 
out  precisely  wherein  the  plea  is  defective;"*  a  general  demurrer  will 
only  test  its  substance  without  reference  to  its  form."*  Thus,  a  special 
demurrer  is  the  proper  means  of  taking  advantage  of  such  defects  in 
the  plea  as  duplicity.'"  But  if  the  plea  be  wholly  unauthorized,'^  as, 
for  instance,  where  it  is  filed  out  of  time,'^  or  entirely  without  merit 
in  its  substance,  as  where  it  is  frivolous,'*  a  motion  to  strike  is  the 
proper  remedy. 


60.  Chapman  v.  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  464; 
Eiley  v.  Eiley,  20  N.  J.  L.  114. 

61.  Shafer  v.  Stonebraker,  4  Gill  & 
J.  (Md.)  345;  Chapman  v.  Sloan,  2 
N.  H.  464. 

62.  Crump  v.  Bennett,  2  Litt.  (Ky.) 
209:  Tappan  v.  Tappan,  36  N.  H.  98, 
109. 

63.  Ala. — McCreary  v.  Jones,  96 
Ala.  592,  11  So.  600;  Overdeer  v. 
Wiley,  Banks  &  Co.,  30  Ala.  709.  lU. 
Beesley  v.  Hamilton,  50  111.  88;  Prazier 
V.  Eesor,  23  111.  88.  Ind. — ^Ward  v. 
Bennett,  20  Ind.  440;  Supreme  Coun- 
cil of  C.  B.  L.  V.  Boyle  (Ind.  App.), 
42  N.  E.  827;  Poulk  v.  Slocum,  3 
Blaekf.  421.  Mass. — Moors  v.  Parker, 
3  Mass.  310.  N.  H.— Marsh  v.  Smith, 
18  N.  H.  366.  N.  T.— Shannon  v.  Com- 
stock,  21  Wend.  457,  34  Am.  Dee. 
262.  Vt.— Clark  v.  Lathrop,  33  Vt. 
140. 

64.  Hayden  v.  Nott,  9  Conn.  367; 
Downer  v.  Flint,  28  Vt.  527. 

65.  See   7   Standard  Pboc.   104. 

66.  Confession   and   avoidance,    ob- 


jections to   form   of   conclusion,  see  5 
Standard  Peoc.  231. 

67.  lU.— Orne  v.  Cook,  31  111.  238. 
N.  J. — Shotwell's  Exrs.  v.  Dennis,  14 
N.  J.  L.  501.  Teun. — Mynatt  v.  My- 
natt,  6  Heisk.  311. 

See  generally  the  title  "Demurrer." 

68.  Griffiths  v.  Byles,  1  Bos.  &  P. 
413,  126  Eng.  Reprint  983. 

69.  Pendleton  v.  Amy,  13  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  297,  20  L.  ed.  579. 

70.  Smith  v.  Clench,  2  Q.  B.  835, 
114  Eng.  Eeprint  324. 

71.  Ala. — Cunyus  v.  Guenther,  96 
Ala.  564,  11  So.  649.  Ind. — Merkle  v. 
Bolles,  6  Blaekf.  288.  N.  J.— Shot- 
well's  Exrs.  V.  Dennis,  14  N".  J.  L. 
501. 

72.  Pool  V.  Hill,  44  Miss.  306,  311; 
Morgan  v.  Dyer,  10  Johns.  (N.  T.^ 
161.    '  ^     .       ^ 

73.  Pool  V.  Hill,  44  Miss.  306,  310; 
Shotwell's  Exrs.  v.  Dennis,  14  N.  J.  L. 
501;  Westervelt  v.  Marinus,  3  N.  J.  L. 
266.  See  generally  the  title  "Friv- 
olous and  Sham  Pleadings." 


PLEAS  IN  CRIMINAL  CASES.  — See  Abatement,  Pleas  of;  Ar- 
raignment and  Plea;  Insane  Persons;  Jeopardy;  Pardon. 
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I.  DEFINITION  AND  CLASSIFICATION.  —  A  plea  in  equity  ig 
a  special  answer  to  the  bill.^  Considered  with  reference  to  their  form, 
pleas  in  equity  are  generally  divided  into  pure,  or  affirmative  pleas, 
which  rely  for  a  defense  upon  matter  dehors  the  record,^  and  pleas 
which,  by  way  of  contradistinction,  are  called  pleas  not  pure,  or 
anomalous  or  negative  pleas,  which  rely  wholly  upon  denials  and 
negations  of  matter  appearing  in  the  record.^  In  addition  to  this  clas- 
sification, pleas  are  sometimes  divided  into  pleas  in  bar  and  pleas  in 

II.  PURPOSE  AND  DISTINCTIONS.  —  The  purpose  of  a  plea  is 
to  obviate  the  necessity  of  an  examination  of  the  witnesses  at  large," 
by  not  putting  in  issue,  as  does  an  answer,  all  the  allegations  in  the 
bill,''  but  by  demanding,  instead,  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  the 
first  instance  whether  the  special  matter  set  up  by  it  does  not  preclude 
the  plaintiff  from  his  right  to  an  answer  or  the  relief  prayed  for.^ 
A  plea  is  further  distinguishable  from  an  answer  in  that  an  answer 
under  oath  is  evidence  in  favor  of  the  defendant  because  made  in  obe- 
dience to  the  demand  of  the  bill  for  a  discovery,^  but  a  plea,  which 
avoids  the  discovery  prayed  for,  is  no  evidence  in  the  defendant's 
favor,  even  when  it  is  made  under  oath  and  negatives  a  material  aver- 
ment in  the  bill.^  A  plea,  also,  serves  a  different  purpose  than  a  de- 
murrer; it  dbes  not,  as  does  a  demurrer,  simply  question  the  equity^" 


1.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (lOth  ed.),  §649, 
and  the  following:  U.  S. — Farley  v. 
Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303,  7  Sup.  Ct.  534, 
30  L.  ed.  684.  Md. — Eouskulp  v.  Kersh- 
ner,  49  Md.  516.  N.  J. — Gilson  v. 
Appleby,  78  N.  J.  Eq.  96,  78  Atl.  668. 
Tenu. — Seifried  v.  People's  Bank,  2 
Tenn.  Ch.  17. 

2.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.),  §§651, 
667,  and  the  following  cases:  U.  S. 
United  States  v.  California  &  O.  Land 
Co.,  148  U.  S.  31,  13  Sup.  Ct.  45.8, 
37  L.  ed.  354;  Farley  v.  Kittson,  120 
V.  S.  303,  7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed, 
684;  Vacuum  Oil  Co.  v.  Eagle  Oil  Co., 
154  Fed.  867;  McCloskey  v.  Barr,  38 
Fed.  165.  Del.— Gilder  v.  Gild«T,  1  Del. 
Ch.  331.  Fla.— Da  Costa  v.  Dibble,  40 
Fla.  ,  418,  24  So.  911.  111.— Stephens 
V.  St.  Louis  Union  Trust  Co.,  260  111. 
364,  103  N.  E.  190;  Palmer  v.  Wood, 
48  111.  App.  630;  Spangler  v.  Spangler, 
19  111.  App.  28.  Tenn.— Whitthorne  v. 
St.  Louis  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  3  Tenn. 
Ch.  147;  Benson  v.  Jones,  1  Tenn.  Ch. 
498. 

3.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.),  §§651, 
667;  Stephens  v.  St.  Louis  Union  Trust 
Co.,  260  111.  364,  103  N.  B.  190;  Whitt- 
horne  v.  St.  Louis  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co., 
3  Tenn.  Ch.  147;  Benson  v.  Jones,  1 
Tenn.   Ch.  498. 

[a]    But  see  Glucose  Sugar  Eef.  Co. 
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V.  Douglass  &  Co.,  145  Fed.  949,  where 
it  is  said  that  pleas  ai^  to  be  clas- 
sified with  reference  to  their  form,  as 
(1)  .affirmative,  (2)  negative  and  (3) 
anomalous. 

4.  See  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  (6th  Am.  ed.) 
626,  and  XT.  S. — Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E. 
Co.  «.  Weil,  183  Fed.  956,  106  C.  C.  A. 
296.  N.  J.— Ewald  v.  Ortvngkv,  77  N. 
J.  Eq.  76,  75  Atl.  577.  w".  Va.— Foley 
V.  Euley,  43  W.  Va.  513,  27  S.  E.  268. 

5.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.),  §652; 
Farley  v.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed.  684;  Anderson 
V.  Audenreid,  8  Phila.   (Pa.)  96. 

6.  Farley  v.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed.  684;  Groel 
V.  United  Elect.  Co.,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  616, 
61  Atl.  1061. 

7.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.),  §649; 
Eouskulp  V.  Kershner,  49  Md.  516; 
Hagthorp  v.  Hook's  Admrs.,  1  Gill  & 
J.  (Md.)  270,  283;  Donnell  v.  King's 
Heirs,  7  Leigh  (34  Va.)  393,  398. 

8.  Farley  «.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed.  684.  See  also 
4  Standard  Prog.  151,  and  the  Ency. 
OF  Ev.,  title  "Answers." 

9.  Farley  v.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed.  684. 

10.  Parley  v.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed.  684  where 
the    court    say:    "The   distinction   be- 
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of  the  bill,  or  the  formal  sufficiency  thereof/^  but,  instead  it  brings 
forward  some  distinct  fact  which,  of  itself  creates  a  bar  to  the  suit  or 
the  part  to  which  the  plea  applies  and  thus  to  avoid  the  necessity  of 
making  the  discovery  asked  for  and  the  expense  of  going  into  the 
evidence  at  large.^^  Moreover,  a  plea  is  employed  to  reach  defects  in 
the  plaintiff's  case  which  do  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  while 
a  demurrer  is  used  when  the  defect  inheres  in  the  bill.^^  A  plea  only 
resembles  a  demurrer  in  that  it  admits  the  facts  not  necessarily  em- 
braced in  and  denied  by  the  plea.^* 

III.  PROPRIETY  AND  GENERAL  UTILITY.  —  Under  the  old 
chancery  practice,  when  not  disclosed  by  the  bill,  such  defenses  as  a 
lack  of  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant,^^  the  pendency 
of  another  suit  involving  the  same  cause,^**  the  incapacity  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  sue,"  and  matters  in  abatement  generally,^*  could  only  be  inter- 


iween  a,  demurrer  and  a  plea  dates  as 
far  back  as  the  time  of  Lord  Baeon, 
by  the  58th  of  whose  Ordinances  for 
the  Administration  of  Justice  in  Chaji- 
cery,  'a  demurrer  is  properly  upon 
matter  defective  contained  in  the  bill 
itself,  and  no  foreign  matter;  but  a 
plea  is  of  foreign  matter  to  discharge 
or  stay  the  suit'  .  .  .  Lord  Eedes- 
dale,  in  his  Treatise  on  Pleadings,  says: 
'A  plea  must  .aver  facts  to  which  the 
plaintiff  may  reply,  and  not,  in  the 
nature  of  a  demurrer,  rest  on  facts  in 
the  bill.'  Mitf.  PI.  297.  And  Mr. 
Jeremy,  in  a  note  to  this  passage, 
.  .  .  observes,  'The  prominent  dis- 
tinction between  a  plea  and  a  de- 
murrer, here  noticed,  is  strictly  true, 
even  of  that  description  of  plea  which 
is  termed  negative,  for  it  is  the  af- 
firmative of  the  proposition  which  is 
stated  in  the  bill;'  in  other  words,  a 
plea  which  avers  that  a  certain  fact 
is  not  as  the  bill  affirms  it  to  be 
sets  up  matter  not  contained  in  the 
bill.  That  an  objection  to  the  equity 
of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  as  stated  in 
the  bill,  inust  be  taken  by  demurrer 
and  not  by  plea  is  so  well  established 
that  it  has  been  constantly  assumed, 
and  therefore  seldom  stated  in  judi- 
cial  opinions. ' ' 

11.  McCloskey  v.  Barr,  38  Fed.  165, 
where  it  is  held  that  a  plea  which  raises 
a  question,  such  as  multifariousness  of 
the  bill,  which  should  be  presented  by 
demurrer,  will  be  overruled. 

12.  U.  S.— Farley  v.  Kittson,  120  IT. 
S.  303,  7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed.  684; 
Central  National  Bank  v.  Connecticut 
Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  104  U.  S.  54,  26 
L.  ed.  693.  Ga. — Union  Branch  E.  Co. 
V.  East  Tennessee  &  G.  E.  Co.,  14  Ga. 
327.     Md; — Bush  v.  Linthieum,  59  Md. 


344;    Salmon   v.   Clagett,   3   Bland   1?5. 

13.  Fla.— City  of  West  Palm  Beach 
V.  Eyder,  74  So.  603.  Ga. — Black  v. 
Black,  15  Ga.  445.  N.  J.— Kelly  '  v. 
Masionis,  79  N.  J.  Eq.  644,  82  Atl. 
329. 

See  also  8  Standard  Pboc.  849,  850. 

14.  Bush  V.  Linthieum,  59  Md.  344; 
8  Standard  Pboc.  849. 

15.  TJ.  S. — Pond  V.  Vermont  Val.  E. 
Co.,  12  Blatchf.  280,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,265.  Ala.— Campbell  v.  Crawford, 
63  Ala.  392.  HI.— Emerson  v.  Western 
Union  E.  Co.,  75  111.  176;  Kimball  v. 
Walker,  30  111.  482.  N.  J.— Wilson  v. 
American  Palace  Car  Co.,  65  N.  J.  Eq. 
730,  55  Atl.  997.  Vt.— Bank  of  Bel- 
lows Falls  V.  Eutland  &  B.  E.  Co.,  28 
Vt.   470. 

16.  TJ.  S. — Pierce  v.  Peag&,ns,  39 
Fed.  5§7.  Md.— Baltimore  Trust  Co. 
V.  George's  Creek  C.  &  I.  Co.,  119  Md. 
21,  85  Atl.  949.  Vt.— Battell  v.  Matot, 
58  Vt.  271,  5  Atl.  479. 

[a]  Compare  Moore  v.  Grubbs,  3  B. 
Mon.  (Ky.)  77,  where  the  |Court  say 
that  when  there  are  two  suits  pend- 
ing in  the  same  court  for  the  same 
cause  an  election  may  be  required  as 
well  "as  when  one  of  the  suits  U 
in  a  court  of  equity  and  the  other 
in  a  court  of  law — and,  in  the  latter 
class  of  cases,  the  only  appropriate 
course  is  to  require  an  election.  .  .  . 
And  we  have  no  doubt  that  the  court 
may  require  an  election  without  plea." 

17.  Burger  v.  Potter,  32  111.  66;  City 
of  Chicago  v.  Cameron,  22  111.  App.  91; 
Hoyt  V.  Hoyt,  58  Vt.  538,  3  Atl.  316. 

18.  U.  S. — Chapman  v.  School  Dist., 
Deady  108,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,607.  Ala. 
Bank  of  St.  Mary's  v.  St.  John,  Powers 
&  Co.,  25  Ala.  566.  Vt.— Hoyt  v.  Hoyt, 
58  Vt.  538,  3  Atl.  316. 
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posed  by  a  plea,  and  this,  stated  in  general  terms,  was  the  proper  man- 
ner of  presenting  any  matter  of  defense,  not  appearing  on  the  face 
of  the  bill,^'  which  would,  without  going  into  the  full  merits,^"  reduce 
the  cause,  or  some  part  thereof,  to  a  single  issue,^^  and  create  a  bar 
or  obstruction  to  the  entire  suit,  or  to  the  part  to  which  the  plea  was 
addressed.^^ 

In  modern  practice,  however,  pleas  are  an  infrequent  mode  of  de- 
fense,-^ these  matters  being  now  generally  presented  by  an  answer.^* 
In  a  number  of  states  the  old  rules  of  chancery  pleading  have  been 
wholly  superseded  by  Practice  Acts  or  Codes  of  Procedure,^^  and  in 
the  United  States  courts  pleas  in  equity  have  been  abolished,  along 
with  demurrers,  and  all  questions  formerly  presented  in  this  manner 
must  now  be  raised  by  motion  to  dismiss  or  answer.^* 

IV.  SUPPORTING  ANSWERS.  —  The  necessity,  formal  requisites, 
and  sufficiency  of  an  answer  in  support  of  a  plea  is  fully  treated  else- 
where in  this  work.^' 

V.  TIME  FOR  FILING.''^  —  The  general  rule  is  that  a  defendant 
is  allowed  the  same  time  for  pleading  as  for  answering,'^  and  it  has 

19.  story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.),  §660, 
and  the  following:  U.  S. — Garrett  v. 
New  York  Transit  &  Terminal  Co.,  29 
Fed.  129;  Noyes  v.  Willard,  1  Woods 
187,  18  Fed.  Gas.  No.  10,374.  Pla. 
Southern  Life  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Lanier,  5  Fla.  110,  58  Am.  Dec.  448. 
N.  J. — Kelly  v.  Masionis,  79  N.  J.  Eq. 
644,  82  Atl.  329;  Davis  v.  Davis,  57 
N.  J.  Eq.  252,  41  Atl.  353.  Vt.— Ainger 
V.  Webster,  85  Vt.  446,  82  Atl.  666. 
Va. — Northwestern  Bank  v.  Nelson, '  1 
Gratt.   (42  Va.)   108. 

[a]  Defenses  appearing  on  the  face 
of  the  hill  (1)  must  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  by  demurrer.  Davis  v.  Davis, 
57  N.  J.  Eq.  252,  41  Atl.  353.  Thus, 
(2)  for  example,  multifariousness  (Mc- 
Closkey  v.  Barr,  38  Fed.  165),  (3)  the 
existence  of  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law,  etc.  (GifEord  v.  Thorn,  7  N.  J.  Eq. 
90)  must  be  raised  by  demurrer.  A-s 
to  the  distinctions  between  a  demur- 
rer and  a  plea,  see  supra,  IL 

[b]  If  additional  facts  are  stated 
the  plea  is  good  though  it  states,  and 
partly  relies  upon,  facts  appearing  in 
the  bill.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.,  50  Fed.  151;  Ainger 
V.  Webster,  85  Vt.  446,  82  Atl.  666. 

20.  Dngan  v.  Howard,  130  Md.  114, 
99  Atl.  966. 

21.  HI.' — Spangler  v.  Spangler,  19 
m.  App.  28.  Mich. — Mains  v.  Homer 
Steel-Fence  Co.,  116  Mich.  526,  74  N. 
W.  735,  5  Det.  Leg.  N.  30;  Albany 
City  Bank  v.  "Dorr,  Walk.  Ch.  317. 
IT.  J. — Gilson  V.  Appleby,  78  N.  J.  Eq. 
96,  78  Atl.  668.    N.  Y.— Loud  v.  Ser- 
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„--  ^,  1  Edw.  Ch.  164.  Bng.— Morison 
V.  Tumour,  18  Ves.  Jr.  175,  34  Eng. 
Eeprint  284. 

22.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.),  §652, 
and  the  following:  U.  S. — ^Farley  v. 
Kittson,  120  V.  S.  303,  314,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed.  684;  Ehode  Island 
V.  Massachusetts,  14  Pet.  210,  10  L. 
ed.  423;  Western  Elect.  Co.  v.  North 
Elect.  Co.,  135  Fed.  79,  67  C.  C.  A. 
553;  Computing  Scale  Co.  v.  Moore, 
139  Fed.  197;  United  States  v.  Amer- 
ican Bell  Tel.  Co.,  30  Fed.  523.  Ga. 
Union  Branch  E.  Co.  v.  East  Tennessee 
&  G.  E.  Co.,  14  Ga.  327.  N.  Y.— Good- 
rich V.  Pendleton,  3  Johns.  Ch.  384. 
Va. — Donnell  v.  King's  Heirs,  7  Leigh 
(35  Va.)  398.  Wis.— Madison,  W.  & 
M.  Plank  Eoad  Co.  v.  Watertown  & 
P.  Plank  Eoad  Co.,  5  Wis.  173.  Eng. 
Morison  v.  Tumour,  18  Ves.  Jr.  175, 
34  Eng.  Eeprint  284. 

23.  Dugan  v.  Howard,  130  Md.  114, 
99  Atl.  966;  Eouskulp  v.  Kershner,  49 
Md.  516. 

24.  Withers  v.  Denmead,  22  Md. 
135. 

25.  See  generally  the  statutes  anj 
the  following:  Cordier  v.  Schloss,  12 
Cal.  143;  Wa  Ching  v.  Constantine,  1 
Idaho  266. 

26.  Ted.  Eq.  Eule,  No.  29;  Mont- 
gomery's Manual  of  Fed.  Proc,   §950. 

27.  4   Standard  Proc.   151,  et   seq. 

28.  See  generally  the  title  "Time 
To  Plead." 

29.  Dan.    Ch.   Pl.    tc   Pr.    (6th   Am. 
ed.),  p.  690. 
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been  held  that  a  plea  may  be  filed  at  any  time  before  the  bill  is  taken 
as  confessed.*"  Any  extension  of  time  to  plead  must  be  applied  for 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  ease  of  answers."  A  plea  is  generally 
considered  as  within  the  purview  of  an  order  extending  the  time  to 
' '  answer, '  '^^  unless  the  order  clearly  indicates,*'  or  expressly  declares** 
an  intention  to  limit  the  defendant  to  an  answer.  But  where,  by  stipu- 
lation, time  to  answer  is  extended  in  consideration  of  defendant's 
answering  to  the  merits,  a  plea  is  improper  and  will  be  stricken  out.*" 
VI.  FORM  AND  SUFFICIENCY.**  —  A.  General  Statement^. 
The  same  strictness  and  exactness  is  required  in  pleas  in  equity  as  in 
pleas  at  law,*''  if  not  in  matters  of  form,  at  least  in  matters  of  sub- 
stance.** In  the  application  and  enforcement  of  these  rules,  however, 
courts  of  equity  have  always  exercised  a  wide  discretion.*^  As  to  the 
general  sufficiency  of  a  plea,  it  is  a  well  established  rule  that  it  must 
either  allege  or  deny  some  material  fact,  or  matters  of  fact  which  are 
constituent  elements  of  an  ultimate  general  fact,  which  presents  a 
single  issue,*"  and  which  is  a  defense  to  the  whole  bill  or  so  much  thereof 
as  it  purports  to  answer.*^    The  plea  must  also  be  responsive  to  the 


30.  Oliver  v.  Decatur,  4  Cranch  C.  C. 
458,  18  Fed.  Gas.  No.  10,494. 

[a]  When  required  to  plead  by  a 
day  cerfoto,  a  plea  may  yet  be  filed 
after  the  expiration  of  that  time  if 
done  before  default  is  asked.  Lam- 
bert V.  Hyers,  27  111.  App.  400. 

31.  Dan.  Ch.  PI.  &  Pr.  (6th  Am. 
ed.),  p.   690. 

32.  HI. — Kilgour  v.  Crawford,  51 
111.  249;  Bracken  v.  Kennedy,  4  111. 
558.  N.  Y. — Heartt  v.  Corning  3 
Paige  566.  Eng. — De  Minckuitz  v.  Ud- 
ney,  16  Ves.  Jr.  355,  33  Eng.  Eeprint 
1018;  Roberts  v.  Hartley,  1  Bro.  C.  C. 
56,  2  Dick.  554,  28  Eng.  Eeprint  981. 

[a]  Compare  Allen  v.  Baugus,  1 
Swan  (Tenn.)  404,  where  it  was  held 
that  when  a  judgment  pro  confesso 
has  been  taken  against  a  defendant 
for  failure  to  plead  to  a  bill  filed 
against  him,  if  that  judgment  be  set 
aside  and  leave  be  given  him  to  an- 
swer, he  may  neither  plead  nor  demur 
without   special   leave   of   court. 

33.  Brooks  v.  Purton,  1  Y.  &  C.  C. 
271,  278,  62  Eng.  Eeprint  885. 

34.  Hunter  v.  Noekolds,  12  Jur. 
(Eng.)   149. 

35.  Morgan  v.  Corlies,  81  111.  72. 

36.  Forms  of  pleas  in  equity,  gen- 
erally and  in  particular  cases,  see  9 
Standard  Proc.  972  to  979. 

37.  XX.  S.— Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Brune's  Assignee,  96  U.  S.  588,  24 
L.  ed.  737;  Piatt  v.  Oliver,  1  McLean 
295,    19    Fed.    Cas.    No.    11,114.      lU. 


Gage  V.  Smith,  142  111.  191,  31  N.  E. 
430;  Cheney  v.  Patton,  134  111.  422, 
25  N.  E.  792.  Md.— Danels  v.  Tag- 
gart,  1  Gill  &  J.  311.  Mass.— Bur- 
ditt  V.  Grew,  8  Pick.  108.  Vt.— Die- 
trich V.  Hutchinson,  81  Vt.  160,  69  Atl. 
661.  EUg. — Poster  v.  Vasaall,  3  Atk. 
587,   26    Eng.    Eeprint   1138. 

38.  111.— Gage  v.  Smith,  142  111.  191, 
31  N.  E.  430;  Cheney  v.  Patton,  134 
111.  422,  25  N.  E.  792.  Md.— Daneld 
V.  Taggart's  Admr.,  1  Gill  &  J.  311. 
Mass. — Burditt   v.   Grew,   8   Pick.    108. 

39.  U..S.— Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Brune's  Assignee,  96  U.  S.  588,  24  L. 
ed.  737.  Vt. — Dietrich  v.  Hutchinson, 
81  Vt.  160,  69  Atl.  661.  Eng.— Pos- 
ter V.  Vassall,  3  Atk.  587,  26  Eng.  Ke- 
print    1138. 

40.  See  infra,  VI,  D. 

41.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.),  |652, 
and  the  following  cases:  U.  S. — Mu- 
tual Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brune's  Assignee, 
96  U.  S.  588,  24  L.  ed.  737;  McClos- 
key  V.  Barr,  38  Fed.  165.  Ala. — ^Lyon 
V.  Dees,  84  Ala.  595,  4  So.  407.  Fla. 
Da  Costa  v.  Dibble,  40  Fla.  418,  24  So. 
911.  m.— Gage  v.  Smith,  142  111.  191, 
31  N.  E.  430.  Me.— Quint  v.  Little, 
4  Greenl.  495.  Md. — Danels  v.  Tag- 
gart's  Admr.,  1  Gill  &  J.  311,  322. 
Mich. — Clark  v.  Saginaw  City  Bank, 
Harr.  240.  N.  H.— Bell  v.  Woodward, 
42  N.  H.  181.  N.  J.— Gilson  v.  Ap- 
pleby, 78  N.  J.  Eq.  96,  78  Atl.  668; 
Mount  V.  Manhattan  Co.,  41  N.  J.  Eq. 
211,  3  Atl.  726.  N.  Y.— Bogardus  v. 
Trinity    OhurcE",    4    Paige    178.      Wla. 
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bill.*^  Its  averments  must  be  concise,*'  direct  and  positive,**  not  argu- 
mentative,*^ and  must  be  averments  of  facts,**  and  not  inferences  or 
conclusions.*^  It  must  not  be  uncertain  ;*^  thus,  if  it  does  not  meet  the 
entire  bill  it  must  indicate  to  what  part  of  the  bill  it  is  addressed,*' 
and  what  allecations  in  the  bill  it  purposes  to  admit  or  deny.''"  Neces- 
sary facts  must  not  be  left  to  be  supplied  by  inference,''^  indeed,  the 
language  of  the  plea  must  exclude  every  intendment  which  would 
render  the  plea  inoperative,  otherwise  it  is  insufficient."^  A  plea  need 
not  extend  to  the  entire  bill  •  it  may  be  interposed  to  a  part  thereof,"* 
but,  whether  addressed  to  the  whole  or  only  a  portion  of  the  bill,  it 
must  be  an  answer  to  so  much  of  the  plaintiff's  case  as  it  assumes  to 
meet."* 

B.  Negati\'e  or  Anomalous  Pleas.  —  Any  doubt  that  may  have' 
formerly  existed  as  to  the  propriety  and  sufficiency  of  a  negative  plea 
in  equity  has  been  dissipated  and  it  is  now  well  settled  that  such  a  plea 


Madison,  W.  &  M.  Plank  Eoad  Co.  v. 
Watertown  &  P.  Plaifk  Eoad  Co.,  5 
Wis.  173.  Bng. — Hardman  v.  Ellames, 
5  Sim.  640,  58  Eng.  Eeprint  480;  Bob- 
ertson  v.  Lubbock,  4  Sim.  161,  58  Eng. 
Eeprint   61. 

42.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.),  §659; 
Computing  Scale  Co.  v,  Moore,  139 
Fed.  197;  "Wilson  v.  "Wilson,  25  E.  I. 
446,  56  Atl.  773. 

43.  ffcharfenberg  v.  New  Decatur, 
155  Ala.   651,  47   So.   95. 

44.  TJ.  S.— McCloskey  v.  Barr,  38 
Fed.  165.  Ark. — Moss  v.  Aahbrooka, 
12   Ajk.   369.     Cal.— Bruck  v.   Tucker, 

42  Cal.  346.  Fla. — Harvey  v.  Morgan, 
58  Pla.  427,  51  So.  140.  N.  H.— Bas- 
sett  V.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  43  N.  H. 
249. 

[a]  Same  as  in  Pleading  at  Law. 
"In  this  rcBpeet  the  rules  of  pleading 
in  equity  are  analogous  to  the  rules 
at  law."  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.), 
§661. 

45.  TJ.  S. — McDonald  v.  Salem  Cap- 
ital Flour  Mills  Co.,  31  Fed.  577,  12 
Sawy.  493.  Fla. — Harvey  v.  Morgan, 
58  Fla.  427,  51  So.  140.  N.  H.— Kidd 
V.  N.ew  Hampshire  Traction  Co.,  72 
N.  H.  273,  56  Atl.  465,  66  L.  E.  A. 
5:74;    Baagett    v.    Salisbury    Mfg.    Co., 

43  N.  H.   249. 

46.  U.  S.^Oentral  National  Bank 
V.  Connecticut  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  104 
U.  S.  54,  26  L.  ed.  693.  Fla.— Har- 
vey 1}.  Morgan,  5S  Fla.  427,  51  So. 
140.  Tean. — "Whitthorne  v.  St.  Louis 
Mut.   Life  Ins.   Co.,   3   Tenn.   Ch.   147. 

47.  Central  National  Bank  v.  Con- 
necticut Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  104  IT.  S. 
54,  26  L.  ed.  693;  McCloskey  v.  Barr, 
38   Fed.    165;    Parmelee   v.    Tennessee 
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&  S.  V.  E.  Co.,  13  Lea  (Tenn.)  600; 
"Whitthorne  v.  St.  Louis  M.  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  147.  See  the  title 
"Conclusions  of  Law." 

48.  U.  S. — Computing  Scale  Co.  v. 
Moore,  139  Fed.  197.  Ala.— Scharfen- 
berg  V.  New  Decatur,  155  Ala.  651, 
47  So.  95.  Ark. — Moss  v.  Ashbrooks, 
12  Ark.  369. 

49.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.),  §659; 
Snow  V.  Counselman,  136  111.  191,  26 
N.  E.  590;  Jarvis  v.  Palmer,  11  Paige 
(N.  T.)  650;  Van  Hook  v.  Whitlock, 
3  Paige  (N.  T.)  409;  Davison  v.  Seher- 
merhorn,   1   Barb.    (N.   T.)    480. 

50.  Carmichael  v.  Hunter,  4  How. 
(Misa.)    308,  35  Am.  Dec.  401. 

51.  Harvey  v.  Morgan,  58  Pla.  427, 
51  So.  140,  Da  Coata  v.  Dibble,  40  Fla. 
418,  24  So.  911;  Meeker  v.  Marah,  1 
N.  J.  Eq.  198. 

52.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Cammon,  108  Mich.  368,  66  N.  "W.  471; 
"Whitlock  V.  Fiske,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  ,T.) 
131. 

53.  IT.  S.— Farley  v.  Kittsop,  120 
U.  a  303,  7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed. 
684.  Ala. — Cartwright  v.  "West,  173 
Ala.  198,  55  So.  917.  Me.— Graves  v. 
Blondell,   70   Me.   190. 

54.  Francis  v.  White,  160  Ala.  523, 
49  80.  334;  Scharfenberg  v.  New  De- 
catur, 155  Ala.  651,  47  So.  95;  Su- 
preme Lodge,  K.  &  L.  of  H.  v.  "Wing, 
131  Ala.  395,  31  So.  3. 

[,a]  "Where  a  bUl  is  framed  upon 
two  theories,  a  plea  which  is  inter- 
posed to  the  entire  bill  and  only  meets 
the  same  as  to  one  of  such  theories 
is  bad.  Supreme  Lodge  Knights  & 
Ladies  of  Honor  v.  "Wing,  131  Ala. 
395,   31   So.   3. 
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is  good,^^  at  least  in  those  instances  where  the  title  of  the  complain- 
ant or  his  right  to  maintain  the  suit  is  clenied.^^  But  a  mere  denial 
of  a  substantive  fact  alleged  in  the  bill  as  grounds  for  relief,  is  not 
proper  as  a  plea."'  When  such  a  plea  is  accompanied  by  an  answer 
it  should  cover  only  so  much  of  the  bill  as  does  not  relate  to  a  discovery 
of  those  facts  as  to  which  the  plaintiff  may  require  an  answer.^^ 

C.  Upon  Information  and  Belief.  — ■  A  plea  may  not  be  upon  in- 
formation and  belief  when  the  facts  stated  are  such  as  must  necessarily 
be  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant;  but,  when  it  relates  ex- 
clusively to  the  acts  of  third  persons  it  may  be.^" 

D.  Duplicity  and  Several  Pleas.*"  —  A  plea  may  not,  without 
leave  of  court,  present  more  than  one  defense  to  the  entire  bill,  or  any 
part  thereof,®^  nor  may  the  defendant,  without  leave,  present  several 


55.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.),  §668; 
Ehino  V.  Emery,  79  Fed.  483;  Steph- 
ens V.  St.  Louis  Union  Trust  Co.,  260 
111.  364,  103   N.  E.   190. 

56.  Glucose  Sugar  Eef.  Co.  v.  Dou- 
glass &  Co.,  145  Fed.  949;  Champlin 
V.   Champlin,  2  Bdw.  Ch.   (N.  Y.)    362. 

57.  U.  S.— Glucose  Sugar  Bef.  Co. 
V.  Douglass  &  Co.,  145  Fed.  949.  N.  Y. 
Bailey  v.  LeEoy,  2  Edw.  Ch.  514. 
Tenn. — Benson  v.  Jones,  1  Tenn.  Ch. 
498. 

58.  Portarlington  v.  Soulby,  6  Sim. 
356,    58    Eng.    Eeprint    628. 

59.  Parker  v.  Parker,  Walk.  Ch. 
(Mich.)  457.  See  generally  12  Stand- 
aed  Peoc.  902,  et  seq.  See  also  4 
Standard  Peoc.  172. 

60.  Duplicity  generally,  see  7  Stand- 
ard Proc.  931,  et  seq.  See  also  the  ti- 
tle  "Mnltifaj:iou«ness." 

61.  U.  S. — Ehode  Island  v.  Massa- 
chusetts, 14  Pet.  210,  10  L.  ed.  423; 
Bunker  Hill  &  S.  M.  &  C.  Co.  v.  Sho- 
shone Min.  Co.,  109  Fed.  504,  47  C. 
C.  A.  200;  Sims  v.  United  Wireless 
Tel.  Co.,  179  Fed.  540;  Jahn  v.  Cham- 
pagne Lumb.  Co.,  152  Fed.  669;  Mc- 
Closkey  v.  Barr,  38  Fed.  165.  Ala. 
New  Decatur  v.  Scharfenberg,  147  Ala. 
367,  41  So.  1025,  119  Am.  St.  Eep.  81. 
na.— Pinellas  Packing  Co.  v.  Clear- 
water Citrus,  etc.  Assn.,  65  Fla.  340, 
61  So.  625;  Mitchell  v.  Mason,  61  Pla. 
692,  55  So.  387.  Ind.— Driver  v.  Driver, 
6  Ind.  286.  Mioh. — Mains  v.  Homer 
Steel-Fence  Co.,  116  Mioh.  526,  74  N. 
W.  735,  5  Det.  Leg.  N.  30;  Albany 
City  Bank  v.  Dorr,  Walk.  Oh.  317; 
Carroll  v.  Potter,  Walk.  Ch.  355.  N. 
Y.^ — Didier  v.  Davison,  10  Paige  515; 
Loud  V.  Sergeant,  1  Edw.  Ch.  164. 
Pa. — Underwood  v.  Warner,  3  Phila. 
414;  New  York,  S.  &  W.  Coal  Co.  v. 
Spencer,  3  Pa.  Dist.  694.    Bug.— Wat- 


kins  V.  Stone,  2  Sim.  49,  57  Eng.  Ee- 
print 709;  Eitchie  v.  Aylwin,  15  Ves. 
Jr.    79,   33   Eng.   Eeprint   685. 

[a]  The  Reason.— (1)"  If  two  mat- 
ters of  defense  may  be  thus  offered, 
the  same  reason  will  justify  the  mak- 
ing of  any  number  of  defenses  in  the 
same  way;  by  which  the  ends  intend- 
ed by  a  plea  ^^ould  not  be  obtained; 
and  the  court  would  be  compelled  .  .  . 
to  give  instant  Judgment  upon  a  va- 
riety of  defences  with  all  their  cir- 
cumstances, as  alleged  by  the  plea, 
before  they  are  made  out  in  proof; 
and,  consequently,  would  decide  upon 
a  complicated  case,  which  might  not 
exist."  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (10th  ed.), 
§653;  and  Benson  v.  Jones,  1  Tenn. 
Ch.  498.  (2)  Furthermore,  "if  the 
defense  requires  more  than  one  plea, 
it  is  easier  made  by  answer,  and  is 
less  likely  to  produce  delay.  The  only 
object  of  allowing  a  plea  at  all  is 
because  it  narrows  the  defense,  and  if 
this  end  cannot  be  attained,  that  mode 
of  defense  is  useless."  Benson  &  Co. 
V.  Jones,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  498. 

[b]  One  plea  in  bar  fo  the  whiole 
bill  and  several  pleas  to  distinct  parts 
of  the  same  bill  is  a  violation  of  this 
rule.  Van  Hook  v.  Whitlock,  3  Paige 
(N.   Y.)    409. 

[c]  Two  facts  which  are  inconsis- 
tent witli  each  other  render  the  plea 
bad  for  duplicity.  Emmott  v.  Mitchell, 
14  Sim.   432,   60   Eng.   Eeprint   426. 

[d]  Statutes  authorizing  the  de- 
fendant in  an  "action"  to  plead  seV' 
eral  detfenses  has  been  held  not  to 
apply  to  pleadings  in  equity.  Didier 
V.  Davison,,  10  Paige  (N.  Y.)  515, 
where  the  court  adds:  "But  when 
the  word  'suit'  is  used  in  reference 
to  legal  proceedings,  by  the  revisers, 
the  statute  may  apply  to  a  proceed- 
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distinct  and  separate  pleas  to  the  same  bill.'^  It  is  only  the  issue, 
however,  that  is  thus  required  to  be  single,  and  so  the  plea  may,  with- 
out being  thereby  rendered  duplieitous,  set  up  a  number  of  facts  which 
all  tend  to  a  single  conclusion  and  give  as  their  result  one  clear  ground 
upon  which  the  equity  of  the  whole  bill  may  be  disposed  of/'  and, 
if  matter  which  would  otherwise  render  a  plea  duplieitous  is  imma- 
terial to  the  defense  and  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  the  plea  will 
yet  be  sustained.''*  Likewise,  a  plea  is  not  bad  because  its  denials  are 
detailed  and  particular."^  To  different  parts  of  the  bill,  moreover, 
different  and  separate  defenses  may  be  pleaded,""  and  the  court  may,*^ 
on  a  special  application,"^  made  upon  notice,"*  permit  the  defendant 
to  file  two  or  more  pleas,  when  great  inconvenience  would  otherwise 
result.^"  Where  leave  to  plead  double  is  given,  each  defense  must  be 
set  up  by  a  separate  plea.''^ 


ing  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  unless 
there  is  something  in  the  context  to 
confine  the  operation  of  the  statutory 
provision  to  suits  in  a  particular 
court. ' ' 

[e]  Proper  practice  where  more 
than  one  defense  is  relied  upon  is  to 
set  them  up  by  answer.  Eeissner  v. 
Anne&s,    20    Fed.    Cas.    No.    11,686. 

62.  V.  S. — United  States  v.  Cali- 
fornia &  O.  Land  Co.,  148  U.  S.  31, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  458,  37  L.  ed.  354;  Me- 
Closkey  v.  Barr,  38  Fed.  165.  N.  J. 
Mount  V.  Manhattan  Bank,  44  N.  J. 
Eq.  297,  18  Atl.  80;  Mount  v.  Man- 
hattan Co.,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  25,  9  Atl. 
114.  N.  Y. — Didier  v.  Davison,  10 
Paige  515.  Tenn. — Benson  v.  Jones,  1 
'fenn.  Ch.  498. 

63.  U.  S. — Sims  v.  United  Wireless 
Tel.  Co.,  179  Fed.  540;  Underwood 
Typewriter  Co.  v.  Manning,  165  Fed. 
451;  Vacuum  Oil  Co.  v.  Eagle  Oil  Co., 
122  Fed.  105;  Hazard  v.  Durant,  25 
Fed.  26.  N.  J. — Gilson  v.  Appleby,  78 
N.  J.  Eq.  96,  78  Atl.  668;  Sohege  v. 
Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  73  N.  J.  Eq.  567, 
68  Atl.  64;  Harrison  v.  Farrington,  38 
N.  J.  Eq.  358,  362.  N.  Y.— Didier  v. 
Davison,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  61;  Bogardus 
V.  Trinity  Church,  4  Paige  177,  195. 
fing. — Watkins  v.  Stone,  2  Sim.  49,  57 
Eng.  Reprint  709;  Ritchie  v.  Aylwin, 
15   Ves.   Jr.   79,   33   Eng.   Reprint   685. 

64.  Bell  V.  Woodward,  42  N.  H. 
181.  See  generally  the  title  "Sur- 
plusage and  Scandal." 

65.  Harrison  v.  Farrington,  38  N. 
J.   Eq.   358. 

66.  New  York,  S.  &  W.  Coal  Co.  v. 
Spencer,  3  Pa.  Dist.  694. 

67.  N.  J. — Mount  v.  Manhattan  Co., 
41  N.  J.  Eq.  211,  8  Atl.   726.     N.  T. 
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Didier  v.  Davison,  10  Paige  515;  Van 
Hook  V.  Whitlock,  3  Paige  409.  Pa. 
Underwood   v.    Warner,    3    Phila.    414. 

68.  N.  J. — Mount  v.  Manhattan 
Bank,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  297,  18  Atl.  80; 
Mount  V.  Manhattan  Co.,  43  N.  J.  Eq. 
25,  9  Atl.  114.  N.  Y.— Didier  v.  Da- 
vison, 10  Paige  515;  Van  Hook  v. 
Whitlock,  3  Paige  409.  Pa.— Under- 
wood V.  Warner,   3   Phila.   414. 

69.  Mount  V.  Manhattan  Bank,  44 
N.  J.  Eq.  297,  18  Atl.  80;  Mount  v. 
Manhattan  Co.,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  25,  9  Atl. 
114;  Underwood  v.  Warner,  3  Phila. 
(Pa.)   414. 

70.  U.  S. — Sims  v.  United  Wireless 
Tel.  Co.,  179  Fed.  540.  Md.— Moreton 
V.  Harrison,  1  Bland  491.  Mich. — An- 
drews V.  Osborn,  159  Mich.  77,  123  N. 
W.  599.  N.  J. — Mount  v.  Manhattan 
Bank,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  297,  18  Atl.  80; 
Mount  V.  Manhattan  Co.,  41  N.  J.  Eq. 
211,  3  Atl.  726.  N.Y.— Didier  v.  Da- 
visoUj  10  Paige  515.  Pa. — Underwood 
V.  Warner,  3  Phila.  414.  E.  I. — Prov- 
idence Sav.  Inst.  V.  Barr,  17  E.  I.  131, 
20  Atl.  245.  Eng. — Hardmau  v.  El- 
lames,  5  Sim.  640,  645,  58  Eng.  Re- 
print 480;  Saunders  v.  Druce,  3  Drew. 
140,  24  L.  J.  Ch.  593,  3  Wkly.  Rep. 
301,  61  Eng.  Reprint   856. 

[a]  Such  leave  granted  only  In 
clear  cases  of  serious  inconvenience. 
Mount  V.  Manhattan  Co.,  41  N.  J.  Eq. 
726.  N.  Y.— Didier  v.  Davison,  10 
Pai^e   (N.  Y.)   515. 

[b]  That  the  defendant  has  sever- 
al defenses  of  which  he  might  avail 
himself  by  plea  if  permitted  tq  do 
BO  is  not  enough  to  induce  the  court  to 
give  leave  so  to  So.  Didier  ».  Davi- 
son, lot  Paige -^N.    Y.)    515. 

71.  Fla.— Pinellas    Packing    Oo.    V. 
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E.  Commencement.'^^  —  It  is  proper  to  assert,  in  the  eommenee- 
tnent,  that  the  defendant  does  not  confess  or  acknowledge  any  or  all 
of  the  allegations  of  the  bill/'  but  this  is  not  essential  to  a  good  plea.^* 
When  a  plea  is  accompanied  by  an  answer  it  should  be  headed  "The 
plea  and  answer"  or  "The  joint  plea  and  answer"  or  "The  joint 
and  several  plea  and  answer"  as  the  case  may  be.''® 

F.  Conclusion. — .1.  General  Statement.  —  It  does  not  appear 
that  any  particular  form  of  conclusion  is  necessary  in  pleas  in  equity." 
With  slight  variations  as  to  form,  however,  the  conclusion  commonly 
employed  is  a  prayer  for  the  judgment  of  the  court  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  defendant  shall  be  compelled  to  answer  further  to  the  bill.'' 
"When  a  disability  in  the  plaintiff  is  pleaded  in  abatement  the  proper 
conclusion  is  a  prayer  "that  the  bill  remain  without  day  until  the  disa- 
bility be  removed"  and  not  for  a  dismissal  of  the  bill.''^ 

It  is  generally  required  that  the  plea  be  signed  by  counsel.'* 
2.  Verification.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  that  when  the  defendant 
pleads  matters  of  fact  dehors  the  record  he  must  make  oath  to  the 
truth  thereof,*"  and  that  it  is  not  interposed  merely  to  delay  the  cause.*^ 
This  rule  is  altered  by  statutes  in  some  jurisdictions  which  only  re- 
quire that  the  defendant  make  oath  that  the  j)lea  is  interposed  in  good 
faith  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  delay.*^  Where  such  a  statute  pre- 
scribes the  form  of  the  verification  no  other  or  further  verification  is 
necessary,^'  and,  if  the  statute  does  not  require  it,  the  oath  need  not  be 


Clearwater  Citrus,  etc.  Assn.,  65  Fla. 
340,  61  So.  625.  N.  J. — Mount  v.  Man- 
hattan Co.,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  211,  3  Atl. 
726.  K.  Y. — ^Didier  v.  Davison,  10 
Paige    515. 

72.  Form  for  commencement  of  pleaT 
in  equity,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  972. 

73.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cammon,  108  Mieh.  368,  66  N.  W.  471. 

74.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Cammon,  108  Mich.  368,  66  N.  W.  471. 

75.  Beach,  Mod.  Eq.  Pr.,  §317. 

76.  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  (6th  Am.  ed.),  p. 
685. 

[a]  No  distinction  between  pleas 
in  bar  and  pleas  in  abatement;  in 
either  case  the  conclusion  is  the  same. 
Evans   v.   Monot,   57   N.    C.    227. 

77.  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  (6th  Am.  ed.),  p. 
686. 

Beck  V.  Beek,  36  Miss.  72. 

Dan.   Ch.  Pr.   (6th  Am.  ed.),  p. 


78 

79 

685. 

80 


XT.    S.— Central    Nat.    Bank    *. 

Connecticut  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  104 
U.  S.  54,  26  li.  ed.  693.  Md.— Carroll 
V.  Waring,  3  Gill  &  J.  491.  Miss. 
Beek  v.  Beek,,  36  Miss.  72.  N.  H. 
Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  43  N.  H. 
249.  N.  Y. — Heartt  v.  Corning,  3 
Paige  566.    Tenn.— Graham's  Heirs  v. 

?9 


Nelson's   Heirs,   5    Humph.    605;     An- 
derson V.   Bedford,   4   Coldw.   464. 

[a]  Compare  Ne*  Decatur  v.  Schar- 
fenberg,  147  Ala.  367,  41  So.  1025, 
119  Am.  St.  Eep.  81,  where  the  court 
says:  "Unless  there  be  some  rule 
or  statute  requiring  it,  pleas  need  not 
be  verified  by  affidavit." 

[b]  But  a  plea  which  sets  up  a 
public  recoifd  of  the  same  court  in 
which  the  action  is  pending  need  not 
be  verified.  Detroit,  L.  &  iJ.  E.  Co. 
V.  MeCammon,  108  Mich.  368,  66  N. 
W.   471. 

81.  Painter  v.  Harding,  3  Phila. 
(Pa.)    214. 

82.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Harrison  v.  Farrington,  38  N.  J.  Eq. 
358. 

83.  Harriaon  v.  Farrington,  38  N.  J. 
Eq.  358,  where  the  court  says:  "The 
old  rule  on  the  subject  was  that  to 
a,  plea  of  matter  in  pais  in  bar  the 
defendant  must  make  oath  that  ii  is 
true.  And  it  has  been  held  that  such 
oath  is  requisite,  even  though  the  bill 
ptay  an  answer  without  oath.  Heartt 
V.  Corning,  3  Paige  566.  But  where 
the  statute  directs  what  the  verifica- 
tion of  the  plea  shall  be,  it  must  be 
assumed  that  no  further  or  other  verifi- 
cation is  fiec'eSSaty." 
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that  the  matter  set  up  in  the  plea  is  true.^    The  affidavit  may,  in  a 
proper  ease,  be  amended.'" 

VII.  AMENDMENTS.  —  Where  the  justice  of  the  case  requires 
it  the  court  may  allow  an  amendment  of  the  plea.**  Thus,  where  the 
substance  of  a  plea  is  apparently  good,  the  court  may  allow  an  amend- 
ment to  correct  formal  inaccuracies,*^  such  as  an  imperfect  verifica- 
tion.** 

VIII.  WITHDRAWAL.*^  —  The  defendant  filing  a  plea  may  with- 
draw it,'"  and  mav,  with  the  court's  permission,  plead  de  novo.*^ 

IX.  PROCEEDING  UPON  PLEA.  — A.  General  Statement. 
The  proceedings  upon  a  plea  are  very  similar  to  those  taken  upon  de- 
murrer to  the  bill.*^  Either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant*'  may  set 
the  plea  down  for  argument  and  thus  test  its  legal  sufficiency,**  or  the 
plaintiff  may  file  a  replication  to  it  and  test  its  truth.*"  A  motion  to 
strike  from  the  files  is  the  proper  remedy  when  several  pleas  have  been 
filed  without  leave  of  court,*^  and  the  usual  mode  of  taking  advantage 
of  an  insufficient  verification  is  by  a  motion,  on  notice,*^  to  take  the 
plea  from  the  files,**  and  objection  on  this  ground  may  not  be  made 
upon  the  argument  of  the  plea,**  nor  upon  the  hearing.^  It  has  been 
held,  however,  that  in  case  of  an  insufficient  verification  the  plea  may 

'  be  simply  disregarded.^  In  some  proper  manner  the  plea  must  be  dis- 
posed of  before  either  party  may  take  any  further  step  in  the  cause,* 
and  where  a  plea  is  directed  against  a  part  of  the  bill  only  and  is 
accompanied  by  an  answer,  the  plaintiff  may  not,  until  the  plea  has 


84.  Harrison  1).  Farrington,  38  N. 
J.  Eq.  358. 

85.  See    infra,   VII. 

86.  Greene  v.  Harris,  11  E.  I.  5. 

87.  Mich. — ^Freeman  v.  Michigan 
State  Bank^  Harr.  311.  N.  H.— Bell 
V.  Woodward,  42  N.  H.  181.  N.  J. 
Driggs  V.  Garretaon,  25  N.  J.  Bq.  178. 
R.  I. — Greene  v.  Harris,  11  E.  I.  5. 
Eng. — Dobaon  v.  Leadbeater,  13  Ves. 
Jr.  230,  33  Eng.  Eeprint  280;  Merre- 
■wether  v.  Mellish,  13  Vea.  Jr.  435,  33 
Eng.   Eeprint   357. 

88.  Cheatham  v.  Pearee,  89  Tenn. 
668,  15  8.  W.  1080;  Trabue  v.  Higden, 
4   Coldw.    (Tenn.)    620,   624. 

89.  Withdrawal  of  pleadings  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Striking  Out  and 
Withdrawal." 

90.  Foley  v.  Ruley,  43  W.  Va.  513, 
27  S.  E.  268,  where  it  is  aaid  that  an- 
other defendant  may  not  thereafter 
rely  upon  the  plea,  nor  will  he  be 
heard   to   complain   of  its  withdrawal. 

91.  Greene  v.  Harris,  11  E.  I.  5; 
Nobkissen  v.  Hastings,  2  Ves.  Jr.  85, 
30  Eng.  Eeprint  535. 

92.  Eouskulp  V.  Kershner,  49  Md. 
516. 
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Hearing  on  demurrer,  see  6  Stand- 
ard Pkoc.   978. 

93.  D.  0. — Wagenhurst  v.  Wineland, 
22  App.  Gas.  356.  N.  J.— Flagg  v. 
Bonnel,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  82.  Tenn. — Mont- 
gomery V.  Olwell,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  183. 

94.  See  infra,   IX,  B. 

95.  See  infra,  IX,  0. 

96.  Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co., 
43  N.  H.  249;  Benson  v.  Jones,  1  Tenn. 
Ch.  498,  where  it  is  said  that  per- 
haps the  court  might  do  this  of  its 
own   motion. 

97.  Harrison  v.  Farrington,  38  N, 
J.  Eq.  358. 

98.  m. — Dunn  v.  Keegin,  4  111.  292. 
N.  H. — Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co., 
43  N.  H.  249.  N.  J.— Harrison  v.  Far- 
rington, 38  N.  J.  Eq.  358.  N.  Y. 
Heartt   v.   Corning,   3   Paige  566. 

99.  Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co., 
43  N.  H.  249;  Heartt  v.  Corning,  3 
Paige  (N.  Y.)  566. 

1.  Cook  V.  Sterling  Elect.  Co.,  118 
Fed.  45;  Harrison  v.  Farrington,  38 
N.  J.  Eq.  358. 

2.  Central  National  Bank  v.  Con- 
necticut Mnt.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  104  TJ.  S. 
54,  26  L.  ed.  693. 

3.  Beach,  Mod.   Eq.  Pr.,   §324. 
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been  argued,  except  to  the  answer,^  without  admitting  the  truth  of  the 
plea.* 

B.  Setting  Plea  Down  for  Argument. — ^The  ptoper  manner  of 
testing  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea  is  by  setting  it  down  for  argument," 
except  where  the  matters  alleged  in  the  plea  are  not  proper  to  be  so 
brought  forward;  in  which  case  the  plea  may  be  stricken  out  on  mo- 
tion,^ or  set  down  as  an  answer  to  the  bill.®  The  effect  of  setting  a  plea 
down  for  argument  is  to  admit  the  truth  of  all  the  facts  therein  stated," 
and,  in  subsequently  determining  its  sufficiency,  every  fact  stated  in  the 
bill  and  not  denied  by  the  plea  is  also  taken  as  true,^°  leaving  as  the 
only  issue  to  be  determined  upon  the  argument  the  legal  sufficiency 


4.  Beach,  Mod.  Eq.  Pr.,  §324. 

5.  Brownell  v.  Curtis,  10  Paige  (N. 
T.J   210. 

6.  U.  S.— Parley  v.  Kittson,  120  U. 
S.  303,  7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed.  684; 
Glucose  Sugar  Eef.  Co.  v.  Douglass  & 
Co.,  145  Fed.  949.  Ala. — Brunson  v. 
Eosenheim,  149  Ala.  112,  43  So.  31. 
Ark. — Peay  v.  Duncan,  20  Ark.  85. 
D.  C. — ^Wagenhurst  v.  Wineland,  22 
App.  Gas.  356.  Fla. — Pinellas  Pack- 
ing Co.  V.  Clearwater  Citrus,  etc.  Assn., 

65  Fla.  340,  61  So.  625;  Spaulding  v. 
Ellsworth,  39  Fla.  76,  21  So.  812.  lU. 
Perry  v.  United  States  School  Furni- 
ture Co.,  232  111.  101,  83  N.  E.  444; 
Lester  v.  Stevens,  29  111.  155;  Coch- 
ran V.  McDowell,  15  111.  10.  Md. — Eous- 
kulp  -v.  Kershner,  49  Md.  516.  Miss. 
Winters  v.  Claitor,  54  Miss.  341;  Smith 
V.  Cozart,  45  Miss.  698.  N.  J.— Moore 
V.  Moore,  74  N.  J.  Eq.  733,  70  Atl. 
684;   Schoettle  v.  Hengen   (N.  J.  Eq.), 

66  Atl.  922;  Corlies  v.  Corlies'  Exrs., 
23  N.  J.  Eq.  197;  Davison's  Exrs.  v. 
Johnson,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  112.  Tenn. 
Hannum  v.  Mclnturf,  6  Baxt.  225; 
Klepper  v.  Powell,  6  Heisk.  503;  Gra- 
ham "^s  Heirs  v.  Nelson's  Heirs,  5 
Humph.  605.  Wis. — Everts  v.  Agnes, 
4  Wis.  343,  65  Am.  Dec.  314. 

[a]  A  motion  to  stcike  is  not  prop- 
er practi&e,  but  the  court  may,  in  its 
discretion,  consider  such  a  motion  as 
though  the  plea  iad  been  set  down 
for  argument.  Corlies  v.  Corlies'  Exrs., 
23  N".  J.  Eq.  197;  Brevard  v.  Sum- 
mar,  2.  Heisk.    (Tena.)   97. 

[b]  A  deanunwr  to  the  plea  is  like- 
wise improper  but  may  also,  if  no  sub- 
stantial rights  are  thereby  prejudiced, 
be  treated  as  a  setting  down  for  ar- 
gument. Zimmerman  v.  So  Eelle,  80 
Fed.  417,  25  C.  C.  A.  518;  Perry  v. 
United  States  School  Furniture  Co., 
232  111,  101,  83  N.  E.  444.     See  als6 


Klepper  v.   Powell,   6   Heisk.    (Tenn.) 
503. 

7.  Glucose  Sugar  Eef.  Co.  v.  Dou- 
glass &  Co.,  145_Fed.  949, 

8.  Glucose  Sugar  Eef.  Co,  v.  Doug- 
lass &  Co.,  145  Fed.  949. 

9.  U.  S.— Farley  v.  ELttson,  120  U. 
8.  303,  7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed.  684; 
Schnauffer  v.  Aste,  148  Fed.  867;  Gen- 
eral Elect.  Oo.  V.  Bullbek  Elect.  Mfg. 
Co.,  138  Fed.  412.  Ala— New  Decatur 
V.  Scharfenberg,  147  Ala.  367,  41  So. 
1025,  119  Am,  St.  Rep.  81;  McKee  v. 
West,  141  Ala.  531,  37  So.  740,  109 
Am.  St.  Eep.  54.  Tla, — Wilson  v.  Mit- 
chell, 43  Fla.  107,  30  So.  703;  Spauld- 
ing V.  Ellsworth,  39  Fla.  76,  21  So.  812; 
Brown  v.  Solary,  37  Fla.  102,  19  So, 
161.  HI.— Perry  v.  United  States 
Furniture  Co.,  232  HI.  101,  83  N.  B. 
444;  Gouwens  v.  Gauwenis,  222  111.  223, 
78  N.  E.  597.  Me.— York  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Cutts,  18  Me.  204.  Maes. — Dorsey  v. 
Corkery,  227  Mass.  498,  116  N.  E.  870. 
N.  J. — Mackey  v.  Mackey,  71  N.  J, 
Eq.  686,  63  Atl.  984;  Qroel  v.  United 
Blee.  Co.,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  616,  61  Atl.  1061. 
Wis. — Eowley  v.  Williams,  5  Wis.  151. 

[a]  A  Qualified  Admission.— The 
admission  of  the  truth  of  the  allega- 
tions of  the  plea  is  made  only  for  the 
purpose  of  testing  its  legal  sufSciency. 
Wilson  V.  Mitchell,  43  Ma.  107,  30 
So.   703. 

10.  U.  S. — McClo'skey  v.  Barr,  38 
Fed.  165;  Goldsmith  v.  Gilliland,  24 
Fed.  154,  10  Sawy.  606.  Fla.— Spauld- 
ing V.  Ellsworth,  39  Fla.  76,  21  So. 
812;  Brown.  V.  Solary,  37  Fla.  102,  19 
So.  161.  111.— Gage  v.  Smith,  142  111. 
191,  195,  31  N.  E.  430.  Me.— Graves  v. 
Blondell,  70  Me.  190.  Mich. — Davis  v. 
MeCamman,  168  Mich.  587,  134  N.  W. 
1028.  N.  J.— Miller  v.  United  States 
Casualty  Co.,  61  N.  J.  Eq.  110,  47  Atl. 
509, 
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of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  plea  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's  case.^^ 

The  manner  of  setting  the  plea  down  for  argument  is  governed  by 
local  rules  of  practice. ^^  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  no  formal 
order  in  writing  upon  the  minutes  is  necessary,^^  although  that  would 
be  the  better  practice."  When  the  plea  is  ready  to  be  argued,  the 
parties  appear  informally  in  court  and  proceed  with  the  matter,  no 
attention  being  paid  to  a  formal  entry  setting  the  hearing  on  the  min- 
utes, order  book  or  docket.^^ 

If  the  plea  is  allowed  it  is  thereby  determined  that  the  plea,  if  sub- 
sequently proved  to  be  true,  is  a  complete  bar  to  so  much  of  the  bill 
as  it  covers  ;^^  if  the  plea  is  overruled  the  cause  proceeds  as  if  no  such 
plea  had  been  filed,^^  and  the  defendant  may  then  answer  on  the 
merits.^^ 

C.  Taking  Issue  on  the  Plea.  —  If  the  plea  is  allowed,  or  the 
plaintiff  is  willing  to  concede  the  sufficiency  thereof  and  it  is  only 
desired  to  test  the  truth  of  its  allegations,  issue  is  taken  thereon  by 
filing  a  replication."    By  so  doing  the  legal  sufficiency^"  of  the  plea 


n.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Cali- 
fornia &  O.  Land  Co.,  148  U.  S.  31, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  458,  37  L.  ed.  354;  Farley 
V.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
534,  30  L.  ed.  684.  Fla.— Brown  v. 
Solary,  37  Fla.  102,  19  So.  161.  111. 
Perry  v.  United  States  School  Furni- 
ture Co.,  232  III.  101,  83  N.  E.  444; 
Snow  V.  Counselman,  136  111.  191,  26 
jSr.  E.  590.     Wis. — Eowley  v.  Williams, 

5  Wis.  151. 

[a]  Operates  as  a  demurrer  to  thi.s 
extent.  Korn  v.  Wiebuseh,  33  Fed. 
50;  Davison's  Exrs.  v.  Johnson,  16  N. 
J.  Eq.  112. 

12.  Beach,  Mod.  Eq.  Pf.,   §325. 

13.  Electrolibration  Co.  v.  Jackson, 
52   Fed.    773. 

14.  Electrolibration  Co.  v.  Jackson, 
52  Fed.  773. 

15.  Electrolibration  Co.  v.  Jackson, 
52  Fed.  773. 

16.  XT.  S. — United  States  v.  Dalles 
Military  Eoad  Co.,  140  U.  S.  599,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  988,  35  L.  ed.  560.  Mich. 
Detroit,  L.  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  McCammon, 
108  Mich.  368,  66  N.  W.  471.  N.  H. 
Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  43  N.  H. 
249:  N.  J.— Flagg  v.  Bonnel,  10  N.  J, 
Eq.   82.     Tenn.— Hannum  v.  Mclnturf, 

6  Baxt.   225. 

17.  Dorsey  v.  Corkery,  227  Mass. 
498,   116  N.  E.  -870. 

18.  U.  S.— Wooster  v.  Blake,  7  Fed. 
816.  S,  C— Bush  ('.  Bush,  1  Strobh. 
Eq.  377.  Term.— Kendriok  v.  Davis,  3 
Coldw.   524. 

Tot    additional    aU'thoilties,     see    4 
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Standard  Pboc.  151,  note  93." 

19.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Dalles 
Military  Eoad  Co.,  140  U.  S.  599,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  988,  35  L.  ed.  560;  Farley 
v.,  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
534,  30  L.  ed.  684;  Ehode  Island  v. 
Massachusetts,  14  Pet.  210,  10  L.  ed. 
423.  Ark. — Peay  v.  Duncan,  20  Ark. 
85.  Fla. — Austin  v.  Hoxaicj  44  Fla. 
199,  32  So.  878.  Md,.— Eouskulp  v. 
Kershner,  49  Md.  516.  Mass. — Dorsey 
V.  Corkery,  227  Mass.  498,  116  N.  E. 
870.  Miss.— Smith  v.  Cozart,  45  Miss. 
698.  N.  H.— Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg. 
Co.,  43  N.  H.  249.  N.  J.— Moore  v. 
Moore,  74  N.  J.  Eq.  733,  70  Atl.  684; 
Davison's  Exr.  v.  Johnson,  16  N.  J.  Eq. 
112;  McEwen  v.  Broadhead,  11  N.  J, 
Eq.  129.  Tenn. — Hannum  v.  Mclnturf, 
6  Baxt.  225. 

Replications  in  equity,  see  the  title 
"Eeplication  and  Reply." 

[a]  In  Tennessee  a  statute  express- 
ly provides  for  such  practice.  Chea- 
tham V.  Pearce,  89,  Tenn.  668,  15  S.  W. 
1080,  decided' under  what  is  now  §6203, 
Shannon's  Code  of  Tennessee  (1917 
ed.). 

20.  XT.  S.— Farlev  v.  Kittson,  120 
U.  S.  303,  7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed. 
684;  Kennedy  v.  Creswell,  101  U.  8. 
641,  25  L.  ed.  1075;  McAleer  v.  Lewis, 
75  Fed.  734.  Ala. — Brunson  v.  Eosen- 
heiro,  149  Ala.  112,  43  So.  31;  Hollo- 
way  V.  Southern  Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn., 
136  Ala.  160,  33  So.  887;  Tyson  t). 
Decatur  Land  Co.,  121  Ala.  414,  26  So. 
507.  Ark. — Miller  v.  Fraley,  21  Ark. 
22.   m.— Perry  v.  United  States  School 
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is  admitted,  but  the  truth  of  the  facts  therein  alleged  is  denied.^^ 
The  hearing  proceeds  the  same  as  upon  a  replication  to  an  answer."^ 
No  fact  is  in  issue  but  the  truth  of  the  matter  pleaded,^'  and,  if  the 
plea  be  subsequently  found  to  be  true  in  fact  the  bill  must,  to  the 
extent  to  which  it  is  covered  by  the  plea,  be  dismissed,^*  as  to  the  de- 
fendant who  filed  the  plea,^^  even  though  the  plea  may  be  defeetive^^ 
in  form^^  or  in  substance.^^  The  weight  of  authority  is  that  if  issue 
be  taken  on  a  plea  in  bar  of  the  whole  bill  and  the  plea  be  proved 
untrue  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree  as  though  the  bill  had 
been  eonfessed.^^  Some  cases  hold,  however,  that  after  a  plea  has  been 
found  untrue  the  defendant  may  yet  answer  to  the  merits.^"  But  it  is 
clear,  in  any  event  that  the  same  matter  may  not  be  set  up  by  answer.^^ 
D.  Reference  to  Master.'^ — ^  Where  a  plea  alleges  a  judgment 
in  bar  of  the  bill,^^  or  the  pendency  of  another  suit,^*  the  court  may, 


Furniture  Co.,  232  111.  101,  83  N.  E. 
444.  Md. — Rouskulp  v.  Kershner,  49 
Md.  516.  N.  J. — Hunt  v.  West  Jer- 
sey Tract.  Co.,  62  N.  J.  Eq.  225,  49  Atl. 
434.  Tenn.^ — Moore  v.  Holt,  3  Tenn. 
Ch.    141. 

21.  Parley  v.  Kittson,  120  U.  S. 
303,  7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed.  684; 
Perry  v.  United  States  School  Eurni- 
ture  Co.,  232  111.  101,  83  N.  E.  444. 

Effect  of  replication  in  equity,  see 
the  title  "Replication  and  Reply." 

22.  Farley  v.  Kittson,  120  U.  S. 
303,  7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30'  L.  ed.  684; 
Bean  v.  Clark,  30  Fed.  225;  Wilson  v. 
Mitchell,  43  Fla.  107,  30  So.  703. 

23.  U.  S. — Vacuum  Oil  Co.  17.  Eagle 
Oil  Co.,  154  Fed.  867.  Fla.— Sheppard 
V.  Livingston,  74  So.  815.  Ind. — Samp- 
son V.  Hendricks,  8  Blackf.   288. 

24.  U.  S. — Farley  v.  Kittson,  120 
U.  S.  303,  7  Sup.  Ct.  534,  30  L.  ed. 
684;  Glucose  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  v.  Doug- 
lass &  Co.,  145  Fed.  949;  Bean  v. 
Clark,  30  Fed.  225.  Ala.— HoUoway  v. 
Southern  Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn.,  136  Ala. 
160,  33  So.  887;  Tyson 'c.  Decatur  Land 
Co.,  121  Ala.  414,  26  So.  507.  Ark. 
MUler  V.  Fraley,  21  'Ark.  22;  Peay 
V.  Duncan,  20  Ark.  85.  Colo. — Denver 
V.  Lobenstein,  3  Colo.  216.  Jsa.d. 
Sampson  v.  Hendricks,  8  Blackf.  288. 
Mich. — Hurlbut  v.  Britain,  2  Doug. 
191.  Mo. — Bell  V.  Simonds,  14  Mo. 
100.-.  N.  J. — Hunt  V.  West  Jersey 
Tract.  Co.,  62  N.  J.  Eq.  225,  49  Atl. 
434.  N.  Y. — Dows  v.  McMichael,  6 
Paige  139.  Wis.— Ely  v.  Wilcox,  20 
Wis.  523,  91  Am.  Dee.  436. 

25.  Hunt  V.  West  Jersey  Tract.  Co., 
62  N.   J.   Eq.   225,  49   Atl.  434. 

26.  Miller  v.  Fraley,  21  Ark.  22; 
Sampson  v.  Hendricks,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
288. 


27.  Miller  i).  Fraley,  21  Ark.  22; 
Peay  v.  Duncan,  20  Ark.  85. 

28.  Ala.— Holloway  v.  South  Bldg. 
&  Loan  Assn.,  136  Ala.  160,  33  So. 
887.  Ark. — Peay  v.  Duncan,  20  Ark. 
85.  N.  J. — Hunt  v.  West  Jersey 
Tract.  Co.,  62  N.  J.  Eq.  225,  49  Atl. 
434. 

29.  D.  C. — Adriaans  v.  Lyon,  8 
App.  Cas.  532.  111.— Ferry  v.  Moore, 
18  111.  App.  135.  Mich.— Hurlbut  v. 
Britain,  2  Doug.  191.  N.  J.— Hunt  v. 
West  Jersey  Tract.  Co.,  62  N.  J.  Eq. 
225,  49  Atl.  434.  N.  Y.— Dows  v.  Mc- 
Michael, 2  Paige  345. 

[a]  If  the  allegations  in  the  bill 
do  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  any  relief, 
the  bill  will  be  dismissed.  Hurlbut 
V.    Britain,    2    Doug.     (Mich.)    191. 

30.  Sheppard  v.  Livingston  (Fla.), 
74  So.  815  (where  it  is  said  that  "a 
defendant  has  a  right  to  answer  after 
an  issue  of  fact,  joined  on  a  plea, 
has  been  determined  against  him"); 
Battelle  &  Co.  v.  Youngstown  Boiling 
Mill  Co.,  16  Lea  (Tenn.)  355,  where 
the  court  holds  that  the  decision  on 
the  plea  concludes  all  that  was  put  in 
issue,  but  matter  not  in  any  way  put 
in  issue,  investigated  or  determined, 
shall  be  open  for  subsequent  investi- 
gation under  such  pleadings  aa  th« 
parties   may   present. 

31.  Townsend  v.  Townsend,  2  Paige 
(N.  X)  413;  Battelle  &  Co.  v.  Youngs- 
town R.  M.  Co.,  16  Lea  (Tenn.)  355. 

32.  See  generally  the  title  "Ref- 
erences. ' ' 

33.  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  Em- 
ma Silver  Min.  Co.,  1  Fed.  39,  17. 
Blatchf.  389. 

34.  N.  J. — McEwen  v.  Broadhead, 
11    N.    J.    Eq.    129.      Tenn.-- Green   v. 
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on  motion,^"  refer  the  plea  to  a  master  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
judgment  or  former  suit  is  for  the  same  cause.  This  is  the  usual  prac- 
tice,^* but  the  plaintiff  may,  if  he  chooses,  take  issue  on  the  plea  and 
set  it  down  for  a  hearing."  ■     ' 

E.  Allowed  To  Stand  foe  Answer.  —  The  court  may,  in  its  dis- 
cretion,^' where  a  plea  appears  to  be  good  in  substance  although  bad 
in  form,  allow  such  plea  to  stand  as  an  answer.^*  But,  conversely,  if 
bad  in  substance  as  failing  to  present  a  defense  to  that  part  of  the  bill 
which  it  professes  to  answer,  it  should  be  overruled  absolutely,  and 
should  not  be  permitted  to  stand  as  an  answer.*" 

F.  OvEEBTJLED  BY  ANSWER.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  when  the 
defendant  at  the  same  time  sets  up  the  same  defense  both  by  answer 
and  plea,  the  former  overrules  the  latter.*^  So,  when  a  supporting  an- 
swer covers  any  part  of  the  matter  embraced  by  the  plea,  the  latter 
will  be  thereby  overruled,*^  and,  in  the  same  manner,  where  a  defend- 
ant pleads  and  thereafter  files  an  answer  the  plea  is  waived.** 


N«al,  2   Heisk.   217.     Wis. — Rowley  v. 
Williams,  5  Wis.  151. 

35.  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  Em- 
ma Silver  Min.  Co.,  1  Fed.  39,  17 
Blatchf.   389. 

36.  Eowley  v.  Willlama,  5  Wis.  151. 

37.  McEwen  v.  Broadhead,  11  N. 
J.  Eq.  129. 

38.  Dietrich  v.  HutchiDson,  81  Vt. 
160,  69  Atl.  661. 

39.  N.  H.— Bell  v.  Woodward,  42 
N.  H.  181.  N.  Y.— Jarvis  v.  Palmer, 
11  Paige  650;  Orcutt  v.  Orms,  3  Paige 
459.  Tenn. — Brien  v.  Marsh,  1  Tenn. 
Ch.  625.  Vt. — Dietrich  v.  Hutchinson, 
81  Vt.  160,  69  Atl.  661;  Tarbell  v.  Tar- 
bell,  57  Vt.  492.  Eng. — Wood  V.  Strick- 
land, 2  Ves.  &  B.  150,  35  Eng.  Eeprint 
276;  Kinsey  v.  Kinsey,  2  Ves.  Sen. 
577,  28  Eng.  Reprint  368;  Hankey  v. 
Simpson,  3  Atk.  303,  26  Eng.  Reprint 
976. 

[a]  If  it  is  allowed  to  stand  as  an 
answer  it  will  be  understood  that  the 
court  allows  it  as  a  sufficient  answer, 
and  it  may  not  be  thereafter  excepted 
to  without  permission  of  the  court. 
Brien  v.  Marsh,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  (Tenn.) 
625. 

40.  Orcutt  «.  Orms,  3  Paige  (N  .Y.) 
459. 

41.  TT.  S. — Ferguson  v.  O'Harra, 
Pet.  C.  C.  493,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,740. 
Ark. — Keatts  v.  Rector,  1  Ark.  391. 
111.— Miller  v.  Doran,  151  111.  App.  527. 
Md. — Bank  of  Maryland  v.  Dugan,  2 
Bland   254.     Mich. — Clark  v.   Saginaw 
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City  Bank,  Harr.  240.  N.  J. — Harri- 
son V.  Farrington,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  358. 
N.  Y.— Bangs  v.  Strong,  7  Hill  250, 
42  Am.  Dec.  64;  Bolton  v.  Gardner  j3 
Paige  273.  Pa.— New  York  S.  &  W. 
Coal  Co.  V.  Spencer,  3  Pa.  Dist.  694. 
S.  0. — Joyce  v.  Gunnels,  2  Rich.  Eq. 
259;  Episcopal  Church  of  Macon  v. 
Wiley,  2  Hill  Eq.  584,  Riley  Eq.  156, 
30  Am.  Dec.  386.  Tenn.^Pigue  v. 
Young,  85  Tenn.  263,  1  S.  W.  889; 
Witt   V.  Ellis,   2    Ooldw.    38. 

[a]  "The  reason  is,  that  by  inter- 
posing the  plea  he  claims  that  he  ought 
not  to  be  required  to  answer,  and  yet 
at  the  same  time,  does  answer. ' '  Har- 
rison V.  Farrington,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  358. 

That  supporting  answers  must  not 
OTerlap  the  plea,  see  4  Standard  Proc. 
153. 

42.  TT.  S. — Grant  v.  Phoenix  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  121  TT.  S.  105,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  841,  30  L.  ed.  905.  Fla. — Ocala 
Foundry  &  Mach.  Wks.  v.  Lester,  49 
Fla.  347,  38  So.  56.  N.  Y.— Bangs  v. 
Strong,  7  Hill  250,  42  Am.  Dec.  64; 
Bolton  i}.  Gardner,  3   Paige   273. 

[<a]  An  answer  addressed  to  the 
whole  bill,  which  answers  only  a  part 
thereof,  nevertheless  will  overrule  a 
plea  to  a  part  of  the  bill,  even  when 
that  part  is,  in  fact,  unanswered.  Lea- 
craft  C.  Demprey,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.) 
124. 

43.  Miller  i).  Perks,  63  111.  App. 
140;  Wilson  V.  Scruggs,  7  Lea  (Tenn.) 
635. 
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CBOSS-EEFEBENCES: 

Chattel  Mortgages;  Mortgages; 

Liens ;  Pawnbrokers ; 

Personal  Property. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standakd  Proc.  985,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article^ 

1.  REMEDIES  OF  PLEDGEE.  —  A.  In  General.  —  Upon  de- 
fault of  the  pledgor,  the  pledgee  may  sue  on  the  debt^  or  resort  to  the 
appropriate  remedy  to  enforce  the  security.^ 

B.  Action  on  the  Debt.  —  1.  Generally.  —  The  acceptance  of 
a  pledge  as  security  for  a  loan  does  not  prevent  the  pledgee  from  pro- 
ceeding personally  againsj  the  pledgor  for  his  debt.^  without  first  re- 
storing,* or  offering  to  restore,^  the  pledged  property  or  attempting 
to  enforce  the  collateral.^ 

2.  Parties.  —  Parties  to  instruments  pledged,  other  than  the  debtor, 
are  neither  necessary,^  nor  proper^  parties  defendant. 


1.  See  infra,  X,  B. 

2.  See  infra,  I,  C. 

3.  U.  S. — Childs  V.  Carlstein  Co., 
76  Fed.  86.  Cai,— Scuxaroa  Valley 
Bank  v.  Hill,  59  Cal.  107.  m.— Darst 
V.  Bates,  95  111.  493.  Ind. — Grant  v. 
School  Town  of  Monticello,  71  Ind.  58. 
la. — Eobinson  v.  Hurley,  11  Iowa  410, 
79  Am.  Dec.  497.  JCan. — Jones  i\ 
Scott,  10  Kan.  33.  Me.— Smith  v. 
Strout,  63  Me.  205.  Mass. — Cumnock 
V.  Institution  for  Savings,  142  Mass. 
342,  7  N.  E.  869,  56  Am.  Eep.  679; 
Whitaker  v.  Sumner,  20  Pick.  399.  N. 
Y. — Ketcham  v.  Provost,  156  App.  Div. 
477,  141  N.  Y.  Supp.  437.  Tenn. 
Arendale  v.  Samuel  D.  Morgan  &  Co., 
5  Sneed  703.  Vt. — Rutland  Bank  v. 
Woodruff,  34  Vt.  89. 

4.  Ark. — West  -e.  Carolina  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  31  Ark.  476.  Cal.— Sowoma  Val- 
ley Bank  v.  Hill,  59  Cal.  107.  D.  C. 
Aijibler  V.  Ames,  1  App.  Cas.  191.  111. 
Darst  V.  Bates,  95  111.  493.  Ind. 
Grant  v.  School  Town  of  Monticello, 
71  Ind.  5,8.  Md.— Eich  v.  Boyoe,  39 
Md.  314.  Mass. — Taylor  v.  Cheever,  6 
Gray  146.  Mo. — American  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Harrison  Wire  Co.,  11  Mo.  App.  446. 
Neb. — ^Lormer  v.  Ba5n,  14  Neb.  178, 
15  N.  W.  323.  Vt.— Eutland  B.sink  v. 
Woodruff,   34   Vt.   89. 

5.  Cumnock  v.  Institution  for  Sav- 


ings, 142  Mass.   342,  7  N.  E.   869,   56 
Am.  Rep.  679. 

e.  U.  S.— Childs  V.  Carlstein  Co., 
76  Fed.  86.  Cal. — Commercial  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Hornberger,  140  Cal.  16,  73 
Pac.  625;  Williams  v.  Parker,  30  Cal. 
App.  71,  157  Pac.  550,  Ga.^^Colquitt 
V.  Stultz,  65  Ga.  305.  111.— Darst  v. 
Bates,  95  111.  493.  Ind. — Olvey  v.  Jack- 
san,  106  Ind.  286,  4  N.  E.  149.  Mass. 
Cornwall  V.  Gould,  4  Pick.  444.  Mich. 
Wallafee  v.  Pinnegan,  14  Mich.  170, 
90  Am.  Dec.  248.  N.  J.— Freehold 
Nat.  Bkg.  Co.  V.  Brick,  37  N.  J.  L. 
307.  N.  Y. — Ketcham  v.  Provost,  156 
App.  Div.  477,  141  N.  T.  Supp.  437. 
N.  C— Sykes  v.  Everett,  167  N.  C. 
600,  83  S.  E.  585.  Pa. — Leas  v.  James, 
10  Serg.  &  R.  307. 

7.  Styeis  v.  Atepaugh,  118  N.  C. 
631,  24  S.  E.  422. 

[a]  The  mortgagee  of  a  mortgage 
assigned  to  the  debtor  and  by  him 
pledged  to  secure  the  debt  is  not  a 
necessary  party.  Styers  v.  Alspaugh, 
118  N.   C.   631,   24   S.   E.   422. 

8.  Forstall  v.  Farmers'  etc.  Assn., 
47  La.  Ann.   105,  16  So.  651. 

[a]  The  maker  of  nates  pledged  by 
the  holder,  should  not  be  joined  as 
defenidattt.  Fosrstall  v.  Farmers'  Union 
Com.  AgsiUj  47  La.  Ane,  105,  16  So. 
651. 
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3.  Pleading.  —  If  payment  of  the  debt  is  relied  upon  by  the  de- 
fendant he  must  allege  and  prove  it.' 

Set-Oif  and  Counterclaim.  —  A  pledgor  may  set  up  a  conversion  of 
the  pledge  as  a  defense  to  an  actipn  on  the  debt  by  way  of  counter- 
claim^" or  set-off,^^  and  if  he  wishes  to  rely  on  such  defense  he  must 
specially  plead  it.^^  If  there  has  been  an  illegal  sale  defendant  may 
ask  as  -damages  the  difference  between  what  the  property  actually  sold 
for  and  what  it  would  have  brought  at  a  valid  sale." 

4.  Return  of  Fledged  Property  Upon  Payment  of  Judgment. 
The  defendant  has  the  right  to  insist  on  a  return  of  the  pledged  prop- 
erty as  condition  of  the  payment  of  a  judgment  rendered  against  him,^* 
and  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  produce  and  restore  the  col- 
lateral security  or  to  account  satisfactorily  for  its  non-production.^^ 

C.  Enforcement  of  the  Security.  —  1.  Choses  in  Action.  —  a. 
Generally.  —  Where  the  security  is  a  chose  in  action,  the  pledgee  may 
sue  thereon,^*  and  he  need  not  first  exhaust  his  other  rem'edies^'  or  col- 
laterals.^* He  may  ordinarily  sue  for  the  entire  amount  due  on  the 
collateral  though  it  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  debt,^'  but  when  there 


9.  Barnes  v.  Bradlev,  56  Ark.  105, 
19  S.  W.  319.    See  "Payment." 

[a]  Collection  of  the  collateral  se- 
curity must  be  pleaded  to  be  avaiv 
able  as  a  defense.  Barnes  v.  Brad- 
ley,  56   Ark.   165,   19   S.   W.   319. 

10.  U.  8. — Dibert  v.  Wernicke,  214 
Fed.  673,  131  C.  C.  A.  109.  Cal.— Wil- 
liams -(,-.  Parker,  30  Cal.  App.  71,  157 
Pac.  550.  Sa. — Turner  v.  Commercial 
Sav.  Bank,  17  Ga.  App.  631,  87  S.  E. 
918.  N.  Y.r— Weston  v.  Turver,  49  Hun 
605,  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  807,  17  N.  Y.  St. 
502. 

11.  Carver  Bros.  v. '  Merrett  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  155  S.  W.  633. 

[a]  The  facts  constituting  the  ba- 
sis for  the  counterclaim  must  be  plead- 
ed. Williams  v.  Parker,  30  Cal.  App. 
71,  157  Pac.  550. 

12.  Carver  Bros,  v.  Merrett  (Tex. 
Civ.    App.),    155    S.    W.    633. 

13.  Beardsley  v.  Pulton,  22  Pa. 
Dist.  921. 

la.  Semple  &  Birge  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Detwiler,  30  Kan.  386,  2  Pae.  511. 

15.  Turner  v.  Commercial  Sav. 
Bank,  17   Ga.  App.  631,  87  S.  E.  918 

16.  U.  S. — McDougall  v.  Hazeltan 
T.-B.  Co.,  88  Ped.  217,  31  C.  C.  A.  487, 
Ala.— Keeble  v.  Jones,  187  Ala.  207 
65  So.  384.  ni. — Dallemand  v.  Bank 
of  Nova  Scotia,  54  III.  App.  600.  Kan. 
Farmers'  State  Bank  v.  Blevins,  46 
Kan.  536,  26  Pac.  1044.  Ky.— Elk 
Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank, 
157  Ky.  617,  163  S.  W.  766.  La.— De- 
poKt   Co.    or    Maryland    «.    JoJunBto-m, 


117  La.  880,  42  So.  357.  Me.— Gowe- 
V.  Wentworth,  17  Me.  66.  Mass. 
Skillings  v.  Marcus,  159  Mass.  51,  34 
N.  E.  80.  Minn.— St.  Paul  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Cannon,  46  Minn.  95,  48  N.  W.  526, 
24  Am.  St.  Eep.  189.  N.  J.— Allaire 
V.  Hartshorne,  21  N.  J.  L.  665,  47 
Am.  Dec.  175.  N.  Y.— Field  v.  Sibley, 
74  App.  Div.  81,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  252, 
11  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  187;  Van  Kiper 
V.  Baldwin,  19  Hun  344.  Ohio. — Han- 
dy V.  Sibley,  46  Ohio  St.  9,  17  N.  E. 
329.  Pa.— Logan  r.  Cassell,  88  Pa. 
288,  32  Am.  Eep.  453.  R.  I.— Atlas 
Bank  v.  Doyle,  9  E.  I.  76,  98  Am.  Dec. 
368,  11  Am.  Eep.  219.  S.  C— Euberg 
V.  Brown,  71  S.  C.  287,  51  S.  E.  96. 
Tex. — .Jackson  v.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  46  a  W.  295.  Va, 
Berkeley  v.  Tinsley,  88  Va.  1001,  14 
8.  E.  842.  Wis. — Morgan  v.  South 
Milwaukee  Lake  View  Co.,  97  Wis, 
275,  72  N.  W.  872. 

[a]  Before  maturity  of  debt  se- 
cured. Seeley  v.  Wickstrom,  49  Neb, 
730,  68  N.  W.   1017. 

'[b]  No  conversion  of  the  instru- 
ments sued  on  is  effected  by  such  suit. 
Fernandez  v.  Tormey,  121  Cal.  515,  53 
Pac.   1119. 

17.  Dallemand  v.  Bank  of  Nova 
Scotia,   54  111.   App.   600. 

18.  Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Harrison, 
10  Fed.  243,  3  McCrary  316;  Haas  v. 
Bank  of  Commerce,  41  Neb.  754,  60 
N.  W.  85. 

19.  III.— Tooke  V.  Newman,  .75  III. 
215»     Me.: — Gowen    v.    Wentworth,    IV 
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are  defenses  to  the  obligation  which  are  available  only  as  against  the 
pledgor,  the  pledgee  can  recover  on  the  collateral  no  greater  sum  than 
the  amount  of  the  loan.^" 

b.  Parties.  —  The  suit  may  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  pledgee^* 
without  joining  the  pledgor,^^  though  it  is  proper  to  do  so.^^ 

c.  Pleading.  —  The  plaintiff  should  set  out  the  pledge  agreement 
where  that  is  necessary  to  disclose  his  interest  in  the  note  sued  on,^* 
otherwise  no  allegations  respecting  the  pledge  are  necessary.^® 

2.  Foreclosure  of  the  Lien.  —  a.  GeneraMy.  —  The  pledgee,  upon 
default  of  the  pledgor,  has  a  right  to  sell  the  pledged  property  after 
proper  notice  to  redeem,^*  or  he  may  proceed  by  foreclosure  suit  and 


Me.  66.  ITeb. — Seeley  v.  Wickstrom 
49  Neb.  730,  68  N.  W.  1017.  Tex. 
Jaekson  v.  Chemieal  Nat.  Bank  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  46. S.  W.  295.  Vt.— Tar- 
bell  V.  Sturtevant,  26  Vt.  513.  Va. 
Dudley  v.  Minor's  Exr.,  100  "Va.  728, 
42  S.  E.  870.  Wis. — Northwestern  Mu- 
tual Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Germania  F.  Ins. 
Co.,  40  Wis.  446. 

20.  Ark. — Brown  v.  Callaway,  41 
Ark.  418.  Cal.— Bell  v.  Bean,  75  Cal. 
86,  16  Pae.  521.  Ga.— Hancock  v.  Em- 
pire Cotton  Oil  Co.,  17  Ga.  App.  170, 
86  S.  E.  434.  Kan.— Farmers '  State 
Bank  v.  Blevins,  46  Kan.  536,  26  Pao. 
1044.  Ky.— Elk  Valley  Coal  Co.  v. 
Third  Nat.  Bank,  157  Ky.  617,  163 
S.  "W.  766.  La.— Deposit  Co.  of  Mary- 
land V.  Johnston,  117  La.  880,  42  So. 
357.  Md. — Maitlaud  v.  Citiziens  Nat. 
Bank,  40  Md.  540,  17  Am.  Eep.  620. 
Mass. — Skillings  v.  Marcus,  159  Mass. 
51,  34  N.  E.  80.  Minn.— St.  Paul  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Cannon,  46  Minn.  95,  48  N. 
W.  526,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  189.  Mo. 
Crawford  v.  Spencer,  92  Mo.  498,  4 
S.  W.  713,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  745.  Neb. 
Helmer  v.  Commercial  Bank,  28  Neb. 
474,  44  N.  W.  482.  Nev.— Hayden  v. 
Nicoletti,  18  Nev.  290,  3  Pae.  473.  N. 
J. — Allaire  v.  Hartshorne,  21  N.  J.  L. 
665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175.  N.  Y.— Conti- 
nental Nat.  Bank  v.  Bell,  125  N.  Y. 
38,  25  N.  E.  1070.  Ohio.— Handy  v. 
Sibley,  46  Ohio  St.  9,  17  N.  E.  329. 
Pa.^ — Logan  v.  Caasell,  88  Pa.  288,  ^ 
Am.  Eep.  453.  R.  I. — Atlas  Bank  v. 
Doyle,  9  E.  I.  76,  98  Am.  Dec.  368, 
11  Am.  Eep.  219.  Tenn.^— Stephenson 
V.  Landis,  14  Lea  433.  Tex. — Wright 
V.  Hardie,  88  Tex.  653,  32  8.  W.  885. 
Va.— Berkeley  v.  Tinsley,  88  Va.  1001, 
14  S.  E.  842.  Wis.— Union  Nat.  Bank 
V.   Roberts,   45   Wis.    373. 

21.  TJ.  S.— Gregory  v.  Pike,  67  Fed. 
837,  15  C.  C.  A.  33.    OaJ.— Graham  v. 
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Light,  4  Cal.  App.  400,  88  Pae.  373. 
Oolo. — Lake  v.  Schradsky,  31  Colo 
178,  71  Pae.  1104.  Fla.— Withers  v. 
Sandlin,  36  Fla.  619,  18  So.  856.  La. 
Deposit  Co.  of  Maryland  v.  Johnston, 
117  La.  880,  42  So.  357.  Mo.— Dickey 
V.  Porter,  203  Mo.  1,  101  S.  W.  586. 
N.  Y. — Ridgway  v.  Bacon,  72  Hun  211, 
25  N.  Y.  Supp.  651.  S.  P,— Citizens' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Great  Western  E.  Co.,  13 
S.  D.  i;  82  N.  W.  186.  Wis.— Morgan, 
V.  South  Milwaukee  Lake  View  Co., 
97   Wis.  275,  72  N.  W.  872. 

[a]  A  pledgee  of  corporate  stock 
may  bring  an  action  thereon  in  hia 
own  name.  Baldwin  v.  Canfield,  26 
Minn.  43,  1  N.  W.  261,  276. 

22.  Graham  v.  Light,  4  Cal.  App. 
400,  88  Pae.  373;  Curtis  v.  Mohr,  18 
Wis.  615;  Hilton  v.  Waring,  7  Wis. 
492. 

23.  Michigan  State  Bank  v.  Gard- 
ner, 3  Gray  (Mass.)   305. 

24.  Sharmer   v.   Mcintosh,   43   Neb. 

509,  61  N.  W.  727. 

[a]  l^us  where  the  note  is  not 
indorsed  to  the  pledgee  it  may  be  nec- 
essary to  show  the  agreement  under 
which  he  holds  it.  Sharmer  v.  Mc- 
intosh, 43  Neb.   509,  61   N.  W.   727. 

25.  Curtis  v.  Mohr,  18  Wis.  615; 
Hilton  V.  Waring,  7   Wis.  492. 

26.  U.  S. — Land  Title  &  Tr.  Co.  v. 
Asphalt  Co.,  121  'Fed.  192.  Ala. — Kee- 
ble  V.  Jones,  187  Ala.  207,  65  So.  384. 
Oal. — Colton  V.  Oakland  Sav.  Bank, 
137  Cal.  376,  70  Pae.  225;  Me  Arthur  v. 
Magee,  114  Cal.  126,  45  Pae."  1068. 
Conn. — Stevens  v.  Hurlbut  •  Bank,  31 
Conn.  146.  111. — National  Bank  of  Il- 
linois V.  Baker,  128  111.  533,  21  N.  B. 

510,  4  L.  E.  A.  586.  Ind.— Evans  v. 
Darlington,  5  Blaekf.  320.  la. — ^Rob- 
inson  v.  Hurley,  11  Iowa  410,  79  Am. 
Dec.  497.  La. — Smith  v.  Shippers'  Oil 
Co.,   120    La.    640,   45    So.   538.     Md. 
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judicial  sale.^^ 

b.  Parties.  —  It  is  necessary  to  make  parties  to  a  foreclosure  suit 
all  those  who  have  a  right  to  pay  the  debt  and  redeem  the  pledge.^' 

e.  Pleading.— ^ The  bill  or  complaint  should  set  out  the  facts  as 
to  the  pledge/'  the  ensuing  default,^"  and  if  it  is  sought  to  recover 
expenses  incurred  in  efforts  to  realize  on  the  collateral  the  items  there- 
of should  be  set  out.^^ 

Accounting.  -  As  an  incident  to  the  foreclosure  an  accounting  may  be 
asked  for.^^ 


Dungan  v.  Newark  Mutual  Ben.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  46  Md.  469^  Mass. — Mer- 
chants' Nat,  Bank  v.  Thompson,  133 
Mass.  482.  Mo. — Greer  v.  Lafayette 
Bank,  128  Mo.  559,  30  S.  W.  319.  Neb. 
Morrissey  v.  Broomal,  37  Neb.  766, 
56  N.  W.  383.  N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Sa- 
vin, 141  N.  Y.  315,  36  N.  B.  338.  Pa. 
Eiohbaum  v.  Sample,  30  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
497;  Smith  v.  Coale,  12  PhUa.  177. 
Va. — Alexandria,  L.  &  H.  E.  Co.  v. 
Burke,  22  Gratt  (63  Va.)  254.  Wash. 
Nagel  V.  Ham,  88  Wash.  99,  152  Pac. 
520.  W.  Va. — Crawford  v.  LeFevre, 
78  W.  Va.  73,  88  S.  E.  1087. 

27.  U.  S.— Land  Title  &  Tr.  Co.  v. 
AspLali  Co.,  121  Fed.  192.  Ala. 
American  Pig  Iron  Storage  Warrant 
Co.  V.  Germ.an,  126  Ala.  194,  28  So. 
Giy.i;  Sharpe  v.  National  Bank,  87  Ala. 
6-lrl,  7  So.  106.  Cal.— MeArthur  v. 
Magee,  114  Cal.  126,  45  Pac.  1068. 
Fla.— Springfield  Co.  v.  Ely,  44  Fla. 
319,  32  So.  892.  Ind.— Indiana  &  I. 
C.  Ey.  Co.  V.  McKernan,  24  Ind.  62. 
Kan.-^Blood  v.  Shepard,  69  Kan.  752, 
77  Pae.  565.  La. — Eiohardson  v.  Tur- 
ner, 52  La.  Ann.  1613,  28  So.  158. 
Me. — ^Boynton  v.  Payrow,  67  Me.  587. 
Mass. — Crossman  v.  Griggs,  186  Mass. 
275,  71  N.  E.  560.  Neb. — Sharmer  v. 
Mcintosh,  43  Neb.  509,  61  N.  W.  727. 
N.  J. — Endicott  v.  Marvel,  83  N.  J. 
Eq.  632,  92  Atl.  373.  Ohio. — Eobinson 
V.  Bovd,  60  Ohio  St.  57,  53  N.  E. 
494.  Tex. — Killman  v.  Young  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W.  1065.  Vt. 
Thomas  v.  Graves,  89  Vt.  339,  95  Atl. 
643.  Wash. — Nagel  v.  Ham,  88  Wash. 
99,  152  Pac.  520;  Denny  v.  Cole,  22 
Wash.  372,  61  Pac.  38,  79  Am.  St. 
Eep.  940. 

[a]  The  remedy  in  equity  is  more 
complete  than  the  pledgee's  common 
law  right  to  sell  the  property,  it  con- 
cludes all  the  parties.  Boynton  v. 
Payrow,   67   Me.   587. 

28.  Eichardson  v.  Turner,  52  La. 
Ann.  1613,  28  So.  158;  Brown  V.  Hotel 


Assn.,  63  Neb.  181,  88  N.    W.  175.      -- 

[a]  But  in  Springfield  Co.  v.  Ely, 
44  Fla.  319,  32  So.  892,  the  pledgor, 
being  beyond  the  reach  of  the  process 
of  the  court,  was  held  not  to  be  an 
indispensable  party  to  an  action  to 
foreclose    pledged    stock. 

[b]  An  assignee  of  pledged  stock, 
who  became  such  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  pledgee,  is  a  necessary  party. 
Brown  v.  Hotel  Assn.,  63  Neb.  181,  88 
N.   W.  175. 

[c]  A  receiver  of  a  partnership  is 
a  necessary  party  to  an  action  ^to  fore- 
close a  lien  on  personal  property  be- 
longing to  the  partnership.  Denny  v. 
Cole,  22  Wash.  372,  61  Pac.  38,  79  Am. 
St.  Eep.  940. 

[d]  Where  a  contract  of  sale  of 
realty  is  pledged,  the  owner  of  the 
property  is  not  a  neetessary  party. 
Vaughn  v.   Gushing,  23  Ind.   184. 

29.  As  to  allegation  of  contract  gen- 
erally, see  11  Standard  Proc.  981. 

[a]  The  consideration  of  the  pledge 
need  not  be  stated,  it  being  a  mat- 
ter of  defense.  Eobinson  v.  Boyd,  60 
Ohio  St.  57,  53  N.  E.  494. 

30.  Land  Title  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Asphalt 
Co.,  121  Fed.   192. 

[a]  Partial  Default. — ^A  complaint 
for  the  foreclosure  of  a  pledgor's 
lien  is  not  subject  to  dismissal  on 
the  ground  that  the  complaint  shows 
but  a  partial  default  while  the  plain- 
tiff seeks  to  sell  all  the  pledged  secur- 
ities. Land  Title  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Asphalt 
Co.,  121  Fed.   192. 

31.  Kountze  v.  Bonner,  12  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  131,  34  S.  W.  163. 

[a]  Demurrer  upheld  for  failure  to 
make  an  itemized  statement  of  such 
expenses.  Kountze  u.  Bonner,  12  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  131,  34  S.  W.  163. 

32.  Thomas  v.  Graves,  89  Vt.  339, 
95  Atl.   643. 

[a]  Joinder  of  Causes. — A  com- 
plaint for  the  foreclosure  of  a  pledge 
and  for   an  accounting  based   upon  a 
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Cross-Complaint.  —  The  pledgor  may  pross-complain  to  redeem  the 
pledged  property  upon  tendering  the  balance  due.^^ 

d.  Decree  and  Sale  Thereunder.  —  A  decree  in  favor  of  the  pledgee 
usually  directs  a  sale  of  the  property  and  the  application  of  the  pro- 
ceeds to  pay  the  indebtedness,'*  and  the  pledgee  may  purchase  the 
property  at  the  foreclosure  sale.'°  The  court  may  render  a  deficiency 
judgment  against  the  pledgor.'* 

II.  REMEDIES  OF  PLEDGOR.  — A.  To  Rbcovee  Peopeett  oe 
Its  Value.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Replevin,''  detinue,'^  or  claim  and 
delivery,'"  will  lie  to  recover  the  pledged  property  where  the  pledgee 
without  right  refuses  to  return  it,  and  upon  conversion  of  the  property 
bj'  the  pledgee,  trover  or  its  code  equivalent  is  a  proper  remedy,*" 
and  under  certain  circumstances  assumpsit,*^  or  a  special  action  on  the 


mimber  of  transactions  necessary  to 
determine  the  amount  for  which  the 
lien  may  be  enforced  is  not  subject 
to  demurrer  upon  the  ground  that  sev- 
eral causes  of  action  are  improperly 
united.  San  Pedro  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Eeynolds,  111  Cal.  588,  44  Pac.  309. 

33.  Kountze  v.  Bonner,  12  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  131,  34  S.  W.  163. 

34.  Mahoney  v.  Caperton,  15  CaL 
313. 

[a]  Sale  in  Gross  of  Shares  of 
Stock. — Where  shares  of  stock  of  a 
corporation  were  pledged  at  various 
times  as  security  for  separate  loans 
it  is  error  to  order  a  sale  in  gross 
and  direct  the  application  of  the  pro- 
ceeds to  the  payment  of  the  entire 
indebtedness:  Mahoney  v.  Caperton, 
15  Cal.  313. 

As  to  sal*,  see  the  title  "Judicial 
Sales." 

35.  Adams  &  Co.  v.  CoOns,  37  La. 
Ann.  305;  Register  v.  Sellers,  4  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  490,  44  Leg.  Int.  502. 

36.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  G-rant, 
73  Neb.  435,  103  N.  W.  68. 

37.  TT.  S. — Talty  v.  Preedman's  Sav- 
ings &  Trust  Co.,  93  U.  S.  321,  23 
L.  ed.  886.  Md. — Dowler  is.  Cushwa, 
27  Md.  354.  Mo. — Miles  v.  Walther, 
3  Mo.  App.  96.  Neb.— Wilkins  v.  Eed- 
ding,  70  Neb.  182,  97  N.  W.  238. 
N.  J. — Meisel  v.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank, 
85  N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Atl.  1067. 

38.  Ala. — Minge  v.  Clark,  196  Ala. 
617,  72  So.  167.  Ky.-— Flowers  v. 
Sproule,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  54.  Eng, 
Donald  v.  Suckling,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B. 
585,  7  B.  &  S.  783,  35  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
232,  12  Jur.  (N.  8.)  795,  14  L.  T. 
N.    S.    772,    15   Wkly.   Rep.   13. 

39.  Latta  v.  Tutton,  122  Cal.  279, 
54  Pac.  844,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  30. 
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40.  U.  S. — Brown  v.  Newton  First 
Nat.  Bank,  132  Fed.  450,  66  C.  C.  A. 
293.  Cal.— Newell  v.  Sexton,  61  Cal. 
645;  Lowe  v.  Ozmun,  3  Cal.  App.  387, 
86  Pac.  729.  Conn, — Ayres  ».  French, 
41  Conn.  142.  D.  C— Stiles  v.  Selinger, 
2  Maekey  429.  111. — ^Union  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Post,  192  111.  385,  61  N.  E.  507. 
Ind.— Cox  v..  Albert,  78  Ind.  241.  Mass. 
Hancock  v.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.,  114  Mass. 
155;  Fleteher  v.  Dickinson,  7  Allen  23. 
MiBn.-^Upham  v.  Barbour,  65  Minn. 
364,  68  N.  W.  42.  Mo.— Southworth 
Co.  «J.  Lamb,  82  Mo:  242;  Schaaf  v. 
Fries,  90  Mo.  App.  111.  Mont. — De 
Mars  V.  Hudon,  33  Mont.  170,  82  Pae. 
952.  Nfih.— Wilkins  v.  Redding,  70 
Neb.  182,  97  N.  "W.  238.  N.  H.— Kim- 
ball V.  Jackman,  42  N.  H.  242.  N".  J. 
Dimoek  v.  United  States  Nat.  Bank^ 
56  N.  J.  L.  296,  25  Atl.  926,  39  Am. 
St  Rep.  643.  N.  Y.— Usher  v.  Van 
Vranken,  48  App.  Div.  413,  63  N.  y. 
Supp.  104.  Pa. — ^Blood  V.  Erie  Dime 
Savings  &  L.  Co.,  164  Pa.  95,  30  Atl. 
362.  S.  C. — Abrahams  &  Son  v.  South- 
western B.  Bank,  1  S.  0.  441,  7  Am. 
Rep.  33.  Tex. — King  v.  Boerne  State 
Bank  CTex.  Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W. 
433.  Wis.— Hinckley  v.  Pfister,  83  Wis. 
64,  53  N.  W.  21. 

[a]  Conversion  of  Shares  of  Stock. 
Nabring  v.  Mobile  Bank,  58  Ala.  204. 

[b]  For  Excess  Value  of  Fledged 
Fropeirty. — The  pledgor  in  ease  of  con- 
version of  the  pledged  property  by  the 

!  pledgee  may  maintain  an  action  for 
damajges  to  recover  the  exceSs  of  the 
value  of  the  property  over  the 
pledgee's  lien  thereon.  Farrar  v. 
Paine,  173  Mass.  58,  53  N.  E.  146. 

41.  Md. — Dowler  v.  Cushwa,  27  Md. 
354.  Mich. — Wallace  v.  Finnegan,  14 
Mich.   170,   90   Am.   Dec.   243.     Minn. 


PLEDGES 


461 


case,*^  or  an  action  for  accounting*'  are  available. 

2.  Prerequisites.  —  Where  the  pledgee  converts  the  pledged  prop- 
erty, demand  for  its  return,**  or  tender  of  the  debt,*^  are  not  neces- 
sary before  suing  in  trover.  But  where  the  pledgor  seeks  to  recover 
the  specific  property  in  replevin,  detinue  or  claim  and  delivery  he 
must  first  tender  the  amount  of  the  debt.*^ 

3.  Pleading.  —  Allegations  as  to  tender  of  the  amount  of  the  debt 
are  necessary  where  such  tender  is  a  prerequisite  to  suit,*'  but  not 
otherwise.**  The  consideration  for  a  transfer  by  the  pledgor  need 
not  be  alleged  in  an  action  to  recover  the  pledged  property  from  the 
transferee.** 

4.  Judgment.  —  Where  plaintiff  sues  only  for  damages  for  conver- 
sion he  is  not  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  the  property  itself,°°  and  the 
amount  due  to  the  pledgee  must  be  deducted  from  the  amount  in  which 
plaintiff  has  been  damaged.^^ 

B.  Suit  to  Redeem.  —  1.  Generally.  —  Under  certain  circum- 
stances a  suit  in  equity  will  lie  to  redeem  the  pledge.^^  To  warrant 
equitable  intervention^'  it  must,  as  in  other  cases,  appear  that  the  legal 


tJpliam   V.   Barbour,  65  Minn.   364,   68 
N.  W.  42. 

[a]  Where  pledged  property  sold 
unlawfully.  Conn. — Bulkeley  v.  Welch, 
31  Conn.  339;  Whiting  v.  McDonald, 
1  Eoot  444.  111. — Belden  v.  Perkins, 
78  111.  449.  Me. — Fletcher  v.  Harmon, 
78  Me.  465,  7  Atl.  271. 

42.  Sharpe  v.  National  Bank,  87 
Ala.  644,  7  So.  106;  Nabring  v.  Mobile 
Bank,  58  Ala.  204;  Post  v.  Union  Nat. 
Bank,  159  111.  421,  42  N.  E.  976; 
Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Eigdon,  93  111. 
458. 

43.  Maxwell  v.  Foster,  64  S.  C.  1, 
41  S.  E.   776. 

Accounting  in  foreclosure  suit,  see 
supra,  I,  C,  2,  e. 

44.  Latta  v.  Tutton,  122  Cal.  279, 
54  Pac.  844,  68  Am.  St.  Eep.  30. 

45.  V.  S.^I>ibeTt  v.  Wernicke,  214 
Fed.  673,  131  C.  C.  A.  109.  Kan. 
Lynn  v.  McCue,  94  Kan.  761,  147  Pac. 
808.  N.  Y. — Barber  v.  Hathaway,  169 
N.  Y.  575,  61  N.  E.  1127;  Toplitz  v. 
Bauer,  34  App.  Div.  526,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
29.  Pa. — Learock  v.  Paxaon,  208  Pa. 
602,  57  Atl.  1097;  Neiler  v.  Kelley, 
69  Pa.  403.  S.  C— Gregg  v.  Bank  of 
Columbia,  72  S.  C.  458,  52  S.  E.  195, 
110  Am.  St.  Eep.  633. 

But  see  Cumnock  v.  Institution  for 
Savings,  142  Mass.  342,  7  N.  E.  869, 
56  Am.  Eep.  679. 

46.  U.  S, — Talty  v.  Freedman's 
Savings  &  Trust  Co.,  93  U.  8.  321,  23 
L.  ed.  886.    Neb. — Wilkins  v.  Bedding, 


70  Neb.  182,  97  N.  W.  238.  N.  J. 
Meisel  v.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  85 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Atl.  1067. 

47.  Cumnock  v.  Institution  for  Sav- 
ings, 142  Mass.  342,  7  N.  E.  869,  56 
Am.  Eep.  679.     See  supra,  II,  A,  2. 

48.  Sharpe  v.  National  Bank,  87 
Ala.  644,  7  So.  106;  Lowe  v.  Ozmun, 
3  Cal.   App.   387,   86  Pac.  729. 

49.  ■  Nelson  V.  Owen,  113  Ala.  372, 
21  So.  75. 

50.  King  V.  Boerne  State  Bank 
(Tex.    Civ.   App.),   159   S.    W.   433. 

51.  Micli. — Feige  v.  Burt,  118  Mich. 
243,  77  N.  W.  928,  74  Am.  St.  Eep. 
390.  N.  Y. — Bailey  v.  American  T>e^ 
posit  &  Loan  Co.,  52  App.  Div.  402, 
65  N.  Y.  Supp.  330.  Tenn.— Clark  v. 
CuUen,  44  S.  W.  204. 

See  Farrar  v.  Paine,  173  Mass.  58, 
53  N.  E.  146. 

52.  Ala. — Nelson  v.  Owen,  113  Ala. 
372,  21  So.  75.  Cole— Colburn  v. 
Eiley,  11  Colo.  App.  184,  52  Pae.  684. 
lU. — Stokes  V.  Frazier,  72  111.  428.  Mo. 
Hagan  v.  Continental  Nat.  Bank,  182 
Mo.  319,  81  S.  W.  171.  Nev.— Beatty 
V.  Sylvester,  3  Nev.  228.  N.  J. — De 
Bevoise  v.  H.  &  W.  Co.,  67  N.  J.  Eq. 
472,  58  Atl.  91.  N.  Y.— Treadwell  v. 
Clark,  73  App.  Div.  473,  77  N.  Y. 
Supp.  350.  S.  O. — Maxwell  v.  Foster, 
64  S.  C.  1,  41  S.  E.  776.  Tex.— Smith 
V.  Anderson,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  188,  27 
S.   W.  775. 

53.  Ala. — ^Minge  v.  Clark,  196  Ala. 
617,  72  So.  167;   Welssn  v.  Owen,  113 
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remedy  is  insufficient  or  that  there  is  some  other  special  ground  for 
equity  interference. 

2.  Tender.  —  Tender  of  the  amount  of  the  debt  is  not  necessary 
before  suing  to  redeem,  where  the  pledge  is  void,^*  or  the  pledgee  ex- 
pressly denies  the  right  to  redeem,""  or  where  the  goods  are  pledged 
to  secure  a  running  account."" 

3.  Judgment  or  Decree.  —  The  judgment  or  decree  is  ordinarily 
for  the  return  of  the  pledged  property,  but  if  through  the  pledgee's 
act  a  return  cannot  be  decreed  the  court  may  render  a  money  judg- 
ment for  its  value."'  The  judgment  should  direct  that  the  plain- 
tiff pay  the  debt  prior  to  the  delivery  of  the  property."^ 

C.  Action  to  Enforce  Collateral.  —  A  pledgor  who  transfers  a 
promissory  note"®  or  lien"°  as  security  for  a  loan  generally  may  main- 
tain an  action  thereon,*^  even  before  discharging  his  debt  to  the 
pledgee  f^  but  the  pledgee,  as  a  rule,  is  a  necessary  party  to  such  ac- 


Ala.  372,  21  So.  75;  Smith  v.  Ander- 
son, 8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  188,  27  S.  W. 
775. 

[a]  A  prayer  for  discovery  in  an 
action  to  redeem  a  pledge  furnishea 
no  ground  for  equitable  jurisdiction, 
where  the  single  purpose  of  the  dis- 
,  covery  is  in  aid  of  the  relief  sought 
as  to  which  his  legal  remedy  is  ade- 
quate. De  Bevoise  v.  H.  &  W.  Co., 
67  N.  J.  Bq.  472,  58  Atl..91. 

[a]  Where  an  accouating  between 
the  parties  is  required  a  suit  in  equity 
for  redemption  and  an  accounting  is 
proper.  Eennie  v.  Deshon,  31  N.  J. 
Eq.  378;  Mann  &  Co.  v.  Bamberger, 
Bloom  &  Co.,  4  Heisk.   (Tenu.)   486. 

[b]  Assignment  or  transfer  of  the 
pledge,  will  justify  resort  to  equity. 
Ala. — Nelson  v.  Owen,  113  Ala.  372,  2] 
So.  75.  Mo. — Smith  v.  Becker,  192 
Mo.  App.  597,  184  S.  W.  943.  N.  Y. 
Lewis  V.  Varnum,   12  Abb.  Pr.   305. 

[c]  Where  shares  of  a  corporation 
are  pledged  and  transferred  by  the 
pledgee  on  the  books  of  the  corpora- 
tion in  his  own  name  the  pledgor  may 
maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to  redeem 
the  stock  where  the  pledgee  refuses 
to  retransfer  the  same.  Hagan  v. 
Continental  Nat.  Bank,  182  Mo.  319, 
81  S.  W.  171;  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Conner,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  '259,  67 
S.  W.  773;  Studebaker  Bros.  Mfg.  Co. 
«.  Santo  Tom  as  Coal  Co.,  8  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  194,  27  S.  W.  787. 

54.  Smith  v.  Becker,  192  Mo.  App. 
597,   184   S.    W.   943. 

55.  Hagan  ^.  Continental  Nat.  Bank, 
182  Mo.  319,  81  S.  W.  Ul. 

56.  Beatty  v.  Sjrlvester,  3  Nev.  228. 
67.    Hagan  v.  Continental  Nat.  Bank, 

182  Mo.  319,  81  S.  W.  171. 
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58.  Studebaker  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Santo  Tomas  Coal  Co.,  8  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  194,  27  S.  W.  787. 

59.  Cal. — Graham  v.  Light,  4  Cal. 
App.  400,  88  Pac.  373.  Miss. — Baker 
V.  Burkett,  75  Miss.  89,  21  So.  970. 
N.  C— Ball-Thrash  &  Co.  v.  MeCor- 
mick,  162  N.  C.  471,  78  S.  E.  303. 

60.  Dickey  v.  Porter,  203  Mo.  1,  101 
S.  W.  586;  Eidgway  v.  Bacon,  72  Hun 
211,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  651. 

61.  Ball-Thrash  &  Co.  v.  McCor- 
mick,  162  N.  C.  471,  78  S.  E.  303. 

[a]  Action  on  pledged  notes  by 
pledgor  who  is  payee.  Ball-Thrash  & 
Co.  V.  MeOormick,  162  N.  C.  471,  78 
S.  B.  303. 

[b]  Bill  in  eq,uity  to  enforce  notes 
which  the  pledgee  as  holder  fails  to 
enforce.  Baker  v.  Burkett,  75  Miss. 
89,  21  So.  970. 

[c]  From  the  maker  of  a  note 
pledged,  who  obtains  the  same  at  a 
discount  from  the  pledgee  and  without 
authority  from  the  pledgor,  the  latter 
may  recover  the  residue  on  the  note. 
111.— Zimpleman  v.  Veeder,  98  111.  613. 
Pa.— Craig  V.  McHenry,  35  Pa.  120. 
Wyo. — De  Clark  v.  Waters,  10  Wyo. 
31,  65  Pac.  855. 

[d]  To  recover  the  property  from 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  the  pledgor  must 
first  tender  him  the  amount  due  on 
the  pledge.  Talty  v.  Freedman's  Sav- 
ings &  Trust  Co.,  93  U.  S.  321,  23 
L.   ed.  886. 

[e]  Not  From  Holder  In  Due  Course. 

Crawford  v.  Dollar  Sav.  Fund  &  Trust 
Co.,  236  Pa.  206,  84  Atl.  694. 

62.  Ball-Thrash  &  Co.  «.  McCormick, 
162  N.  C.  471,  78  8.  E.  303. 


PLEDGES 


483 


tion,*^  though  in  some  jurisdictions  the  pledgor  may  sue  on  the  security 
pledged  without  joining  the  pledgee  as  party.'* 

D.  Action  for  Pledgee's  Failure  To  Enforce  Collateral.  —  The 
pledgor  may  sue  the  pledgee  for  the  value  of  a  pledged  chose  in  action 
which  the  pledgee  negligently  failed  to  enforce.'^  The  complaint  must 
show  that  the  pledgee's  negligence  caused  the  loss.°° 

III.  REMEDIES  BY  AND  AGAINST  THIRD  PERSONS.  — A. 
Proceedings  by  Third  Persons.  —  The  owner  of  property,  wrong- 
fully pledged  by  another,  may  recover  the  same,  or  its  value,  in  any 
appropriate  proceeding*'  unless  the  pledge  is  made  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  to  constitute  the  pledgee  a  bona  fide  holder  in  which  case 
a  suit  will  lie  only  for  the  proceeds  in  excess  of  the  debt."^ 

Prior  lienholders  are  entitled  to  assert  their  lien  in  the  pledged  prop- 
erty*^ by  sequestration,^"  suit  for  the  possession  of  the  property,'^  or 
other  proceeding.''^ 

B.  Proceedings  Against  Third  Persons.  —  1.  By  Pledgee.  —  The 
pledgee's  special  or  qualified  property  in  the  pledged  chattel  entitles 


63.  Cal. — Graham  v.  Light,  4  Cal. 
App.  400,  88  Pao.  373.  Miss.— Baker 
V.  Burkett,  75  Miss.  89,  21  So.  970. 
Mo. — Dickey  v.  Porter,  203  Mo.  1,  101 
S.  W.  586.  N".  Y.— Ridgway  v.  Bacon, 
72    Hun    211,    25   N.    Y.    Supp.    651. 

64.  Ball-Thrash  &  Co.  v.  McCormiok, 
162  N.  C.  471,  78  S.  E.  303. 

65.  Baker  v.  Burkett,  75  Miss.  89, 
21   So.  970. 

66.  Fernandez  v.  Tormey,  121  Cal. 
515,  53  Pae.  1119. 

[a]  A  general  allegation  that  the 
pledgee  failed  to  take  and  hindered 
the  pledgor  from  taking  the  necessary 
steps  to  enforce  the  pledge  states 
mere  conclusions  and  is  not  'sufaeient. 
Thomas  v.  Davis,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
359,  39  S.  W.  579. 

67.  TJ.  S. — Gregory  v.  Pike,  67  Fed. 
837,  15  C.  C.  A.  33.  Mass.— O 'Herron 
V.  Gray,  168  Mass.  573,  47  N.  E.  429, 
60  Am.  St.  Eep.  411,  40  L.  E.  A.  498. 
N.  y. — Farwell  v.  Importers'  &  Trad- 
ers' Nat.  Bank,  15  Jones  &  S.  409. 

[a]  Bill  in  Equity.— O 'Herron  v. 
Gray,  168  Mass.  573,  47  N.  E.  429,  60 
Am.  St.  Eep.  411,  40  L.  E.  A.  498. 

[b]  Stock  pledged  by  guardian 
recovered  in  equity  by  ward.  O 'Her- 
ron V.  Gray,  168  Mass.  573,  47  N.  E. 
429,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  411,  40  L.  E. 
A.  498. 

[c]  BiU  tot  Goods  Pledged  by  Con- 
signee.— Skinner  v.  Dodge,  4  Hen.  & 
M.    (14  Va.)   432. 

[d]  Suit  for  possession  of  notes 
pledged   and   to   enjoin    the    payment 


thereof    to    the    pledgee.      Gregory    v. 
Pike,  67  Fed.  837,  15  C.  C.  A.  33. 

[e]  Trover  for  conversion.  Cal. 
Brittan  v.  Oakland  Bank,  124  Cal. 
282,  57  Pac.  84,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  58, 
certificate  of  stock  indorsed  in  blank 
pledged  for  private  account  of  the 
plaintiff's  agent.  Conn. — Freeman  v. 
Bristol  Sav.  Bank,  76  Conn.  212,  56 
Atl.  527.  Me.— :Jones  v.  Farley,  6 
Greeul.  226,  for  conversion  of  prin- 
cipal's note  pledged  by  agent  to  se- 
cure his  own  debt.  Pa. — -Eyman  v. 
Gerlach,  153  Pa.  197,  25  Atl.  1031,  26 
Atl.  302. 

[f]  Assumpsit. — Kaminski  v.  Sche- 
fer,  46  App.  Div.  170,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
771. 

fg]  Purchasers  in  good  faith  from 
owner  are  entitled  to  the  same  remedies. 
Hoyt  V.  Selby  Smelting  &  L.  Co.,  90 
Cal.  339,  27  Pac.  288. 

68.  Brittan  v.  Oakland  Bank,  124 
Cal.  282,  57  Pac.  84,  71  Am.  St.  Eep. 
58;  Freeman  v.  Bristol  Sav.  Bank,  76 
Conn.  21-2,  56  Atl.  527. 

69.  Blalock,  Allison  &  Co.  v.  Keys, 
13  Ky.  L.  Eep.  205;  Cohen  v.  Haynes, 
41  La.  Ann.  545„  6  So.  472. 

[a]  Vendor's  Lien. — Cohen  v.  Haynea, 
41  La.  Ann.  545,.  6  So.  472. 

70.  Cohen  v.  Haynes,  41  La.  Ann. 
545,  6  So.  472. 

71.  Gregory  v.  Pike,  67  Fed.  837, 
15  C.  C.  A.  33. 

72.  As  to  remedies  of  llenliolders, 
see  the  title  "Liens,"  and  other  titles 
dealing  with  specific  liens. 
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him  to  sue  in  respect  thereto  in  detinue,'^  replevin,'*  trespass,"  assump- 
sit,'^ trover,''  or  by  bill  in  equity.'' 

Prior  demand  for  the  property  converted  is  not  necessary  before 
bringing  trover." 

Parties.  —  The  pledgor  need  not  be  made  a  party  plaintiff  to  a  bill 
by  the  pledgee  to  recover  the  property  from  a  third  person,'"  hut  is 
properly  made  a  party  defendant  to  such  bill.'^ 

Pleading.  —  A  complaint  in  trover  should  show  that  the  plaintiff 
had  possession  or  right  to  the  possession  of  the  pledge.'^ 

Judgment  or  Decree.  —  The  judgment  is  for  the  property  or  its  value 
irrespective  of  the  amount  for  which  it  was  pledged,'^  but  as  against 
one  who  is  entitled  to  the  surplus  above  the  amount  of  the  indebted- 
ness secured  only  the  amount  of  the  debt  is  recoverable.'* 

2.  By  Pledgor.  —  The  pledgor,  upon  discharging  the  debt,  may  re- 
cover the  property  or  its  proceeds  from  third  persons'^  not  holders 


73.  Gaff  Old  v.  Stearns>  51  Ala.  434; 
Noles  V.  Marable,  50  Ala.  366;  Bryan 
V.  Smith,  22  Ala.  534. 

74.  Selleck  v.  Macon  Compress  & 
W.  Co.,  72  Miss.  1019,  17  So.  603; 
Peebles  v.  Murphy  (Miss.),  17  So. 
278;  Hanover  Nat.  Bank  v.  American 
Dock  &  Trust  Co.,  14  App.  Div.  255, 
43  N.  Y.  Supp.  544. 

75.  Soule  V.  White,  14  Me.  436. 

76.  St.  Louis  National  Bank  v. 
Equitable  Trust  Co.,  227  Fed.  526,  142 
C.  C.  A.  158. 

[a]  A  dividend  on  pledged  cor- 
porate shares  recoverable  by  the 
pledgee  in  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received  against  a  third  person 
who  collects  it  with  knowledge  of 
plaintiff's  rights.  St.  Louis  National 
Bank  v.  Equitable  Trust  Co.,  227  Fed. 
526,  142  C.  C.  A.  158. 

77.  Ga. — Miller  v.  McKenzie,  11 
Ga.  App.  494,  75  S.  E.  820.  Me.— Por- 
ter V.  Foster,  20  Me.  391,  37  Am.  Dec. 
59.  Mo. — Citizens'  Bank  v.  Tiger  Tail 
Mill  &  Land  Co.,  152  Mo.  145,  53  S. 
W.  902.  N.  Y.— Mercantile  Trust  Co. 
V.  Atlantic  Trust  Co.,  69  Hun  264, 
23  N.  Y.  ,Supp.  496,  53  N.  Y.  St.  374. 
S.  C. — Lyons  v.  Rogers,  1  Brev.  5. 

[a]  But  where  the  third  person  ac- 
quires the  general  property  in  the 
chattel,  trover  is  not  maintainable 
against  him  by  the  pledgee  whose 
property  is  only  special  or  qualified; 
a  special  action  on  the  case  is  pledgee's 
remedy.  Lyons  v.  Eogers,  1  Brev. 
(S.  0.)   5. 

[b]  Refusal  to  transfer  pledged 
stock  on  the  books  of  the  company  is 
a    conversion-    for    which    th*    pledgee 
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may  recover  damages.  Second  Nat. 
Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  8  N.  D.  50, 
76  N.   W.  504. 

78.  Colo. — Tomboy  Gold  Mines  Co. 
V.  Green,  11  Colo.  App.  447,  53  Pae. 
845.  Mass. — Michigan  State  Bank  v. 
Gardner,  3  Gray  305.  N.  Y. — Page  C. 
Boggess,  41  Misc.  46,  83  N.  Y.  Supp. 
569. 

[a]  To  compel  transfer  of  pledged 
stock  on  the  company's  books,  see  Sec- 
ond Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  8 
N.  D.  50,  76  N.  W.  504. 

79.  Porter  v.  Foster,  20  Me.  391,  37 
Am.  Dec.  59. 

80.  Michigan  State  Bank  c.  Gard- 
ner, 3  Gray   (Mass.)   305. 

[a]  That  ik6  pledgor  may  be  inter- 
pleaded in  a  suit  by  the  pledgee 
against  third  persons,  see  Tomboy  Gold 
Mines  Co.  v.  Green,  11  Colo.  App.  447, 
53   Pac.   845. 

81.  Michigan  State  Bank  v.  Gard- 
ner, 3  Gray  (Mass.)  305. 

82.  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Tiger  Tail 
Mill  &  Land  Co.,  152  Mo.  145,  53 
S.   W.   902. 

83.  Me.— Somle  t).  "White,  14  Me. 
436.  Miss. — Jones  ».  Hicks,  52  Miss. 
682.  N.  Y.— Hanover  Nat.  Bank  «. 
American  Dock  &  Trust  Co.,  14  App. 
Div.   255,  43   N.  Y.   Supp.   544. 

84.  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  8  N.  D.  50,  76  N.  W.  504. 

[a]  Against  Purchaser  From  Pledg- 
or.— Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  8  N.  D.  50,  76  N.  "W.  504. 

86.  German  Sav.  Bank  v.  Een'shaw, 
78  Md.  475,  28  Atl.  281;  McCutcheon 
V.  Dittm^n,  164  N.  Y.  355,  58  N.  E. 
07. 
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in  due  course,  and  to  that  end  may  bring  trover,'®  replevin,'^  bill  in 
equity,*'  or  other  appropriate  action. 


[a]  Tender  of  the  debt  to  a  sec- 
ond pledgee  not  necessary  -where  it  has 
been  paid  to  the  first  pledgee.  Ger- 
man Sav.  Bank  v.  Eenshaw,  78  Md. 
475,   28   Atl.    281. 

86.  German  Sav.  Bank  v.  Eenshaw, 
78  Md.  475,  28  Atl.  281;  Craig  v.  Mo- 
Henry,  35  Pa.  120. 

[a]  Against  Pledgee  of  Pledgee. 
German  Sav.  Bank  v.  Eenshaw,  78  Md. 
475,  28  Atl.  281. 

87.  U.     S. — Talty     v.     Freedman's 


Savings  &  Trust  Co.,  93  U.  S.  321, 
23  L.  ed.  886.  P.  I. — Arenas  v.  Eay- 
mundo,  19  Phil.  Isl.  46.  Tex.— Feath- 
erston  «.  Greer  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  169 
S.  W.   912. 

88.  Strong  v.  Chaney,  182  Mieh. 
37,  148  N.  W,  168. 

[a]  For  accounting  where  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  pledged  property  have' 
become  intermingled  in  a  fund.  Van 
Woert  V.  Olmstead,  71  N.  Y.  Supp. 
431. 


POINTS  AND  AUTHORITIES.  — See  Briefs. 


POISONS. —  See  Health;  Homicide. 


POLICE  COURT.  — See  Justices  of  the  Peace;  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions. 


POLICEMEN.  —  See  Municipal  Corporations;   Sheriffs,   Constables 

and  Marshals. 


POLYGAMY.  —  See  Bigamy. 


POOL. —  See  Gaming. 


POOR  LAWS.  — See  Paupers. 


POOR  PERSONS.  —  See  Paupers. 


PORT.  —  See  Navigable  Waters;  Ships  and  Shipping. 


PORTO  RICO.  —  See  States  and  Territories. 


POSSESSION.  —  See  Adverse  Possession;  Assistance,  Writs  of; 
Ejectment;  Forcible  Entry  and  Detainer;  Judgments  and  De- 
crees, Enforcement  of;  Use  and  Occupation;  Writ  of  Entry. 


POSSESSORY  WARRANT.  —  See  Summary  Proceedings. 


POSTEA.  —  See  Records. 
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3.  Province  of  Judge  and  Jury,  479 

4.  Instructions,  479 

II.    REMEDIES  AGAINST  POSTMASTERS,  480 

CEOSS-REFEKENCES: 

Indictment  and  Information;      Obscenity. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  987,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.    PROSECUTION  OP  OFFENSES  AGAINST  POSTAL  LAWS. 

A.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.^  —  Offenses  against  the  postal  laws  can- 
not usually  be  tried  in  the  state  courts.^ 

Where  the  offense  is  committed  by  means  of  a  communication  through 
the  post  office,  the  sender  is  punishable  at  the  place  where  the  com- 
munication is  mailed,^  or  at  the  place  where  it  is  received.* 

B.  Indictment.^  —  1.  Generally.  —  Offenses  against  the  postal 
laws  are  misdemeanors  as  a  rule  and  the  same  technical  nicety  of 
pleading  adopted  in  cases  of  felonies  is  not  required  in  indictments  for 
such  offenses."  The  general  rules  governing  indictments  are  appli- 
cable in  the  main,  however.' 


1.  See  generally  the  titles  "Juris- 
diction;"   "Venue." 

2.  State  V.  M 'Bride,  Eice  (S.  C.) 
400.  See  also  17  Standard  Pkoc.  822, 
et  seq. 

Compare  Charles  Gill's  Case,  3  City 
Hall  Rec.  (N.  Y.)   61. 

3.  In  re  Palliser,  136  U.  S.  257,  266, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  1034,  34  L.  ed.  514.  See 
also  the  title  "Obtaining  Property  by 
False  Pretenses." 

4.  In  r.e  Palliser,  136  U.  S.  257,  266, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  1034,  34  L.  ed.  514,  prose- 
cution for  tender  of  a  contract  for 
payment  of  money  to  postmaster,  with 
intent  to  induce  him  to  sell  postage 
stamps  on  credit  in  violation  of  his 
duty. 

[a]  Where  an  indictment  charges 
in  one  count  the  depositing  in  the 
mails  of  lottery  matter  in  New  York 
and  in  another  count  charges  that  de- 
fendant caused  it  to  be  delivered 
through  the  mails  in  Illinois,  the  of- 
fense is  triable  in  Illinois  where  it 
was  'consummated.  Horner  v.  United 
States,  143  U.  S.  207,  12  Sup.  Ct.  407, 
36  L.  ed.  126. 

[b]  But  a  prosecution  under  a  stat- 


ute prohibiting  the  use  of  the  mails 
for  promoting  fraudulent  schemes  is 
properly  instituted  only  in  the  3istriet 
from  which  the  fraudulent  matter  was 
transmitted, — where  it  was  placed  in 
the  post  office.  United  States  v.  Sauer, 
88  Fed.  249. 

5.  See  generally  the  title  ''Indict- 
ment and  Information." 

6.  United  States .  v.  Lancaster,  2 
McLean  431,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.   15,556. 

7.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Indictment  and  In- 
formation." 

[a]  Need  Not  Negative  Matter  of 
Defense. — Stokes  v.  United  States,  157 
U.  S.  187,  15  Sup.  Ct.  617,  39  L.  ed. 
667.  See  generally  12  Standard  Peoc. 
B50,  et  seq. 

[b]  Need  Not  Set  Forth  Evidence. 
Stokes  V.  United  States,  157  U.  S.  187, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  617,  39  L.  ed.  667.  See 
generally  12  Standard  Proc.  346,  et 
seq. 

[c]  SuflScient  if  indictment  sub- 
stantially follows  language  of  statute 
(1)  where  statute  describes  all  ele- 
ments of  offense.  Samuels  v.  United 
States,    232    Fed.    536,    146    C.    C.    A. 
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2.    For  Unlawful  Use  of  Mail.  —  a.    To  Defraud.  —  0-)    In  General. 

The  essential  averments  in  an  indictment  for  the  offense  of  using  the 
mails  to  defraud  are  that  the  person  charged  had  devised  a  scheme  or 
artifice  to  defraud,*  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  execu- 
tion the  scheme  or  artifice,  a  letter  or  other  writing  was  sent  through 
or  taken  from  the  post  office  establishment.®    Formerly,  the  definition  of 


494,  Ann.  Cas.  1917 A,  711;  Stern  v. 
United  States,  223  Fed.  762,  139  C. 
C.  A.  292  (indictment  for  using  mailb 
to  defraud);  Ackley  v.  United  States, 
200  Fed.  217,  118  C.  C.  A.  403;  Grey 
V.  United  States,  172  Fed.  101,  96  C. 
C.  A.  415;  United  States  v.  Maxey, 
200  Fed.  997;  Dewees'  Case,  Chase 
531,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,848  (for  unlaw- 
ful franking) ;  Farnum  v.  United 
States,  1  Colo.  309.  (2)  It  is  other- 
wise where  the  statute  does  not  spe- 
cifically set  forth  all  the  elements 
necessary  to  constitute  the  offense  in- 
tended to  be  punished.  Jones  v.  United 
States,  27  Fed.  447.  See  generally  12 
Standard  Pboc.  442,  et  seq. 

[d]  Precise  Words  of  Statute  Need 
Not  Be  Used. — Lemon  v.  United  States, 
164  Fed.  953,  90  C.  C.  A.  617  (suffi- 
cient if  offense  as  charged  brings  de- 
fendant within  purview  of  statute) ; 
Dewees'  Case,  Chase  531,  7  Fed.  Cas. 
No.   3,848. 

[e]  Where  generic  terms  are  used 
in  the  statute,  indictment  must  be  so 
specific  that  a  person  of  ordinary  un- 
derstanding may  comprehend  what  he 
is  charged  with.  Ackley  v.  United 
States,  200  Fed.  217,  118  C.  C.  A.  403. 

[f]  Where  the  statute  uses  the  dis- 
junctive in  defining  the  offense,  the  in- 
dictment must  imply  the  conjunctive 
in  charging  the  same.  Ackley  v. 
United  States,  200  Fed.  217,  118  C.  C. 
A.  403. 

[g]  Objection  that  indictment 
charges  one  offense  in  several  counts 
should  be  made  by  motion  to  require 
the  prosecution  to  elect  and  not  by  a 
motion  to  quash.  Wetzel  v.  United 
States,  233  Fed.  984,  147  C.  0.  A. 
658. 

[h]  Erroneous  indorsement  is  not 
fatal.  Smith  v.  United  States,  208 
Fed.  131,  125  C.  C.  A.  353. 

[i]  Duplicity.  —  See  Gourdain  v. 
United  States,  154  Fed.  453,  83  C.  C. 
A.  309;  Kellogg  v.  United  States,  126 
Fed.  323,  61  C.  C.  A.  229. 

8.  United  States  v.  Young,  232  U.  S. 
155,  34  Sup.  Ct.  303,  58  L.  ed.  548; 
Trent  v.  United  States,  228  Fed.   648, 
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148  C.  C.  A.  170;  Belden  v.  United 
States,  223  Fed.  726,  139  C.  C.  A. 
256;  Horn  v.  United  States,  182  Fed. 
721,  105  C.  C.  A.  163;  United  States 
V.  young,  215  Fed.   267. 

Describing  fraudulent  Scheme  or 
device,  see  infra,  I,  B,  2,  a,  (II). 

9.  United  States  v.  Young,  282  U. 
S.  155,  34  Sup.  Ct.  303,  58  L.  ed.  548; 
Trent  v.  United  States,  228  Fed.  648, 
143  C.  C.  A.  170;  Belden  v.  United 
States,  223  Fed.  726,  139  C.  C.  A. 
256;  Colburn  v.  United  States,  223  Fed. 
590,  139  C.  C.  A.  136;  Horn  v.  United 
States,  182  Fed.  721,  105  C.  C.  A.  163; 
United  States  v.  Dale,  230  Fed.  750. 

[a]  No  overt  act,  as  the  term  is 
used  in  connection  with  the  offense  of 
conspiracy,  is  essential  to  be  set  up, 
but  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that 
a  letter  or  card,  etc.,  has  been  mailed 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  exe- 
cution the  scheme  or  artifice  devised. 
In  the  one  case  the  conspiracy  is  the 
gist  of  the  offense,  while  in  the  other 
the  misuse  of  the  mails  is  the  mate- 
rial thing  denounced.  ' '  Nor  is  it  es- 
sential, in  offering  proof  respecting  the 
existence  of  a  conspiracy  with  rela- 
tion to  a  scheme  to  defraud,  and  the 
use  of  the  mails  in  furtherance  there- 
of, that  such  conspiracy  be  alleged  in 
the  indictment.  It  is  a  common  thing 
to  have  the  question  arise  whether  one 
defendant  is  bound  by  the  statements 
and  acts  of  another,  or  of  persons  not 
even  connected  by  indictment  with  the 
offense  charged,  and  the  constant  rul- 
ing has  been  that,  if  there  has  been 
a  joint  contrivance,  or  joint  participa- 
tion, with  a  common  purpose,  the  acts 
and  statements  of  the  one,  while  en- 
gaged in  carrying  into  effect  the  com- 
mon purpose,  are  evidence  against  the 
other;  and  this  without  the  necessity 
of  alleging  conspiracy  in  the  commis- 
sion of  the  offense."  Belden  v.  United 
States,  223  Fed.  726,  139  C.  C.  A.  256. 

[b]  "The  mailing  of  the  letter  or 
other  mentioned  article,  being  the  gist 
of  the  offense,  must  therefore  be 
pleaded  in  an  indictment  with  great 
certainty   as   to    time,   place,   and    cir- 
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the  offense  by  the  statute  made  it  necessary  to  charge  a  third  element 
thereof.^"  Where  the  indictment  not  only  charges  the  offense  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute,  but  accompanies  it  with  a  statement  of  facts 
fully  apprising  the  defendants  of  what  they  have  to  meet,  it  is  suf- 
ficient.^^ 

Time  of  Offense.  —  It  is  not  objectionable  that  the  indictment  charges 
both  the  date  upon  which  the  Scheme  was  devised  and  that  upon  which 
it  was  executed.^^ 

(It)  Describing  Fraudulent  Scheme,  etc.  —In  charging  the  use  of  the 
mails  to  defraud,  the  indictment  must  describe  the  alleged  fraudulent 
scheme  or  artifice  with  such  certainty  as  to  clearly  inform  defendant 
of  the  charge  against  him.^^  But  the  fraudulent  scheme  need  not  be 
pleaded  with  all  the  certainty  as  to  time,  place,  and  circumstances 
requisite  in  regard  to  charging  of  the  mailing  of  the  letter  in  further- 


cumstance,  so  as  thereby  to  advise  the 
accused  of  the  exact  nature  and  cause 
of  the  accusation  against  him,  in  order 
that  he  may  properly  prepare  his  de- 
fense and  be  able  to  make  use  of  a 
conviction  or  acquittal  as  a  protec- 
tion against  a  further  prosecution  for 
the  same  offense."  Colburn  v.  United 
States,  223  Fed.  590,  139  C.  C.  A.  136. 

10.  See  infra,  I,  B,  2,  a,  (V). 

11.  Samuels  v.  United  States,  232 
Fed.  536,  146  C.  C.  A.  494,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917A,  711;  Stern  v.  United  States,  223 
Fed.  762,  139  C.  C.  A.  292.  See  also 
Brown  v.  United  States,  143  Fed.  60, 
74  C.  C.  A.  214. 

[a]  An  indictment  drawn  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  old  statute  defining 
the  offense  is  more  than  adequate  in 
its  allegations  under  the  new  one. 
Sandals  v.  United  States,  213  Fed.  569, 
130  C.  C.  A.  149. 

[b]  Need  Not  Negative  Matter  of 
Defense. — Where  a  fraudulent  scheme 
to  obtain  money  by  false  pretenses  is 
charged,  it  is  not  necessary  to  negative 
in  the  indictment  that  the  defendant 
believed  the  representations  made  by 
him  to  be  true.  Horn  v.  United  States, 
182  Fed.  721,  105  C.  C.  A.  163. 

12.  Sandals  v.  United  States,  213 
Fed.  569,  130  C.  C.  A.  149,  not  ob- 
jectionable as  alleging  two  distinct 
dates  as  the  time  of  the  offense. 

13.  United  States  v.  Hess,  124  U.  S. 
483,  8  Sup.  Ot.  571,  31  L.  ed.  516 
(omission  to  describe  the  fraudulent 
■scheme  is  a  fatal  defect  which  cannot 
be  cured  by  verdict) ;  Gardner  v.  United 
States,  230  Fed.  575,  144  C.  C.  A.  629; 
McClendon  v.  United  States,  229  Fed. 
523,  143  C.  C.  A.  591;  Spear  v.  United 


States,  228  Fed.  485,  143  0.  C.  A.  67; 
Colburn  v.  United  States,  223  Fed.  '590, 
139  C.  C.  A.  136;  Sandals  v.  United 
States,  213  Fed.  569,  130  C.  C.  A.  149; 
Foster  v.  United  States,  178  Fed.  165, 
101  C.  C.  A.  485;  Stewart  v.  United 
States,  119  Fed.  89,  55  C.  C.  A.  641; 
United  States  v.  Goldman,  207  Fed. 
1002;  Dufour  v.  United  States,  37  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  497. 

[a]  Indictment  must  affirmatively 
state  facts  showing  the  fraudulent 
scheme;  it  is  not  sufacient  that  such 
scheme  may  be  inferred  from  the  al- 
legations. Dalton  V.  United  States,  127 
Fed.   544,   62   C.   C.   A.   238. 

[b]  That  the  scheme  alleged  is  of 
a  fraudulent  nature  need  not  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  indictment;  "all 
that  is  necessary  is  that  it  be  a  scheme 
reasonably  calculated  to  deceive  per- 
sons of  ordinary  comprehension  and 
prudence  and  that  the  mail  service  of 
the  United  States  be  used  and  in- 
tended to  be  used  in  execution  of  the 
same."  Oesting  v.  United  States,  234 
Fed.  304,  148  C.  G.  A.  206.  And  see 
United  States  v.  Young,  215  Fed.  267. 

[c]  If  the  scheme  is  sufficiently  out- 
lined to  show  its  d!esign  and  adapt- 
ability to  deceive  and  to  fairly  ac- 
quaint the,  accused  with  what  he  is 
required  to  meet,  it  is  sufficient.  Mof- 
fatt  V.  United  States,  232  Fed.  522, 
146   C.  C.  A.   480. 

[d]  A  general  averment  that  de- 
fendants devised  a  scheme  to  defraud 
is  by  itself  not  sufficient  without  de- 
scriptive details  showing  the  charac- 
ter, and  that  it  was  reasonably  cal- 
culated to  effect  the  wrongful  design. 
Spear  v.  United  States,  228  Fed.  485, 
143  C.  C.  A.   67. 
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ance  of  such  scheme.^*  And  the  fraud  need  not  be  stated  with  the 
technical  details  required  when  swindling,  or  a  like  crime,  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  indictment. ^^  There  is  no  rule  requiring  that  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  fraudulent  scheme  should  mention  all  the  auxiliary  de- 
viees.^^  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  fraudulent  scheme  met 
with  success  or  that  an  advantage  accrued  to  perpetrator  or  loss  to 
another.^^ 

(III.)  Intent  To  Defraud,  etc.  —Although  the  indictment  must  show 
defendant's  intent  to  defraud  other  persons,^*  it  is  sufficient  if  this  ap- 
pears in  any  part  of  the  indictment.^'  It  is  not  necessary  to  charge 
that  the  defendant  deposited  or  caused  to  be  deposited  the  letters  set 
out  in  the  indictment,  "knowingly,"  where  knowledge  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  is  otherwise  sufficiently  charged.^" 

(IV.)  Names  of  Persons  Defrauded.  —  Where  it  was  defendant 's  inten- 
tion to  defraud  certain  persons,  the  names  of  such  persons  should  be 
given,  or  an  excuse  for  their  omission.^^    But  this  is  unnecessary  where 


14.  Gardner  v.  United  States,  230 
Ted.  575,  144  C.  C.  A.  629;  McClen- 
don  V.  United  States,  229  Fed.  523, 
143  C.  C.  A.  591;  Colburn  v.  United 
States,  223  Fed.  590,  139  C.  C.  A.  136; 
Gould  V.  United  States,  209  Fed.  730, 
126  C.  C.  A.  454;  Brooks  v.  United 
States,  146  Fed.  223,  76  C.  C.  A.  581. 

15.  Whitehead  v.  United  States,  245 
Fed.  385,  157  C.  C.  A.  547, 

[a]  Such  indictments  are  not  to 
be  tested  for  sufficiency  by  rules  ap- 
plied to  indictment's  for  obtaining 
money  under  false  pretenses.  Emanuel 
V.  United  States,  196  Fed.  317,  116  C. 
C.  A.  137. 

[b]  For  indictments  sufficiently  in- 
dicating wherein  and  how  scheme  de- 
vised was  fraudulent,  see  Whitehead  v. 
United  States,  245  Fed.  385,  157  C.  C. 
A.  547;  Eiddell  v.  United  States,  244 
Fed.  695,  157  C.  C.  A.  143;  United 
States  V.  Baxter,  221  Fed.  473. 

[c]  Where  the  alleged  fraudulent 
scheme  is  set  out  In  detail  in  one 
count  of  the  indictment,  reference 
may  be  made  thereto  in  other  counts 
of  the  indictment.  Eiddell  v.  United 
States,  244  Fed.  695,  157  C.  0.  A.  143; 
Linn  v.  United  States,  234  Fed.  543, 
148  0.  C.  A.  309;  Bartholomew  v. 
United  States,  177  Fed.  902,  101  C.  C. 
A.  182. 

16.  Whitehead  v.  United  States,  245 
Fed.  385,  157  C.  C.  A.  547,  holding 
it  unnecessary  to  set  forth  contract 
which  was  basis  of  scheme  in  full. 

fa]  Setting  Forth  Contract. — An  in- 
dictment for  fraudulent  use  of  the 
mails  was  not  defecti^ie  where  in  set- 
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ting  forth  the  contract  which  was  the 
basis  of  the  fraud,  the  pleader  intro- 
duced it  with:  "A  contract  of  tenor 
in  substance  as"  fo'llows:"  There  is 
no  conflict  between  the  words  "tenor" 
.and  "in  substance"  in  such  case;  the 
word's  "in  substance"  modify  "tenor" 
and  indicate  that  the  contract  is  sub- 
stantially set  forth.  Whitehead  •». 
United  States,  245  Fed.  385,  157  C. 
C.   A.   547. 

[b]  The  particular  instruments  of 
the  fraud  need  not  be  described.  United 
States  V.  Farmer,  218  Fed.  929. 

17.  Linn  v.  United  States,  234  Fed. 
543,  148  0.  C.  A.  309;  Weeber  v. 
United  States,  62  Fed.  740. 

18.  Bettman  v.  United  States,  224' 
Fed.  819,  140  C.  C.  A.  265;  United 
States  V.  Schwarz,  230  Fed.  537;  United 
States  V.  Post,  113  Fed.  852;  Unit- 
ed States  V.  Long,  68  Fed.  348;  United 
States  V.  Harris,  68  Fed.  347. 

19.  Moffatt  V.  United  States,  232 
Fed.  522,  146  C.  C.  A.  480,  need  not 
follow  videlicet. 

[a]  May  be  charged  in  descriptive 
part  of  indictment.  Moffatt  v.  United 
States,  232  Fed.  522,  146  C.  C.  A.  480; 
United  States  v.  Maxey,  200  Fed.  997. 

20.  Samuels  v.  United  States,  232 
Fed.  536,  146  C.  C.  A.  494,  Ann.  Gas. 
1917A,  711. 

21.  Stewart  v.  United  States,  119 
Fed.  89,  55  C.  0.  A.  641;  Milby  v. 
United  States,  109  Fed.  638,  48  0.  C. 
A.  574;  Larkin  v.  United  States,  107 
Fed.  697,  46  C.  C.  A.  588. 

[a]  Where  Names  Unknown. — An 
allegation    that    the    names    and     ad- 
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a  scheme  to  defraud  the  public  generally  is  charged.^* 

(V.)  Use  of  Mails.  —Formerly,  in  order  to  constitute  the  offense, 
it  was  requisite  that  the  person  charged  intended  to  effect  the  scheme 
by  initiating  or  intending  to  initiate  correspondence  through  the  post- 
office  establishment,  or  by  inciting  other  persons  to  open  communica- 
tion with  him,  and  the  indictment  was  required  to  so  charge.^'  Under 
the  present  statute  defining  the  offense,  however,  if  the  indictment  suf- 
ficiently charges  a  scheme  or  artifice  to  defraud,  it  need  not  aver  that 
such  scheme  or  artifice  was  to  be  effected  by  use  of  the  mails.''*  That 
the  mails  were  actually  used  in  furtherance  of  such  scheme  or  artifice 
should  be  clearly  alleged,  however. ^^  In  this  connection,  the  letter  or 
postal  card  deposited  in  the  mail  for  the  purpose  of  executing  the 
fraudulent  scheme  must  be  sufficiently  identified  and  described  in  the 
indictment.^" 

(VI.)  Oonspii  To  Defraud.  —In  prosecutions  for  using  the  mails 
to  defraud,  a  conspiracy  count  is  usually  joined  for  the  purpose  of 
widening  the  field  of  evidence.^'  In  addition  to  charging  all  the  es- 
sential elements  of  the  offense  itself,^'  a  count  for  conspiracy  must  state 
a  combination  between  the  defendants  to  do  these  things.^^ 


dresses  of  the  parties  to  whom  the 
letters  Were,  mailed  are  not  known 
to  the  grand  jury  dispenses  with  al- 
leging the  names  of  the  parties  who 
were  intended  to  be  defrauded.  Dur- 
land  V.  United  States,  161  U.  S.  306, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  508,  40  L.  ed.  709;  Mc- 
Clendon  v.  United  States,  229  Fed. 
523,  143  C.  C.  A.  591;  Farmer  v. 
United  States,  223  Fed.  903,  139  C.  C. 
A.  341. 

[b]  Names  of  as  many  persons  as 
are  known  may  be  used  in  indictment. 
United  States  v.  Marrin,  159  Fed.  767. 

[c]  All  Names  Need  Not  Appear  in 
Each  Count. — An  indictment  is  not  in- 
valid where  it  charges  that  the  scheme 
was  to  defraud  a  person  named  and 
various  other  persons  to  the  grand 
jurors  unknown,  though  each  count 
names  a  different  person  as  the  one  to 
be  defrauded.  Mounday  v.  United 
States,  225  Fed.  965,  140  C.  C.  A.  93. 

22.  Gould  V.  United  States,  209  Fed. 
730,  126  C.  0.  A.  454.  See  also  Fin- 
negan  v.  United  States,  231  Fed.  561, 
145  C.   C.  A.  447. 

23.  See  the  following:  United  States 
V.  Young,  232  U.  S.  155,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
303,  58  L.  ed.  548;  Stokes  v.  United 
States,  157  U.  S.  187,  15  Sup.  Ct.  617, 
39  L.  ed.  667;  Oesting  v.  United  States, 
234  Fed.  304,  148  C.  C.  A.  206;  Belden 
V.  United  States,  223  Fed.  726,  139 
C.  C.  A.  256;  Horn  v.  United  States, 
182  Fed.  721,  105  C.  C.  A.  163;  United 
States  V.  Young,  215  Fed.  267. 


24.  United  States  v.  Young,  232  U. 
S.  155,  34  Sup.  Ct.  303,  58  L.  ed.  548; 
Trent  v.  United  States,  228  Fed.  648, 
143  C.  C.  A.  170;  Belden  v.  United 
States,  223  Fed.  726,  139  C,  C.  A.  256; 
Euthven  v.  United  States,  222  Fed.  70, 
137  C.  C.  A.  364;  United  States  v. 
Young,  215  Fed.  267. 

25.  See  swpra,  I,  B,  2,  a,  (I). 

26.  United  States  v.  Wupperman, 
215  Fed.  135. 

[a]  Contents  need  not  be  set  out. 
Hume  V.  United  States,  118  Fed.  689, 
55  C.  C.  A.  407,  citing  Durland  v. 
United  States,' 161  U.  S.  306,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  508,  40  L.  ed.  709.  See  also  United 
States  V.  Loriug,  91  Fed.  881. 

[b]  Letter  Need  Not  Show  Fraud- 
ulent Character  of  Scheme. — United 
States  V.  Loring,  91  •  Fed.  881.  See 
also  Bumble  v.  United  States,  143  Fed. 
772,  75  C.  C.  A.  30. 

[c]  Name  of  addressee  need  not  be 
alleged;  sufficient  to  charge  that  his 
name  is  to  the  grand  jurors  unknown. 
McClendon  v.  United  States,  229  Fed. 
523,  143  C.  C.  A.  591,  citing  Durland 
V.  United  States,  161  U.  S.  306,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  508,  40  L.  ed.  709. 

27.  Hart  v.  United  States,  240  Fed. 
911,  153  C.  0.  A.  597. 

28.  See  supra,  I,  B,  2,  a,  (I). 

29.  Stokes  v.  United  States,  157  U. 
S.  187,  15  Sup.  Ct.  617,  39  L.  ed. 
667. 

[a]  It  is  sufficient  to  allege  the 
conspiracy    and    the     doing    of     some 
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(Vn.)  Joinder  of  Oflfenses.so  _  The  present  statute  describing  the  of- 
fense of  using  the  mails  to  defraud  prescribes  no  restrictions  as  to  the 
number  of  counts  the  indictment  may  contain  or  as  to  the  period  with- 
in which  the  separate  offenses  charged  must  have  been  committed.'^ 
Counts  charging  the  fraudulent  use  of  the  mails  as  the  overt  acts  may 
be  joined  with  one  for  a  conspiracy  to  commit  the  offenses  charged  in 
such  other  counts.'" 

b.  For  Mailing  Non-mailable  Matter. — (I.)  In  General.  -An  in- 
dictment for  mailing  matter  declared  by  statute  to  be  non-mailable  is 
sufficient  where  it  is  in  the  language  of  the  statute,^'  or  otherwise  shows 
the  essential  elements  of  the  offense.'*  It  is  not  necessary  to  aver 
that  the  letter  deposited  for  mailing  or  delivery  was  sent  to  any  par- 
ticular person,'^  nor  at  what  particular  point  or  post  office  it  was  ad- 
dressed.'^  Knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  the  matter 


overt  act  by  one  or  more  of  the  de- 
fendants intended  to  efiEect  the  object 
of  the  conspiracy,  even  though  it  did 
not  accomplish  Bueh  result.  United 
States  V.  Wupperman,  215  Fed.  135. 

[b]  But  where  the  specific  acts  con- 
stituting the  conspiracy  to  commit 
fraud  by  the  use  of  the  mails  are 
set  forth,  it  is  not  necessary  to  charge 
in  terms  that  the  defendants  conspired 
to  commit  the  offense.  United  States 
V.  Maxey,  200  Fed.  99,7. 

30.  See  generally  the  title  "Indict- 
ment and  Information." 

31.  Stern  v.  United  States,  223  Fed. 
762,  139  C.  C.  A.  292,  under  §215  of 
the  Crim.  Code. 

[a]  Formerly  (1)  the  statute  ex- 
pressly provided  that  but  three  dis- 
tinct offenses  of  this  character  com- 
mitted within  the  same  six  calendar 
months  might  be  joined  in  a  single  in- 
dictment. In  re  Henry,  123  U.  S.  372, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  142,  31  L.  ed.  174;  United 
States  V.  Clark,  125  Fed.  92;  United 
States  V.  Nye,  4  Fed.  888,  all  decided 
under  §5480  of  the  U.  S.  Rev.  St.  (2) 
But  such  a  statute  did  not  prevent  the 
prosecution  of  defendant  for  other  of- 
fenses of  the  same  character  by  a 
separate  indictment  (In  re  Henry,  123 
U.  8.  372,  8  Sup.  Ct.  142,  31  L.  ea. 
174;  Hall  v.  United  States,  152  Fed. 
420,  81  C.  C.  A.  562;  United  States 
V.  Clark,  125  Fed.  92),  nor  (3)  pre- 
vent any  number  of  counts  in  the  same 
indictment  charging  by  different  acts 
the  execution  of  the  same  fraudulent 
scheme.  United  States  v.  Lorine,  91 
Fed.  881.  Compare  on  this  point  United 
States  V.  Clark,  125  Fed.  92. 

32.  United  States  v.  Clark,  125  Fed. 
92. 

Vol.  XXI 


33.  Murray  v.  United  States  (C.  C. 
A.),  247  Fed.  874. 

[a]  Duplicity. — An  indictment  charg- 
ing that  defendant  "did  deposit,  and 
cause  to  be  deposited"  in  a  post  office 
for  mailing  and  delivery  ,a  poison,  etc., 
is  not  vitiated  on  the  ground  of  du- 
plicity. Murray  v.  United  States  (C. 
C.  A.),  247  Fed.  874. 

34.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  _  Where  the  indictment  averred 
the  time  and  place  of  mailing  the 
letter,  and  set  forth  the  letter  in  ex- 
teuso  and  identified  a  circular  inclosed 
therewith,  which  was  nonmailable  be- 
yond doubt,  it  was  sufficient.  Pilson 
V.  United  States  (0.  C.  A.),  249  Fed. 
328,  not  necessary  to  set  forth  circular 
in  extenao. 

[b]  There  need  not  be  a  particular 
averment  that  the  matter  was  non- 
mailable, where  it  is  averred  that  the 
newspaper  "contained  certain  in- 
decent, vile,  and  filthy  substance  and 
language,  and  was  a  publication  o'f  an 
indecent  character,  and  which  said  in- 
decent, vile,  and  filthy  substance  and 
language  .  .  .  was  of  a  character  to 
incite,  in  the  minds  of  persons  read- 
ing the  same,  murder  and  assassina- 
tion," and  the  objectionable  language 
is  then  set  out  in  full.  Magon  v. 
United  States  (C.  C.  A.),  248  Fed. 
201. 

35.  Magon  v.  United  States  (C.  C. 
A.),  248  Fed.  201  (siting  Durland  v. 
United  States,  161  U.  S.  306,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  508,  40  L.  ed.  709);  Murray  v. 
United  States  (C.  C.  A.),  247  Fed.  874; 
Ackley  v.  United  States,  200  Fed.  217, 
118  C.  C.   A.  403. 

36.  Murray  v.  United  States  (C.  C. 
A.),  247  Fed.  874. 
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mailed  was  non-mailable  should  be  averred.'^ 

(II.)  Matter  Concerning  Lotteries.  —An  indictment  under  a  statute 
prohibiting  the  mailing  of  a  letter  or  circular  concerning  a  lottery 
should  set  out  the  letter  or  circular  in  haec  verba.'*  If  it  appears  upon 
the  face  of  the  communication  that  it  had  reference  to  a  lottery,  this 
fact  need  not  be  specifically  alleged.'®  The  indictment  should  aver 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  defendant  that  the  letter  or  circular  was  con- 
cerning a  lottery.*"  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  postage  was 
prepaid.*^ 

An  averment  that  defendant  deposited  or  caused  to  be  deposited 
in  the  post  office  a  letter  concerning  a  lottery  is  not  bad  for  duplicity.*^ 
An  indictment  charging  the  mailing  of  a  "letter  and  circular"  is  not 
inconsistent  as  the  paper  may  be  both  a  letter  and  circular.*' 

(III.)  O'bscene  Matter.  —  (A.)  In  Geneeal.  — In  accordance  with  the 
general  rule,  an  indictment  charging  the  offense  of  mailing  obscene 
matter  should  apprise  the  defendant  of  the  crime  charged  with  such 
reasonable  certainty  that  he  can  make  his  defense  and  protect  himself 
after  judgment  against  another  prosecution  for  the  same  offense.** 
This  rule  is  not  violated  by  the  omission  from  the  indictment  of  inde- 
cent and  obscene  matter,  alleged  as  not  proper  to  be  spread  upon  the 
records  of  the  court,*^  provided  the  crime  charged,  however  general 
the  language  used,  is  yet  so  described  as  reasonably  to  inform  the 


37.  See  United  States  v.  Cliflord, 
104  Fed.   296. 

[a]  Knowledge  Sufficiently  Alleged. 
But  an  indictment  charging  that  de- 
fendant deposited  a  letter  in  the  post 
office  which  he  knew  to  contain  infor- 
mation how  to  prevent  conception  is 
■sufficient  without  an  allegation  that 
defendant  knew  that  the  articles 
named  in  the  letter  were  intended  for 
that  purpose.  United  States  v.  Currey, 
206  Fed.  322. 

[b]  Where  the  indictment  states 
that  the  defendants  "knowingly,  will- 
fully, unlawfuUy,  and  feloniously  de- 
posited" the  matter  in  question,  it  is 
not  insufficient  because  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  defendants  knew  that  the 
papers  deposited  by  them  contained 
indecent  matter,  or  knew  its  import, 
or  that  it  was  of  a  character  tending 
to  incite  murder  or  assassination. 
Magon  V.  United  States  (C.  C.  A.),  248 
Fed.  201. 

38.  United  States  v.  Conrad,  59  Fed. 
458;  United  States  v.  Noelke,  1  Fed. 
426,  17  Blatchf.  554. 

39.  United  States  v.  Noelke,  1  Fed. 
426,  17  Blatchf.  554. 

[a]  Indictment  need  mot  show  how 
they  referred  to  r.  lottery  unless  it 
does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
eirculars  that  they  refer  to  such  lot- 


tery.   United  States  v.  Bailey,  47  Fed. 
117. 

[b]  A  general  allegation  that  the 
letter  or  circular  related  to  a  lottery 
is  sufficient.  United  States  v.  Fulker- 
son,  74  Fed.  619. 

40.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Allegation  that  defendant  know- 
ingly deposited  in  the  post  of^ce  a 
letter  concerning  a  lottery  shows  that 
he  knew  the  contents  thereof.  Glass 
V.  United  States,  222  Fed.  773,  138  C. 
C.  A.  321;  United  States  v.  Bidgway, 
199  Fed.  286;  United  States  v.  Pur. 
vis,  195  Fed.  618;  United  States  v. 
Fulkerson,  74  Fed.  619,  pamphlet. 

41.  United  States  v.  McDonald,  65 
Fed.  486. 

42.  United  States  v.  Purvis,  195 
Fed.  618.  See  also  Glass  v.  United 
States,  222  Fed.  773,  138  C.  C.  A. 
321. 

,  43.     United  States  v.  Noelke,  1  Fed. 
426,   17  Blatchf.   554. 

44.  Kosen  v.  United  States,  161  U. 
S.  29,  16  Sup.  Ct.  434,  480,  40  L.  ed. 
606;  Coomer  v.  United  States,  213  Fed. 
1,  129  C.  C.  A.  617;  Floren  v.  United 
States,  186  Fed.  961,  108  C.  C.  A. 
577. 

45.  Eosen  v.  United  States,  161  U. 
S.    29,    40,    16    Sup.    Ct.    434,   480,    40 
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accused  of  the  nature  of  the  charge  sought  to  be  established  against 
him;*"  and  in  such  case,  the  accused  may  apply  to  the  court  before 
the  trial  is  entered  upon  for  a  bill  of  particulars,  showing  what  parts 
of  the  paper  would  be  relied  on  by  the  prosecution  as  being  obscene, 
lewd  and  lascivious.*'  It  must  be  alleged  that  the  matter  described 
was  obscene,  lewd  and  lascivious.**  It  is  also  essential  that  the  indict- 
ment aver  that  the  obscene  matter  was  addressed  to  some  person.*^  It 
is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  defendant  wrote  the  alleged  obscene 
communication  or  caused  it  to  be  written.^"  The  necessity  of  nega- 
tiving provisos  or  exceptions  in  the  statute  is  governed  by  the  general 
rules  elsewhere  treated.^^ 

(B.)    Chaegins  Knowledge  on  Part  oi'  Defendant.    —  Defendant 's  knowl- 
edge, at  the  time  he  sent  it,  of  the  non-mailable  contents  of  the  alleged 


L.   ed.   606;    Tubbs  v.    United    States, 
105  Fed.  59,  44  C.  C.  A.  357. 

46.  Eosen  v.  United  States,  161  U. 
S.  29,  40,  16  Sup.  Ct.  434,  480,  40 
L.  ed.  606;  United  States  v.  Harris, 
122  I'ed.  551;  Bates  v.  United  States, 
10  Fed.  92,  10  Biss.  70;  United  States 
V.  Bennett,  16  Blatchf.  338,  24  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  14,571. 

[a]  An  indictment  setting  out  parts 
of  an  obscene  letter  and  omitting  the 
objectionable  parts  thereof  is  sufficient. 
Winters  v.  United  States,  201  Fed.  845, 
120   C.  C.  A.  175. 

[b]  An  indictment  giving  a  general 
description  of  the  Indecent  pictures 
alleged  to  have  been  sent  by  defend- 
ant through  the  mails  is  BufScient  to 
apprise  defendant  of  the  nature  of 
the  charge.  Grimm  v.  United  States, 
156  U.  S.  604,  15  Sup.  Ct.  470,  39  L. 
ed.  550;  Be  Gignae  v.  United  States, 
113   Fed.    197,   52   C.   C.   A.   71. 

[c]  But  a  mere  allegation  that  the 
matter  is  too  obscene  to  be  spread 
upon  the  records  of  the  court  is  not 
sufficient.  United  States  v.  Tubbs,  94 
Fed.  356;  United  States  v.  Fuller,  72 
Fed.  771;  United  States  v.  Harmon, 
34  Fed.  872. 

[d]  It  is  not  sufficient  to  designate 
a  paper  of  an  indecent  character  by 
name  only  without  stating  the  date  of 
the  paper  or  the  title  and  the-  subject 
of  th«  article.  United  States  v.  Har- 
mon, 34  Fed.  872.  See  also  United 
States  V.  Eeid,  73  Fed.  289. 

47.  Eosen  v.  United  States,  1§1  U. 
8.  29,  16  Sup.  Ct.  434,  480,  40  L.  ed. 
606;  Einker  v.  United  States,  151  Fed. 
755,  81  C.  C.  A.  379. 

[a]  Effect  of  Bill  of  Particulars. 
An  indictment  for  mailing  obscene  mat- 
ter  which   is   not   demurrable    on    its 
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face  does  not  become  so  by  the  addi- 
tion of  a  bill  of  particulars.  Coomer 
V.  United  States,  213  Fed.  1,  129  C.  C. 
A.   617. 

48.  United  States  v.  Clifeord,  104 
Fed.  296;  United  States  v.  Slenker,  32 
Fed.  691. 

[a]  Use  of  Phrase  "Indecent  Char- 
acter."— Under  a  statute  prohibiting, 
the  mailing  of  "every  obscene,  lewd 
or  lascivious  book,  pamphlet  or  other 
publication  of  an  indecent  character," 
the  latter  word  is  used  in  the  statute 
only  to  qualify  the  character  of  other 
publications  therein  referred  to  and  it 
need  not  be  used  in  addition  to  the 
words  "obscene,  lewd  and  lascivious." 
Einker  v.  United  States,  151  Fed.  755, 
81  C.  C.  A.  379;  United  States  v. 
O'Dounell,  165  Fed.  218. 

[b]  The  conclusion  "contrary  to 
the  form  of  the  statute"  is  insufficient 
to  show  that  the  matter  mailed  by 
him  comes  within  the  purview  of  tTie 
statute.  United  States  v.  Clifford,  104 
Fed.   296. 

49.  United  States  v.  Brazeau,  78 
Fed.  464. 

[a]  Unless  the  communication  is  set 
out  in  haec  verba  and  it  appears  there- 
from that  it  commences  with  an  ad- 
dress. United  States  v.  Harris,  122 
Fed.  551. 

50.  United  States  v.  Currey,  206 
Fed.  322. 

51.  See    12    Standard    Proc.    458. 

[a]  Where  under  the  statute  a  pro- 
hibited article  may  be  lawfully  sent 
through  the  mails  to  certain  persons, 
the  indictment  need  not  negative  the 
fact  that  it  was  mailed  to  such  a  per- 
son. United  States  v.  Clark,  38  Fed. 
500. 
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obscene  matter,  must  be  set  forth.^^  But  an  indictment  alleging  that 
defendant  "knowingly  deposited  in  the  post  office"  the  alleged  ob- 
scene matter  sufficiently  charges  the  defendant  with  knowledge  that 
it  was  obscene,  at  least  where  no  objection  is  made  until  after  verdict."^ 

(IV.)  Information  Concerning  Obscene  Matter.  — Under  a  statute  pro- 
hibiting the  sending  of  information  through  the  mails  as  to  where 
obscene  matter  or  articles  can  be  obtained,  an  indictment  need  not 
aver  that  the  information  was  given  to  one  who  inquired  for  or  desired 
the  same,°*  or  that  it  reached  such  person.^^  Nor  is  it  necessary  to 
aver  ownership  or  possession  of  the  obscene  matter.^"  The  letter  giv- 
ing the  information  should  be  so  described  as  to  identify  the  offense.^^ 
But  it  is  unnecessary  to  describe  any  particular  pictures  or  articles 
about  which  information  was  given,^^  further  than  to  simply  allege  that 
they  were  obscene,  lewd  and  lascivious."^ 

3.  For  Opening  Mail  Matter.  —  Under  a  statute,  making  it  a  penal 
offense  to  open  a  letter  which  has  been  in  a  post  office,  before  delivery 
to  the  person  to  whom  it  is  directed,  with  intent  to  obstruct  his  cor- 
respondence or  pry  into  his  business,  an  indictment  is  sufficient  which 
follows  the  language  of  the  statute.*"  It  is  not  essential  to  allege  that 
the  opening  of  the  letter  was  unlawful,*^  or  that  the  letter  was  sealed,"^ 
or  that  the  person  to  whom  it  was  addressed  was  a  real  person."^    Un- 


52.  United  States  v.  Clifford,  104 
Fed.  296;  United  States  v.  Slenker,  32 
Fed.  691,  failure  to  do  soi  renders  in- 
dictment fatal  on  motion  in  arrest. 

53.  Eosen  v.  United  States,  161  U. 
S.  29,  16  Sup.  Ct.  434,  40  L.  ed.  606; 
Stayton  v.  United  States,  213  Fed. 
224,  129  C.  C.  A.  568;  United  States 
V.  Nathan,  61  Fed.  936;  United  States 
13.  Clark,  37  Fed.  106  (obscene  pic- 
tures); United  States  v.  Bennett,  16 
Blatchf.  338,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,571, 
obscene  book.  But  see  United  States 
V.  Eeid,  73  Fed.  289. 

[a]  Obscene  Publication. — Price  v. 
United  States,  165  U.  S.  311,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  366,  41  L.  ed.  r27;  Tyomies  Pub. 
Co.  V.  United  States,  211  Fed.  385, 
128  C.  C.  A.  47;  King  v.  United  States, 
112  Fed.  988,  50  C.  C.  A.  647. 

[b]  An  allegation  that  defendant 
knew  that  the  envelope  deposited  by 
tim  contained  a  certain  letter  by  rea- 
sonable intendment  shows  that  the  de- 
fendant knew  of  the  purpose  of  tho 
letter.  United  States  v.  Currey,  206 
Fed.   322. 

54.  De  Gignac  v.  United  States,  113 
Fed.  197,  52  C.  C.  A.  71. 

55.  United  States  v.  Grimm,  45  Fted. 
558. 

56.  De  Gignac  v.  United  States,  113 
Fed.  197,  62"  C.  C.  A.  71. 


57.  Grimm  v.  United  States,  156  U. 
S.  604,  15  Sup.  Ct.  470,  39  L.  ed.  550. 

[a]  "But  it  does  not  follow  that 
everything  referred  to  in  the  letter,  or 
concerning  which  information  is  given 
therein,  should  be  spread  at  length 
on  the  indictment.  On  the  contrary, 
it  is  sufS.cient  to  allege  its  character 
and  leave  further  disclosures  to  the 
introduction  of  evidence. ' '  Grimm  v. 
United  States,  156  U.  S.  604,  15  Sup. 
Ct.   470,  39  L.  ed.  550. 

[b]  Where  the  document  is  set  out 
in  full  and  nothing  therein  contained 
shows  that  it  conveys  the  information 
averred,  the  indictment  cannot  be  up- 
held unless  other  extrinsic  facts  show- 
ing it  are  alleged  therein.  United 
States  «.   Grimm,  45  Fed.  558. 

58.  Grimm  v.  United  States,  156  U. 
S.  604,  15  Sup.  Ct.  470,  39  L.  ed. 
550. 

59.  Grimm  v.  United  States,  156  U. 
S.  604,  15  Sup.  Ct.  470,  39  L.  ed. 
550. 

60.  United  States  v.  Pond,  2  Curt. 
265,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,067. 

61.  United  States  v.  Pond,  2  Curt. 
265,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,067. 

62.  United  States  v.  Pond,  2  Curt. 
265,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,067,  offense 
whether  letter  sealed  or  unsealed. 

63.  United  States  v.  Pond,  2  Curt. 
265,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,067. 
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der  a  fstatute  prohibiting  the  opening,  reading,  or  making  public  of  a 
sealed  letter  or  telegram,  the  indictment  must  show  that  the  letter 
was  sealed,**  and  that  defendant  published  it  knowing  it  to  have  been 
opened  or  read  without  authority. ''' 

4.  For  Embezzlement  of  Mail  Matter.  —  a.  In  General.  —  An  in- 
dictment charging  the  embezzlement  or  theft  of  mail  matter  in  the 
language  of  the  statute  is  generally  sufScient.**  Fraudulent  intent, 
unless  made  essential  by  statute,  need  not  be  alleged.*^  Nor  is  it  neces- 
sary to  allege  all  the  ingredients  of  the  crime  of  larceny.**  An  indict- 
ment which  fails  to  show  the  unlawful  taking  of  the  letter  or  mail 
matter  is  fatally  defective,  however.*^ 

Description  of  Mail  Matter.  —  The  letter  or  mail  matter  must  be  so  de- 
scribed in  the  indictment  as  to  identify  it,""  unless  it  is  stated  to  be 
unknown  to  the  grand  jurors.'^  It  need  not  be  stated  that  the  matter 
taken  was  mailable,'^  or  that  it  was  in  the  post  office  for  transmission 
through  the  mails,''^  or  that  the  letter  was  intended  to  be  conveyed  to 
any  particular  place.'*  The  value  of  the  article  stolen  need  not  be 
alleged,  where  the  article  itself  is  sufficiently  described.'"  The  indict- 
ment need  not  show  who  owned  the  article.'* 

Duplicity  and  Joinder —  The  genera]  rules  as  to  duplicity  and  joinder 
are  applied." 


64.  State  v.  Bagwell,  107  N".  C.  859, 
12  S.  E.  254,  9  L.  E.  A.  840. 

65.  State  v.  Bagwell,  107  N.  C.  859, 
12   S.   E.   254,   9  L.   E.   A.   840. 

66.  United  States  i).  Atkinson,  34 
Fed.  316.  See  generally  supra,  I,  B, 
1,  and  12  Standabd  Pkoc.  442,  et  seq. 

67.  United  States  v.  Atkinson,  34 
Fed.  316. 

[a]  The  use  of  the  word  "steal" 
sufficiently  charges  wrongful  intent. 
United  States  v.  Trosper,  127  Fed. 
476. 

68.  Thompson  v.  United  States,  202 
Fed.  401,  120  C.  C.  A.  575,  47  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  206. 

69.  United  States  v.  Meyers,  142 
Fed.    907. 

70.  Bromberger  «.  United  States, 
128  Fed.  346,  63  C.  C.  A.  76;  United 
States  V.  Fuller,  5  N.  M.  80,  20  Pac. 
175. 

[a]  It  is  not  necessary  to  set  out 
in  haec  verha  a  check  stolen  from  the 
mails;  but  a  sufficient  description  of 
the  check  'so  as  to  identify  it  and  in- 
form the  accused  of  what  he  was 
charged  with  stealing  and  protect  him 
from  being  again  put  in  jeopardy  for 
the  same  offense  must  be  made.  Jones 
V.  United  States,  27  Fed.   447. 

fb]  Neither  (1)  the  name  of  the 
person  who  wrote  it  (Farnum  v.  United 
States,  1   Colo.  309),  nor   (2)   the  per- 
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son  to  whom  it  was  addressed  (Far- 
num V.  United  States,  1  Colo.  309)  need 
be  set  forth. 

71.  United  States  v.  Golding,  2 
Cranch  C.  C.  212,  25  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
15,224, 

72.  Beery  v.  United  States,  2  Colo. 
186. 

73.  Bowers  v.  United  States,  148 
Fed.  379,  78  C.  C.  A.  193. 

74.  United  States  v.  Okie,  5  Blatchf. 
516,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,916;  United 
States  V.  Laws,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,579. 

75.  Bowers  v.  United  States,  148 
Fed.  379,  78  C.  0.  A.  193;  Jones  v. 
United  States,  27  Fed.  447;  United 
States  V.  Fisher,  5  McLean  23,  25  Fed. 
Oas.  No.  15,102;  United  States  v.  Clark, 
Crabbe   584,   25   Fed.   Cas.   No.   14,801. 

[a]  Unless  the  nature  of  the  sen- 
tence in  case  of  conviction  is  by  stat- 
ute made  dependent  upon  the  value 
of  the  property.  United  States  v.  Cum- 
mings,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,901a;  Far- 
num V.  United  States,  1   Colo.  309. 

76.  United  States  v.  Trosper,  127 
Fed.  476;  L^nited  States  «.  Falkenhain- 
er,  21  Fed.  624;  United  States  v. 
Okie,  5  Blatchf.  516,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,916.  See  United  States  v.  Baugh,  1 
Fed.  784,  4  Hughes  501. 

77.  See  the  title  "Indictment  and 
Information." 


POST  OFFICE 


477 


b.  By  Postal  Employees.  —  Where  a  postal  employee  is  charged 
with  such  offense,  it  is  not  necessary  to  expressly  allege  that  the  de- 
fendant caiiie  into  possession  of  the  mail  matter  by  virtue  of  his  em- 
ployment.^* But  it  must  affirmatively  appear  that  the  defendant  was 
an  employee  of  the  post  office  department.'^  It  is  not  necessary  to  aver 
that  the  letter  or  article  was  intended  to  be  conveyed  by  mail,'"  or 
delivered  by  a  letter  carrier.*^  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  negative  the 
delivery  of  the  letter  to  the  party  to  whom  it  was  directed.*^ 

5.  For  Robbery  of  Mails.  —  An  indictment  founded  on  a  statute 
punishing  one  for  advising,  procuring  and  assisting  a  mail  carrier  to 
rob  the  mail,  should  show  that  the  carrier  did  in  fact  commit  the  of- 
fense of  robbing  the  mail.*^ 

6.  For  Receiving  Stolen  Mail  Matter.**  —  An  indictment  charging 
the  receiving  and  concealing  of  stolen  mailmatter  is  sufficient  if  it  cov- 
ers all  the  elements  of  the  crime  as  described  in  the  statute. *° 

7.  For  Obstructing  the  Mails.  —  An  indictment  for  a  conspiracy 
to  obstruct  the  passage  of  the  mails  need  not  charge  that  the  overt 


[a]  Embezzlement  and  Stealing. 
(1)  Under  the  statute  making  the  em- 
bezzlement of  a  letter  and  the  steal- 
ing of  its  contents  two  distinct  of- 
fenses, an  indictment  charging  the  em- 
bezzlement of  a  letter  alone  is  suffi- 
cient to  support  a  verdict.  United 
States  V.  Taylor,  1  Hughes  514,  28  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  16,438.  (2)  But  the  two  of- 
fenses may  be  charged  in  a  ^  single 
count  of  an  indictment  as  constituting 
a  single  offense  without  rendering  the 
indictment  bad  for  duplicity,  as  the 
whole  transaction  may  ibe  regarded  as 
a  single  continuous  act.  United  States 
V.  Byrne,  44  Fed.  188;  United  States 
V.  Golding,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  212,  25 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  15,224.  See  also  Brom- 
berger  v.  United  States,  128  Fed.  346, 
63  C.  C.  A.  76;  United  States  v.  San- 
der, 6  McLean  598,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,219. 

78.  United  States  v.  Laws,  26  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  15,579,  it  is  sufficient  to  show 
that  the  defendant  was  employed  in 
the  post  office  department  and  ob- 
tained possession  of  the  letter.  See 
also  United  States  '^.  Patterson,  6  Mc- 
Lean 466,   27  Fed.   Cas.   No.   16,011. 

[a]  But  a  charge  that  while  the 
accused  was  a  postmaster  he  unlaw- 
fully and  feloniously  converted  to  his 
own  use  money  of  the  United  States 
which  came  into  his  hands  by  virtue 
of  his  office,  sufficiently  charges  that 
the  money  was  in  his  official  posses- 
sion wien  it  was  converted.  Gorbin 
V.  United  States,  205  Fed.  278,  125 
C.  C.  A.  114. 


79.  United  States  v.  Allen,  150  Fed. 
152. 

[a]  An  allegatiou  of  the  particular 
office  occupied  by  the  defendant  is  not 
essential.  United  States  v.  Clark, 
Crabbe  584,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,801. 

80.  Hall  V.  United  States,  168  U.  S. 
632,  18  Sup.  Gt.  237,  42  L.  ed.  607. 

[a]     For  sufficient  averment  (if  same 
is    considered    necessary),     see    In    re 
Wight,    134    U.    S.    136,    148,    10    Sup.y 
Ct.   487,  33   L.   ed.   865.  { 

81.  Hall  V.  United  States,  168  U.  8. 
632,  18  Sup.  Gt.  237,  42  L.  ed.  607. 

82.  In  re  Wight,  134  U.  S.  136,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  487,  33  L.  ed.  865;  United 
States  V.  Jenther,  13  Blatchf.  335,  26 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,476. 

83.  United  States  v.  Mills,  7  Pet. 
(U.  S.)  138,  8  L.  ed.  636,  but  a  dis- 
tinct substantive  averment  of  that  fact 
is  not  necessary. 

84.  See  the  title  "Receiving  Stolen 
Goods. ' ' 

85.  Thompson  v.  United  States,  202 
Fed.  401,  120  C.  C.  A.  575,  47  L.  K. 
A.  (N.  S.)  206. 

[a]  An  indictment  charging  the 
receipt  of  stolen  stamps  must  allege 
that  the  stamps  were  stolen  from  the 
United  Stated,  describe  the  stamps, 
and  charge  the  time  and  post  offices 
from  which  they  were  stolen.  Naftz- 
ger  V.  United  States,  200  Fed.  494,  118 
C.  G.  A.  598. 

[b]  All  the  essential  elements  of 
the  crime  of  larceny  need  not  be  al- 
leged.   Thompson  v.  United  States,  202 
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acts  done  were  done  feloniously;^"  nor  is  it  necessary  to  negative  the 
existence  of  any  circumstances  that  might  make  them  possibly  lawful, 
if  on  their  face  they  appear  to  be  unlawful.*^  Where  wilfully  delaying 
a  mail  train  is  charged,  knowledge  that  the  train  carried  mails  must  be 
specifically  alleged.^* 

8.  For  Detaining  a  Letter.  —  In  charging  a  postmaster  with  de- 
taining mail  it  is  sufficient  to  follow  the  language  of  the  statute.** 

9.  For  Breaking  and  Entering  Post  Office.  —  While  the  acts  and  in- 
tents constituting  the  crime  of  breaking  into  a  post  office  building  must 
be  set  forth  with  reasonable  particularity  of  time,  place  and  circum- 
stanee,'"  it  is  sufficient  to  follow  the  language  of  the  statute,*^  though 
no  averment  is  made  that  the  forcible  breaking  and  entering  was  into 
that  part  of  the  building  used  as  a  post  office.*^  A  count  charging  both 
the  forcible  breaking  into  a  post  office  building  with  intent  to  commit 
larceny  and  also  the  larceny  of  certain  stamps  is  not  fatally  defective.*^ 

10.  For  Unlawful  Carriage  of  Mail  Matter  Outside  of  Mail.  —  An 
indictment  for  the  offense  of  carrying  a  letter  over  a  mail  route  out- 
side of  the  mail  need  not  negative  the  fact  that  the  letter  transported 
by  the  defendant  was  stamped.'* 

11.  For  Violation  of  Franking  Privileges.  —  The  official  capacity  of 
one  charged  with  violating  the  franking  privilege,  need  not  be  alleged.'^ 
But  the  indictment  should  show  that  the  letters  were  not  written  by 
others  under  defendant's  direction  and  on  the  business  of  his  office.'" 

12.  For  Conspiracy  to  Defraud  Through  Weight  of  Mail.  —  In 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  government  by  deceiving  it  as 
to  the  average  amount  of  mail  carried,  it  is  unnecessary  to  show  that 
the  object  of  the  conspiracy  was  accomplished,"  or  what  particular 


Fed.  401,  120   C.   C.   A.   575,  47  L.   E. 
A.   (N.   S.)   206. 
86.    United  States  v.  Debs,  65  Fed. 


United  States  v.  Debs,  65  Fed. 


210. 

87. 
210. 

88.  Salla  v.  United  States,  104  Fed. 
544,  44  C.  C.  A.  26.  But  see  United 
States  V.  Debs,  65  Fed.   210. 

[a]  For  indictment  sufficiently  aver- 
ring such  knowledge,  see  United  States 
V.  Hall,  206  Fed.  484. 

89.  United  States  v.  Holmes,  40  Fed. 
750,  sufficient  to  aver  in  the  words  oi 
the  statute  that  the  letter  in  question 
wa's  unlawfully  detained,  with  intent 
to  prevent  its  arrival;  not  necessary  to 
aver  that  the  detention  was  knowing- 
ly and  wilfully  done.  See  generally 
supra,  I,  B,  1,  and  12  Standard  Peoc. 
442,    et   seq. 

90.  Considine  v.  United  States,  112 
Fed.  342,  50  C.  C.  A.  272. 

91.  United  States  v.  Williams,  57 
Fed.  201.  See  generally  supra,  I,  B,  1, 
and  12  Standard  Proo.  442,  et  seq. 

92.  United  States  v.  Williams,  57 
Fed.  201. 
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[a]  Breaking  in  To  Commit  Lar- 
ceny.— But  an  indictment  charging  the 
defendant  with  breaking  into  a  build- 
ing used  in  part  as  a  post  office,  with 
intent  to  commit  larceny  "in  that 
building"  is  insufficient,  because  it  fails 
to  fharge  the  intention  to  commit  lar- 
ceny in  that  portion  of  the  building 
used  .as  a  post  office.  United  States 
V.  Campbell,  16  Fed.  233,  9  Sawy.  20, 
indictment  did  not  follow  language  of 
statute.  See  also  United  States  v.  Mar- 
tin, 140  Fed.  256. 

93.  United  States  v.  Yennie,  74  Fed. 
221,  since  both  offenses  relate  to  and 
are  parts  of  the   same  transaction. 

94.  United  States  v.  Tilden,  28  Fed. 
Cas.   No.   16,523. 

95.  Dewees'  Case,  Chase  531,  7 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,848,  holding  that  if 
such  requirement  was  necessary,  it  is 
a  sufficient  allegation  that  D,  member 
of  congress,  committed  the  offense. 

96.  Dewees'  Case,  Chase  531,  7 
Fed.   Cas.   No.,  3,848. 

97.  United  States  v.  Newton,  48 
Fed.  218. 
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officer  was  intended  to  be  deceived,*'  or  that  the  fraudulent  mail  mat- 
ter carried  was  of  sufficient  weight  to  increase  the  average  compensa- 
tion to  the  carrier,'*  or  that  the  carrying  of  such  mail  matter  would 
not  continue  beyond  the  time  fixed  for  weighing  the  mails.^ 

C.    Trial.  —  1.     In  General.  —  The  general  rules  governing  trials 
in  criminal  cases  obtain  in  prosecutions  for  offenses  under  the  posial 


2.  Variance.  —  The  general  rules  in  reference  to  variance  between 
the  allegations  of  an  indictment  and  the  proof  are  applicable  in  pros- 
ecutions for  the  violation  of  the  postal  laws.^ 

3.  Province  of  Judge  and  Jury.*  —  While  it  is  for  the  judge  to 
decide  whether  the  matter  can  be  reasonably  deemed  of  such  character 
as  to  come  within  the  purview  of  the  statute,^  yet  the  character  of  the 
matter  mailed,  whether  it  was  obscene,  lewd,  lascivious,  or  indecent  is 
a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  under  instructions  of  the  court  as  to 
the  meaning  of  such  terms.®  Whether  or  not  a  scheme  was  fraudulent 
is  a  question  for  the  jury,'  as  is  the  "question  whether  defendants  were 
actuated  by  an  intent  to  defraud  when  using  the  mails.' 

4.  Instructions  are  governed  by  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated." 


98.  United  Statjes  v.  Newton,  48 
Fed.  218. 

99.  United  Spates  v.  N©wtoii„  48 
Fed.  218. 

1.  United  States  v.  Newton,  48  Fed. 
218. 

2.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Trial,"  and  cross- 
references  there  found. 

[a]  Where  the  indictment  shows 
the  joint  participation  of  the  defend- 
ants in  the  particular  offense  charged, 
a  motion  for  separate  trials  is  not  im- 
properly denied.  Belden  v.  United 
States,  223  Fed.  726,  139  C.  C.  A.  256. 
See     generally     the     title     "Separate 

[b]  Effect  of  consolidation  of  num- 
ber of  indictments  on  right  to  per- 
emptory challenges,  see  Betts  v.  United 
States,  132  Fed.  228,  65  C.  C.  A.  452; 
and  generally  17  Standaed  Peoc.  235, 
et  seq. 

3.  See  Harrison  v.  United  States, 
200  Fed.  662,  119  C.  C.  A.  78;  United 
States  V.  Jones,  31  Fed.  718;  Kemp  v. 
United  States,  41  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
539,  51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  825,  and  the 
title  "Variance  and  Failure  of  Proof." 

[a]     There  is  no  material  variance 

(1)  though  a  number  of  persons  are 
charged  with  a  conspiracy  to  commit 
an  offense  against  the  postal  laws,  and 
the  guilt  of  all  of  them  is  not  proven 
by  the  government  (Farmer  v.  United 
States,  223  Fed.  903,  139  C.  C.  A.  341), 

(2)  nor  when  the  indictment  charges 


that  the  defendant  intended  to  defraud 
through  the  mails  certain  persona 
named  and  others,  some  of  whose 
names  are  unknown,  and  the  proof 
shows  an  intent  to  defraud  that  por- 
tion of  the  public  which  might  re- 
spond to  an  advertisement.  Harrison 
V.  United  States,  200  Fed.  662,  119  0. 
C.   A.   78. 

4.  See  generally  the  title  "Prov- 
ince of  Ju(Se  and  Jury." 

5.  United  States  v.  Kennerley,  209 
Fed.  119;  United  States  v.  Journal  Co., 
197  Fed.  415. 

6.  Rosen  v.  United  States,  161 -U.  S. 
29,  16  Sup.  Ct.  434,  480,  40  L.  ed. 
606;  Magon  v.  United  States  (C.  C. 
A.}.,  248  Fed.  201  (whether  matter 
was  "indecent"  within  meaning  of 
§211  of  Crira.  Code  as  amended  in 
1911);  Parish  v.  United  States  (C.  C. 
A.),  247  Fed.  40;  Tyomies  Pub.  Co. 
V.  United  States,  211  Fed.  385,  128 
C.  C.  A.  47;  United  States  v.  Davis, 
38  Fed.  326. 

7.  Gould  V.  United  States,  209 
Fed.  730,  126  C.  C.  A.  454.  See  also 
Whitehead  v.  United  States,  245  Fed. 
385,  157  C.  C,  A.  547. 

8.  Edwards  v.  United  States  (C.  C. 
A.),  249  Fed.  686;  Sandals  v.  United 
States,  213  Fed.  569,  130  C.  C.  A. 
149. 

9.  See  generally  13  Standaed  Peoo. 
698,  et  seq.,  and  Hendrey  v.  United 
States,  233  Fed!  5,  147  C.  C.  A.  75; 
Speax  V.  United  States,  228  Fed.  485, 
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II.  REMEDIES  AGAINST  POSTMASTERS.  —  The  jurisdictioa 
of  civil  actions  against  postmasters  for  the  loss  of  mail  matter,  is  de- 
termined by  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated,^"  and  the  same  is 
true  as  to  the  averments  of  the  declaration  or  complaint.^^ 


143  C.  C.  A.  67;  Colburn  v.  United 
States,  223  Fed.  590,  139  C.  C.  A.  136; 
Blanton  v.  United  States,  213  Fed. 
320,  130  0.  C.  A.  22,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D, 
1238. 

[a]  Where  the  substance  or  equiv- 
alent of  requested  instructions  is  em- 
bodied in  the  charge  to  the  jury,  it 
is  not  error  to  refuse  to  give  such  in- 
structions in  the  language  as  requested. 
Colburn  v.  United  Statesi,  223  Fed. 
590,  139  C.  C.  A.  136.  See  also  Blan- 
ton V.  United  States,  213  Fed.  320, 
130  C.  C.  A.  22,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D, 
1238. 

10.  See  the  title   "Jurisdiction." 
[a]    Justice's    Court. — McNamee   v. 

United  States,  11  Ark,  148;  Ford  v. 
Parker,  4  Ohio  St.  576.  See  generally 
the  title  "Justices  of  the  Peace." 

11.  See  the  title  "Declaration  and 
Complaint,"  and  Dunlop  v.  Munroe,  1 
Cranch  C.  C.  536,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,167. 


[a]  Where  the  action  is  brought 
by  the  United  States  against  a  post- 
master and  the  sureties  on  his  offi- 
cial bond  to  recover  money  lost 
through  the  negligence  of  the  post- 
master, it  is  not  easential  to  allege 
that  the  action  is  brought  for  the  use 
or  at  the  relation  of  the  injured  party. 
United  States  v.  Griswold,  8  Ariz.  453, 
76  Pac.  596. 

[bj  In  an  action  against  a  post- 
master for  the  negligent  loss  of  a  let- 
ter, an  averment  that  the  defendant 
neglected  to  forward  the  letter  "as 
it  was  his  duty  to  do"  is  only  an 
allegation  that  such  defendant  was 
bound  to  send  it  by  mail,  not  that 
he  did  not  send  it  by  the  next  mail. 
Dunlop  V.  Munroe,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  536, 
8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,167. 

[c]  Action  for  Misfeasance  of 
Agent. — Bishop  v.  Williamson,  11  Me. 
495.  See  also  Dunlop  v.  Munroe,  1 
Cranch  C.  C.  536,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,167. 


POSTPONEMENT.  —  See   Cbntinuances ;   Judgments  and  Decrees, 
Enforcement  of;  Judicial  Sales. 


POVERTY.  — See  Paupers;  Security  for  Costs. 
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n.    PROCEEDINGS  TO  COMPEL  OR  RESTRAIN  EXECUTION, 
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A.  Compelling  Execution,  481 

B.  Restraining  Execution,  483 

III.  THE  EXERCISE  OP  THE  POWER  OP  SALE,  483 

A.  Order  of  Court,  483 

B.  Notice  of  Sale,  484 

C.  Confirmation  of  Sale,  484 

D.  Vacating  Sale,  484 

IV.  REMEDYING  DEFECTIVE  EXECUTION,  485 

A.  In  General,  485 

B.  For  and  Against  Whom,  486 

CEOSS-BEFEBENCES: 
Decedents'  Estates;  Mortgages; 

Principal  and  Agent. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  NATURE  OF.  —  A  power  is  an  authority  to  do  some  act  in 
relation  to  property  or  the  creation  of  estates  therein  or  of  charges 
thereon,  which  act  the  owner  granting  or  reserving  such  power  might 
himself  lawfully  perform.^ 

II.  PROCEEDINGS  TO  COMPEL  OR  RESTRAIN  EXECUTION. 
A.  Compelling  Execution.  —  An  imperative  power,  one  charged 
with  a  trust,  will  upon  donee's  default,  be  enforced  by  a  court  of 
equity,^  unless  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  created  has  already  been 


1.  See  the  following  cases:  Conn. 
Bouton  V.  Doty,  69  Conn.  531,  37  Atl. 
1064.  Md. — Maryland  Mut.  Ben.  Soc. 
V.  Clendinen,  44  Md.  429,  22  Am.  Eep. 
52.  Minn. — Carson  v.  Cochran,  52  Minn. 
67,  53  N.  W.  1130.  N.  Y.— Murray  v. 
Miller,  178  N.  T.  316,  70  N.  B.  870. 


2.  D.  0.— Fitzgerald  v.  Wynne,  1 
App.  Cas.  107.  Ga. — Mastin  v.  Barnard, 
33  Ga.  520;  Heard  v.  Sill,  26  Ga.  302. 
Ind. — Kintner  v.  Jones,  122  Ind.  148, 
23  N.  B. .  701.  Mass.— Greenpugh  v. 
Welles,  10  Gush.  571.  IT.  J.— Berrien 
V.   Berrien,    4    N.    J.    Eq.    37.     N.   Y. 
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accomplished.'  But  when  the  power  is  general  or  discretionary  equity 
will  not  except  under  unusual  or  peculiar  circumstances,*  interfere 
to  compel  its  execution.' 


Smith  V.  Floyd,  140  N.  Y.  337,  35  N.  E. 
606;  7?!  re  Gantert,  136  N.  Y.  106,  32 
N.  E.  551;  Van  Boskerck  v.  Herriek, 
65  Barb.  250.  Ohio.— Nefe  v.  Neff,  3 
Ohio  Dee.  (Reprint)  75.  Pa. — Fahne- 
stock  V.  Pahnestock,  152  Pa.  56,  25  Atl. 
213,  34  Am.  St.  Eep.  623;  In  ne  Phila- 
delphia's Appeal,  112  Pa.  470,  4  Atl. 
4;  In  re  LafEerty's  Estate,  2  Pa.  Dist. 
215.  Va.^McCamant  v.  Nuckolls,  85 
Va.  331,  12  S.  E.  160.  Eng.— Joel  v. 
Mills,  8  K.  &  J.  458,  69  Eng.  Reprint 
1189;  Kobson  ij.  Flight,  4  De  G.,  J.  & 
S.  608,  34  Beav.  110,  11  L.  T.  N.  S. 
558,  34  L.  J.  <3h.  226,  13  Wkly.  Bep. 
195,  46  Eng.  Eeprint  1054;  Cruwys  v. 
Colman,  9  Ves.  Jr.  319,  7  Rev.  Eep. 
210,  32  Eng.  Eeprint  626. 

[a]  "It  is  settled  doctrine,  that 
where  the  power  is  one  which  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  trustee  to  execute,  he 
becomes  a  trustee  for  the  exercise  of 
the  power,  and  not  as  one  having  a 
discretion,  whether  he  will  exercise  it 
or  not,  and  the  court  afl-opts  the  prin- 
ciple as  to  trusts,  and  will  not  per- 
mit his ,  refusal,  negligence,  accident, 
or  other  circumstances,  to  disappoint 
the  interest  of  those  for  whose  benefit 
he  was  clothed  with  the  power." 
Fitzgerald  v.  Wynne,  1  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)   107,  119. 

3.  WilkB  V.  Burns,  60  Md.  64;  Pren- 
tice V.  Janssen,  79  N.  Y.  478. 

[a]  BulDject  of  I'ower  Taken  T^ 
Beneficiary. — Thus  where  land  is  di- 
rected to  be  converted  iBto  money  and 
turned  over  to  a  certain  benefici&,ry, 
the  party  entitfed  to  the  beneficial 
interest  may,  if  he  elects  to  do  so, 
prevent  any  conversion  of  the  prop- 
erty and  hold  it  as  it  is.  Where  this 
is  done  no  further  interest  remains  in 
the  donee  of  the  power,  and  equity 
will  not  interfere  to  compel  the  execu- 
tion of  the  power  because .  its  purpose 
has  been  .accomplished  without  its 
exercise.  Prentice  v.  Janssen,  79  N.  Y. 
4V8. 

4.  Taussig  v.  Reel,  134  Mo.  530,  34 
S.   W.   1104. 

[a]  To  Enforce  Performance  of 
Contract  To  Lease. — "That  a  court  of 
equity  will  enforce  the  execution  of 
a  power  under  certain  conditions  is 
beyond  question.  For  instance,  if  in 
this    case    Mrs.    Reel    had   the   power 
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from  the  remaindermen  to  make  a  lease 
to  the  property  in  futuro,  had  con- 
tracted to  do  so,  and  then  refused  to 
execute  the  lease,  ox  had  died  before 
so  doing,  its  execution  might  have 
been  compelled  by  a  court  of  equity, 
in  a  proceeding  against  her  if  living, 
or  if  dead  against  the  remaindermen. 
Especially  will  this  be  done  where  the 
lessee  is  in  possession  under  the  con- 
tract to  lease."  Taussig  v.  'Reel,  134 
Mo.   530,  547,  34  S.   W.   1104. 

[b]  Death  of  Trustee  Before  Exe- 
cuting Power. — In  some  jurisdictions 
it  is  provided  by  statute  that  if  a 
trustee  of  a  power  with  right  of  selec- 
tion shall  die  leaving  the  power  un- 
executed, its  execution  shall  be  ad- 
jud^d  by  a  court  for  the  benefit 
equally  of  all  the  persons  designated 
as  objects  of  the  trust.  Derse  v. 
Derse,  103  Wis.  113,  79  N.  W.  44. 
_  [c]  The  statutes  of  some  jurisdic- 
tions' specifically  authorize  the  courts 
to  proceed  in  certain  cases.  Berse  v. 
Derse,  103  Wis.  113,  79  N.   W.  44. 

5.  Fla. — Lines  v.  Darden,  5  Fla.  51. 
HI.— Crozier  v.  Hoyt,  97  111.  23.  Ky. 
Flint  V.  Spurr,  17  B.  Mon.  499;  Mc- 
Gaughey's  Admr.  v.  Henry,  15  B. 
Mon.  383.  Mass. — Proctor  v.  Heyer, 
122  Mass.  525;  Eldredge  u  Heard,  106 
Mass.  579;  An^ory  v.  Green,  13  Allen 
413.  Neb.^ — Loosing  v.  Loosing,  85 
Neb.  66,  1S2  N.  W.  707,  25  L.  R.  A. 
(N,  S.)  920.  N.  Y.— Towler  v.  Towler, 
142  N.  Y.  371,  36  N.  E.  869;  Bunner 
V.  Storm,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  357.  N.  0. 
Young  ».  Young,  97  N.  C.  132,  2  S.  E. 
78.  Pa. — In  re  Ingles'  Estate,  76  Pa. 
430;  In  r-e  AndTews'  Estate,  6  Pa. 
Dist  24;  In  re  Psterson's  Estate,  13 
Phila.  265.  R.  I. — Brown  v.  Phillips, 
16  R.  L  612,  18  Atl.  249.  S.  C— Fronty 
V.  Fronty's  Exrs.,  1  Bailey  Eq.  517. 
*enn.— Bedford  v.  Bedford,  110  Tenn- 
204,  75  a  W.  1017.  Va.— McCamamt 
V.  Nuckolls,  85  Va.  331,  12  S.  E.  160; 
Dixon  V.  McCue,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.) 
540.  Eng. — Brook  v.  Brook,  3  Sm.  & 
G.  280,  65  Eng.  Reprint  659;  Coxe 
V.  Basset,  3  Ves.  Jr.  155,  30  Eng.  Re- 
print 945;  Toilet  v.  Toilet,  2  P.  Wms. 
489,   24  Ens.   Eeprint   828. 

[a]     Nature   of  Power  Not  To   Be. 
Changed. — Eqiiity  will  not  control  the 
execution  of  a  power  "by  ehwnging  an 
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B.  Restraining  Execution.  —  A  court  of  equity  may  restrain  one 
who  is  recklessly  or  fraudulently  wasting  an  estate  over  which  he 
has  a  discretionary  power  of  sale,®  but  as  a  general  rule  will  not  inter- 
fere with  the  execution  of  a  power  in  the  absencfe  of  abuse  of  dis- 
cretion or  fraud/  However,  equity  will  act  when  a  power  is  about 
to  be  executed  contrary  to  the  directions  of  its  donor,^  or  when  there 
is  a  doubt  as  to  the  donee's  authority  to  act.^ 

m.  THE  EXERCISE  OP  THE  POWER  OF  SALE.  — A.  Ordbk 
0^  Court.  —  "While  the  donee  of  a  power  may  request  a  court  of  equity 
to  direct  him  in  its  execution,^"  he  may  proceed  without  an  order  of 
court  to  execute  a  power  that  is  general  and  unrestricted,^^  so  long  as 


imperative  or  special  power  into  a 
general  beneficial  power  by  striking 
out  the  beneficiaries  of  the  sgecial 
power.  McLean  v.  McLean,  158  N.  Y. 
Supp.  59. 

6.  Griffin  v.  Nicholas,  224  Mo.  275, 
123   S.  W.   1063. 

7.  U.  S.— GUes  V.  Little,  104  U.  S. 
291,  26  L.  ed.  745.  HI. — Grozier  v. 
Hoyt,  97  111.,  23.  la.— Dickey  v.  Barn- 
stable, 122  Iowa  572,  98  N.  W.  368. 
Mass.' — Proctor  r.  Heyer,  122  Mass. 
525.  N.  Y.— McDonald  v.  O'Hara,  9 
Misc.  686,  30  N.  T.  Supp.  545,  62  N. 
Y.  St.  122  (affirmed,  144  N.  Y.  566, 
39  N.  E.  642);  Blodgett  v.  Sohofield, 
15  N.  Y.  St.  488.  Fa.— In  r.e  Andrews' 
Estate,  6  Pa.  Dist.  24;  Bruner  v. 
Naglee,  7  Phila.  384.  Tenn. — Hamil- 
ton V.  Mound  City  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Go., 
6  Lea^  402.  Va.— Dixon  v.  McCue,  14 
Gratt.  (55  Va.)  540.  Eng. — Marker  v. 
Kekewich,  8  Hare  291,  42  E.  E.  280, 
3  Mac.  &  G.  311,  68  Eng.  Reprint 
372;  Eoberts  v.  Bozen,  3  L.  J.  Oh. 
O.  S.  113. 

8.  Napier  v.  Napier,  89  Ga.  48,  14 
S.  E.  870. 

9.  Galbreath  v.  Everett,  84  N.  C. 
546. 

10.  Hinton  v.  Cole,  3  Humph. 
(Tenn.)   656. 

11.  U.  S. — Ames  v.  Holderbaum,  44 
Fed.  224;  Woolworth  v.  Boot,  40  Fed. 
723.  Ala. — McEae's  Admr.  v.  Mc- 
Donald, '57  Ala.  423.  Cal. — In  re  De- 
laney's  Estate,  49  Oal.  76;  White  v. 
Moses,  21  Cal.  43;  Payne  v.  Payne, 
18  Cal.  291.  Conn. — Bartlett  v.  Buck- 
land,  78  Conn.  517,  63  Atl.  350.  111. 
White  V.  Glover,  59  111.  459.  Ind. 
lies  1).  Martin,  69  Ind.  114.  Mich. 
Tracy  v.  Murray,  49  Mich.  35,  12  N.  W. 
900;  Battelle  v.  Parks,  2  Mich.  5S1 
Mo.— Griffin  v.  Nicholas,  224  Mo.  275, 
123  S.  W.  1063.  OWo.— Wanzer  v. 
Widow,   2   Ohio   Dec.     (Eeprint)     323. 


Ore. — Northrop  v.  Marquam,  16  Ore. 
173,  18  Pae.  449.  Pa. — Hamlin  v. 
Thomas,  126  Pa.  20,  17  Atl.  506.  Tex. 
D«  Zbranikov  v.  Burnett,  10  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  442,  31  S.  W.  71;  Smith  «.  Swan, 
2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  563,  22  S.  W.  247. 
See   6  Standard  Proc.  543,  note  42. 

[a]  Rule  Applies  to  Executors. — In 
a  case  where  executors  were  given  ,a 
general  unqualifited  power  to  sell,  the 
question  arose  as  to  whether  or  not 
they  could  act  without  the  direction 
and  supervision  of  the  probate  court. 
Justice  Cooley  said:  "We  do  not 
think  much  importance  is  to  be  at- 
tached to  the  fact  that  the  donees  of 
the  power  are  called  executors.  Wills 
are  informal  instruments  commonly, 
and  the  question  arising  upon  them 
is  not  so  much  what  words  have  been 
made  use  of  as  what  was  intended  by 
them.  And  we  do  not  think  there 
is  any  policy  of  the  state  which  re- 
stricts the  power  of  control  which  one 
may  exercise  over  his  estate,  in  favor 
of  probate  supervision.  Clearly  the 
words  of  a  will  are  not  to  be  given 
an  unnatural  interpretation  on  any 
supposition  that  the  testator  confided 
less  in  the  judgment  and  fidelity  of  his 
chosen  executors  than  in  the  person 
who  might  chance  to  be  judge  of  pro- 
bate at  some  future  time  when  his 
estates  might  need  to  be  sold."  Tracy 
V.  Murray,  49  Mich.  35,  12  N.  W.  900. 
See  to  the  same  effect.  In  re  Delaney's 
Estate,  49  Cal.  76. 

[b]  When  the  beneficiary  of  a  life 
estate  is  given  power  to  sell  as  much 
of  the  estate  as  may  be  necessary  with- 
in his  discretion  for  his  comfort  and 
support,  an  order  of  court  is  not  neces- 
sary to  effect  a  valid  'sale.  Griffin  v. 
Nicholas,  224  Mo.  275,  123  S.  W.  1063. 

[c]  When  'the  trustee  of  a  power 
is  a  foreign  corporation,  before  exe- 
cuting a  power  to   sell  real   estate,   it 
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he  follows  the  directions  of  the  donor  of  the  power. ^^  In  some  juris- 
dictions the  power  of  an  executor  to  sell  can  only  be  exercised  without 
an  order  of  court  when  the  will  expressly  provides  for  such  pro- 
cedure,^' while  in  others  a  distinction  is  made  between  cases  where 
the  power  is  coupled  with  an  interest  and  a  naked  power,  an  order 
being  necessary  in  the  latter  but  not  in  the  former."  It  has  been  held 
that  where  a  sale  is  directed  to  be  made  according  to  law,^®  or  is  to  be 
made  for  a  purpose  other  than  that  directed  by  the  donor  an  order 
is  necessary.^' 

B.  Notice  op  Sale.  —  Unless  otherwise  provided  by  statute,*^  a 
notice  of  sale  is  not  usually  necessary,  where  the  power  is  coupled  with 
a  trust, ^^  but  a  different  rule  prevails  in  the  case  of  a  naked  power 
when  the  donor  has  given  no  specific  directions  controlling  a  sale,^* 
or  has  directed  that  it  be  made  according  to  law.^" 

C.  Confirmation  of  Sale.  —  The  confirmation  of  a  sale  by  an 
executor  is  frequently  regulated  by  statute,^^  but  as  a  general  rule 
a  sale  by  an  executor  under  a  naked  power  of  sale  must  be  confirmed,^* 
while  a  sale  made  as  a  trustee  and  not  as  a  mere  executor,  that  is,  the 
execution  of  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest,  need  not  be  eon- 
firmed.^'  In  some  jurisdictions  confirmation  is  not  necessary  in  any 
case  in  which  an  order  of  sale  is  not  required,^*  in  others  it  is  required 
by  statute  in  all  cases  where  the  power  of  sale  is  exercised  by  an 
executor.  ^^ 

D.  Vacating  Sale.  —  Very  rarely,  if  ever,  will  equity  interfere 
with  the  honest  exercise  of  discretion  by  the  donee  of  a  power  and 
vacate  a  sale;^^  but  it  will  look  into  what  has  been  done  to  ascertain 


must  comply  with  the  statute  con- 
cerning permission  td  do  business  in 
the  state  by  a  foreign  corporation. 
Pennsylvania  Co.,  etc.  v.  Bauerle,  143 
111.  459,  33  N.  E.  166. 

12.  O'Bannon  v.  Musselman,  '2  Duv. 
(Ky.)   523. 

13.  Brooks  v.  Bergner,  83  Md.  352, 
35  Atl.  98;  Gafney  v.  Keniaon,  64 
N.  H.  354,  10  Atl.  706. 

14.  Mott  V.  Ackerman,  92  N.  Y. 
539;  Pollock  v.  Hooley,  67  Hun  370, 
22  N.  Y.  Supp.  215,  51  N.  Y.  St.  922. 
See  also  In  re  Delaney's  Estate,  49 
Cal.  76. 

15.  Jones  v.  Morris,  61  Ala.  518. 

16.  Wood  V.  Hammond,  16  E.  I.  98, 
17  Atl.  324,  18  Atl.  198. 

17.  See  the  statutes. 

18.  In  re  Walker's  Estate,  6  Utah 
369,  23  Pac.  930. 

19.  In  re  Durham's  Estate,  49  Cal. 
490;  In  re  Walker's  Estate,  6  Utah 
369,  23  Pac.  930. 

20.  Jones  v.  Morris,  61  Ala.  518. 

21.  See  the  statutes. 

22.  Perkins  v.  Gridley,  50  Cal.  97; 
In  re  Durham's  Estate,  49  Cal.  490. 
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[a]  Naked  Power  To  Sell. — When  a 
power  not  coupled  with  an  interest  is 
created  by  a  will,  without  special  di- 
rections as  to  the  manner  of  sale,  con- 
firmation is  necessary.  In  re  Durham's 
Estate,  49  Cal.  490. 

23.  Cal. — MorflEew  v.  San  Francisco 
&  S.  E.  E.  Co.,  107  Cal.  587,  40  Pac. 
810;  In  re  Delaney's  Estate,  49  CaL 
76.  Me. — Deering  v.  Adams,  37  Me. 
264.  Mass. — Larned  v.  Bridge,  17  Pick. 
339.  N.  Y.— Conklin  v.  Egerton's 
Admr.,  21  Wend.  430;  Judson  «.  Gib- 
bons, 5  Wend.  224;  Jackson  'ex  dem. 
Bogert  V.  Schauber,  7  Cow.  194.  Pa. 
See  In  re  Schwartz's  Estate,  168  Pa. 
204,  31  Atl.  1085.  Utah.— In  r«  Walk- 
er's Estate,   6  ^Utah  369,  23  Pac.  930. 

24.  Smith  v.  Swan,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
563,  22   8.  W.  247. 

25.  Ogle  V.  Eeynolds,  75  Md.  145, 
23  Atl.  137;  Montgomery  v.  Williamson, 
37  Md.  421;  Northrop  v.  Marquam,  16 
Ore.  173,  18  Pac.  449. 

26.  In  re  Southworth,  164  App.  Div. 
825,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  509;  Castor's 
Estate,  16  Phila.  (Pa.J  360. 
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whether,  in  the  execution  of  the  power,  the  donee  has  been  guilty  of 
bad  faith,  or  intentionally  did  not  exercise  his  best  judgment,  but 
acted  from  improper  or  ulterior  motives,^'  and  when  the  donee  has 
gained  an  incidental  benefit  from  the  execution  of  the  power,  equity 
will  act  only  on  being  convinced  that  without  the  benefit  gained  he 
would  have  acted  otherwise.^^ 

IV.  REMEDYING  DEFECTIVE  EXECUTION.  —  A.  In  Gen- 
eral.—  Unless  the  power  is  created  by  law,^^  a  court  of  equity  will 
aid  its  defective  execution  when  the  defect  relates  to  matter  of  form 
in  the  execution,^"  provided  the  party  had  authority^^  to  execute  the 


27.  In  re  Southwortli,  164  App.  Div. 
825,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  509.  See  also 
Scheldt  V.  Creeelius,  94  Mo.  322,  7  S. 
W.  412,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  384. 

28.  In  re  Southworth,  164  App.  Div. 
825,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  509.  See  also 
Littell  V.  Gouge,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  747, 
32  S.  W.  411. 

29.  U.  S. — ^Bright  v.  Boyd,  1  Story 
478,  4,  Fed.  Gas.  N"o.  1,8I75.  Ala. 
Ellett  V.  Wade,  47  Ala.  456;  McBryde's 
Heirs  v.  Wilkinson,  29  Ala.  662.  Md. 
Smith  V.  Bowes,  38  Md.  463.  Miss. 
Miller  v.  Palmer,  55  Miss.  323.  Mo. 
Grayson  v.  Weddle,  63  Mo.  523;  Houx 
V.  Bates,  61  Mo.  391;  Wannall  v. 
Kem,  51  Mo.  150;  Moreau  v.  Detehe- 
mendy,  18  Mo.  522. 

30.  XJ.  S. — American  Freehold  Land 
Mtg.  Co.  V.  Walker,  31  Fed.  103.  Ala. 
McBryde's  Heirs  v.  Wilkinson,  29  Ala. 
662;  Mitchell  v.  Denson,  29  Ala.  327, 
65  Am.  Dec.  403.  CaJ. — Beatty  v. 
Clark,  20  Cal.  11.  Conn. — Lockwood 
V.  Sturdevant,  6  Conn.  373.  Fla. 
Lines  v.  Darden,  5  Fla.  51.  Ga. — Sat- 
terfield  v.  Tate,  132  Ga.  256,  64  S.  E. 
60.  HI.— Breit  v.  Yeaton,  101  HI.  242; 
Bond  V.  Eamsey,  72  111.  550.  la. — Long 
V.  Hewitt,  44  Iowa  363;  Wilkinson  v. 
Getty,  13  Iowa  157,  81  Am.  Dec.  428. 
Ky. — Muldrow's  Heirs  v.  Fox's  Heirs, 
2  Dana  74.  Md. — Howard  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 11  Md.  259.  Mass.— Coates  v. 
Lunt,  210  Mass.  314,  96  N.  E.  685. 
Miss. — McCaleb  v.  Pradat,'  25  Miss. 
257.  N.  J. — Eo'beson  v.  Shotwell,  55 
N.  J.  Eq.  318,  36  Atl.  780;  Hampton 
V.  Nicholson,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  423;  Lip- 
pincott  V.  Stokes,  6  N.  J.  Eq.  122. 
N.  Y.— Ward  v.  Stanard,  82  App.  Div. 
386,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  906;  Kemp  v. 
Kemp,  36  Miss.  79,  72  N.  Y.  Supp. 
617;  Correll  v.  Lauterbaeh,  14  Misc. 
469,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  615,  71  N.  Y.  St. 
754.  N.  O.— Harrison  v.  Battle,  21  N. 
C.  213;  Sanderlin  v.  Thompson,  17  N.  C. 
539.      Ohio. — Stableton    v.    Ellison,    21 


Ohio  St.  527;  Barr  v.  Hatch,  3  Ohio 
527.  E.  I.— Brown  v.  Phillips,  16  E.  I. 
612,  18  Atl.  249.  Tex.— Cheveral  v. 
McCormiok,  58  Tex.  440;  Giddings  v. 
Butler,  47  Tex.  535.  Va.— Morriss' 
Exr.  V.  Morriss,  33  Gratt.  (74  Va.) 
51;  Justis  V.  English,  30  Gratt.  (71 
Va.)  565;  Knight  v.  Yarbrough,  1 
GUm.  (21  Va.)  27.  Eng.— Buekell  v. 
Blenkhorn,  5  Hare  131,  67  Eng.  Ee- 
print  857;  Cockerel!  v.  Cholmeley,  1 
Euss.  &  M.  418,  39  Eng.  Eeprint  161; 
Lowson  V.  Lowson,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  272, 
29  Eng.  Eeprint  532. 

[a]  Signature  Omitted.  —  Mass. 
Coates  V.  Lunt,  210  Mass.  314,  96  N.  E. 
685.  N.  J.— Eobeson  v.  Shotwell,  55 
N.  J.  Eq.  318,  824,  36  Atl.  780;  Lip- 
pincott  V.  Stokes,  6  N.  J.  Eq.  122. 
Eng. — Garth  v.  Townsend,  L.  E.  7  Eq. 
220. 

[b]  A  power  to  be  executed  by 
deed,  executed  by  will.  Sergeson  v. 
Sealey,  2  Atk.  412,  26  Eng.  Eeprint  " 
648,  9  Mod.  370,  88  Eng.  Eeprint  513; 
Wade  V.  Paget,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  363,  28 
Eng.  Eeprint  1180,  1  Cox  74,  29  Eng. 
Eeprint  1069;  Toilet  v.  Toilet,  2  P. 
Wms.  489,  24  Eng.  Eeprint  828. 

31.  Ga.— Satterfield  v.  Tate,  132  Ga. 
256,  64  S.  E.  60.  Tex. — Cheveral  v. 
McCormick,  58  Tex.  440.  Va. — Mor- 
riss' Exr.  V.  Morriss,  33  Gratt.  (74 
Va.)   51. 

[a]  Acting  Outside  Prescribed  Con- 
ditions.— (1)  When  an  executor  is 
authorized  to  sell  land  only  when  cer- 
tain beneficiaries  need  the  proceeds  for 
their  support  and  maintenance,  a  sale 
under  other  conditions,  even  with  their 
consent  and  with  the  purchaser's 
knowledge  of  such  limitations,  is  in- 
valid, and  cannot  be  aided  by  a  court 
of  equity.  Satterfield  v.  Tate,  132i  Ga. 
256,  64  S.  E.  60.  (2)  So,  too,  where 
a  power  of  appointment  is  limited  to  ' 
be  made,  whether  by  deed  or  will,  only 
aft*^'  a  certain  child  has  attained  the 
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power,  and  made  a  bona  fide  attempt  to  do  so.^^  The  equitable  right 
of  the  party  seeking  aid  must  be  superior  to  that  of  the  defendant.^' 
B.  PoK  AND  Against  Whom. — ^  Within  the  limitations  as  to  form, 
substance  and  authority  expressed  above,^*  equity  has  aided  defective 
execution  of  a  power  at  the  instance  of  a  wife,^^  a  child, ^^  eharities,^^ 
creditors,^^  and  purchasers  for  value  ;^^  but  has  refused  such  relief  in 
favor  of  grandchildren  as  against  children,*"  or  in  favor  of  a  husband 
as  against  the  wife,*^  or  in  favor  of  an  illegitimate  ehild,*^  brothers 
and  sisters,*^  nephews  and  nieces,**  cousins,*®  legatees,**  or  volun- 
teers.*" 


age  of  twenty-five,  an  appointment  is 
void  and  cannot  be  aided  in  equity 
which  was  made  by  will  before  such 
time,  even  though  the  will  did  not  be- 
come effective  until  after  the  child 
was  twenty-five.  Cooper  v.  Martin,  L. 
E.  3  Ch.  47,  17  L.-  T.  N.  S.  587,  16 
Wkly.   Eep.    234. 

32.  Coates  v.  Lunt,  210  Mass.  314, 
96  N.   E.   685. 

[a]  "The  elements  necessary  for  its 
exercise  are  that  there  should  be  a 
fixed  intent  to  execute  the  power  upon 
■a  sufficient  consideration  and  an  at- 
tempt to  effectuate  that  intent,  partial 
in  its  nature  and  falling  short  of 
accomplishing  the  purpose  by  reason 
of  some  defect  in  the  instrument  by 
which  the  attempt  is  made.  Coats  v. 
Lunt,  210  Mass.  314,  96  N".  E.  685. 

33.  Lines  v.  Darden,  5  Pla.  51;  Mor- 
risa'  Exr.  v.  Morriss,  33  Gratt.  51. 

34.  See  supra,  III,  A. 

35.  Lvnn  i\  Lynn,  33  111.  App. 
299;  Bruce  r.  Bruce,  L.  E.  11  Bq.  371, 
40  L.  J.  Ch.  141,  24  L.  T.  N.  S.  212; 
Hervey  v.  Hervev,  1  Atk.  561,  26  Eng. 
Eeprint  352;  Aliford  v.  Allford,  Gilb. 
167,   25  Eng.   Eeprint  117. 

36.  Lynn  v.  Lynn,  33  111.  App.  299; 
Sergeson  v.  Sealey,  2  Atk.  412,  26  Eng. 
Eeprint  648,  9  Mod.  370,  88  Eng.  Ee- 
print 513;  Sing  V.  Leslie,  2  Hem.  & 
M.  68,  10  Jur.  N.  S.  794,  33  L.  J. 
Ch.  549,  10  L.  T.  N.  S.  332,  4  New 
Eep.  17,  71  Eng.  Eeprint  385;  Morse 
V.  Martin,  34  Beav.  500,  55  Eng.  Ee- 
print 728. 

37.  Innes  v.  Sayer,  3  Mac.  &  G.  606, 
16  Jur.  2i;  21  L.  J.  Ch.  190,  18  L.  J. 
Ch.  274,  13  Jur.  402,  7  Hare  377,  42 
Eng.  Eeprint  393;  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Burdet, 
2  Vern.  Ch.  755,  23  Eng.  Eeprint  1093. 

38.  Evans    v.    Saunders,     1     Drew. 


415,  17  Jur.   338,  22  L.  J.   Ch.  471,  1 

Wkly.  Eep.  529,  61  Eng.  Eeprint  511; 
Hervey  v.  Hervey,  1  Atk.  561,  26  Eng. 
Eeprint    352. 

39.  Hughes  v.  Wells,  9  Hare  749, 
16  Jur.  927,  68  Eng.  Eeprint  717; 
Thackwell  v.  Gardiner,  5  DeG.  &  Sm. 
58,  16  Jur.  588,  21  L.  J.  Ch.  777,  64 
Eng.  Eeprint  1017;  Wilkie  v.  Holme, 
Dick.   165,   21    Eng.   Eeprint   232. 

40.  111. — Lynn  v.  Lynn,  33  111.  App. 
299.  Va. — Morriss'  Exr.  v.  Morriss,  33 
Gratt.  (74  Va.)  51.  Eng.— Kettle  v. 
Townsend,  1  Salk.  187,  91  Eng.  Ee- 
print 170;  Perry  v.  Whitehead,  6  Ves. 
Jr.  544,  31  Eng.  Eeprint  1187;  Tudor 
V.  Anson,  2  Ves.  Sen.  582,  28  Eng.  Ee- 
print 371. 

41.  Breit  v.  Teaton,  101  111.  242; 
Hughes  V.  Wells,  9  Hare  749,  16  Jur. 
927,  68  Eng.  Eeprint  717;  Moodie  v. 
Eeid,  1  Madd.  516,  2  Madd.  156,  56 
Eng.  Eeprint  189,  292,  16  Eev.  Eep. 
257. 

42.  Bramhall  v.  Hall,  Ambl.  467,  27 
Eng.  Eeprint  307,  2  Eden  220,  28  Eng. 
Eeprint  882;  Tudor  v.  Anson,  2  Ves. 
Sen.  582,  28  Eng.  Eeprint  371. 

43.  Goodwyn  v.  Goodwyn,  1  Ves. 
Sen.  226,  27  Eng.  Eeprint  998. 

44.  Marston  v.  Gowan,  3,Bro.  C.  C. 
170,  29  Eng.  Eeprint  471. 

45.  Tudor  v.  Anson,  2  Ves.  Sen.  5'82, 
28  Eng.  Eeprint  371. 

46.  Evans  v.  Saunders,  1  Drew. 
415,    17    Jur.    338,    22    L.    J.    Ch.    471, 

1  Wkly.  Eep.  529,  61  Eng.  Eeprint  511. 

47.  Wooster  v.  Cooper,  59  N.  J.  Eq. 
204,   45   Atl.   381;    Sergeson  v.  Sealey, 

2  Atk.  412,  26  Eng.  Eeprint  648,  9 
Mod.  370,  88  Eng.  Eeprint  513;  Evans 
V.  Evans,  1  Drew.  654,  61  Eng.  Eeprint 
601;  Ellison  v.  Ellison,  6  Ves.  Jr.  656, 
6  Eev.  Eep.  19,  31  Eng.  Eeprint  1243. 


PRACTICE.  —  See  Admiralty;  Equity  Jurisdiction  and  Procedure. 

See  also  the  specific  titles. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 

I.  DEFINITION  AND  GENERAL  STATEMENT,  487 

II.  TIME  OF  FILING,  488 

III.  POEM  AND  SUFFICIENCY,  488 

CBOSS-BEFEBENCES; 
Process ;  Service  af  Process  and  Papers. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work. 

I.  DEFINITION  AND  GENERAL  STATEMENT.  ■— A  praecipe 
is  a  written  direction  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  issue  a  particular 
writ.^  In  some  states  it  constitutes  part  of  the  record,^  and  it  is  a 
prerequisite  to  the  issuance  of  the  writ  under  sonLe  statutes,^  and  the 
clerk  is  not  bound  to  issue  the  process  without  the  written  praecipe.* 
It  is  not  jurisdictional,  however;'*  hence  a  writ  issued  without  such 


1.  Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  532;  Potter  v.  Hutchinson  Mfg. 
Co.,  87  Mich.  59,  49  N.  W.  517;  Black's 
Ijaw   Diet.;   Bouvier  Law  Diet. 

[a]  "Praecipe  (commaud),  a  sUp 
of  paper  upon  which  the  particulars  of 
a  writ  are  written;  it  is  lodged  in  the 
office  out  of  which  the  required  writ 
is  to  be  issued."  Wharton's  Law 
Lexicon,  11th  ed.,  p.  668. 

[b]  It  is  given  to  the  clerk  for  his 
guidance  and  contains  the  data  from 
which  he  may  frame  the  required 
process.  Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  532. 

2.  Fitzsimons  ■;;.  Salomon,  2  Bin. 
(Pa.)  436;  "Wiliinson  v.  North  Bast 
Borough,  215  Pa.  486,  64  Atl.  734. 

3.  Fla. — MoMillon  v.  Harrison,  66 
Pla.  200,  63  So.  427,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
946.  Ind. — Johnson  v.  Lynch,  87  Ind. 
326;  Robinson  v.  Brown,  74  Ind.  365. 
Kan. — Kennedy  v.  Beck,  15  Kan.  555; 
Manspeaker  v.  Bank  of  Topeka,  4  Kan. 
App.  768,  46  Pac.  1012.  Ohio.— State 
1).  Caffee,  6  Ohio  150;  Smith  v.  Whit- 
tlesey, 19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  412",  10  Ohio 
Cir.  Dee.   377;    Collins  »,  Baltimore  & 


O.  E.  E.  Co.,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  270,  7  Ohio 
Dec.  445.  Okla.— State  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Oklahoma  City  Nat.  Bank,  21  Okla. 
823,  97  Pac.  574.  Pa.— Brothers  v. 
Mitchell,  157  Pa.  484,  27  Atl.  760; 
Loeb  V.  Allen,  32  Pa.  Super.  137. 

[a]  Such  statutes  are  merely  declar- 
ative of  the  common  law.  Johnson  v. 
Murray,  112  Ind.  154,  13  N.  E.  273, 
2  Am.  St.  Eep.  174. 

[b]  Prerequisite  to  the  Issuance  of 
a  Writ  of  Error. — Sehwabacher  v.  Wells, 
1   Wash.  Ter.  506. 

4.  Kan.— Goff  v.  Eussell,  3  Kan.  212. 
Ohio.— State  v.  Caffee,  6  Ohio  150.  Okla. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  ■;;.  Lam- 
bert, 31  Okla.  300,  121  Pac.  654,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913E,  329;  State  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Oklahoma  City  Nat.  Bank,  21  Okla. 
823,  97  Pac.  574. 

[a]  The  clerk  is  not  hound  to  issue 
process  without  a  praecipe  in  writing 
as  his  authority  and  indemnity.  State 
V.  Caffee,  6  Ohio  150. 

5.  McMillon  v.  Harrison,  66  Fla. 
200,  63  So.  427,  49  L.  E,  A.  (N.  S.) 
946. 

[aj    The  praecipe  "serves  the  two- 
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praecipe,^  or  one  issued  upon  a  praecipe  filed  by  the  defendant/  is 
valid. 

II.  TIME  OF  PILING. —  In  those  jurisdictions  where  an  action 
is  commenced  by  the  filing  of  a  declaration  or  complaint,  the  praecipe, 
if  one  is  required,  must  be  filed  after  the  filing  of  the  declaration  or 
complaint.®  In  the  federal  courts  the  district  attorney  in  a  criminal 
prosecution  may  give  the  clerk  instructions  in  the  form  of  a  praecipe 
directing  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  immediately  upon  return  of  an 
indictment.^ 

III.  FORM  AND  SUFFICIENCY."  —  The  praecipe  should  specify 
the  court,^^  the  names  of  the  parties,^^  the  nature  of  the  action,^^  the 
kind  of  writ,^*  when  it  is  to  be  made  returnable,^^  and  the  amount 
of  the  debt  or  damages.^"  Defects^'  or  omissions^*  in  the  praecipe  do 
not  oust  the  court  of  jurisdiction,  or  invalidate  the  writ.^*  Failure 
to  sign  the  praecipe  does  not  invalidate  it.^" 


fold  purpose  of  marking  the  time  when 
the  action  begins,  even  though  the  clerk 
should  be  dilatory  in  issuing  the  sum- 
mons, and  also  as  a  guide  to  the  clerk 
in  preparing  the  summons."  MoMil- 
lon  V.  Harrison,  66  Fla.  200,  63  So.  427, 
49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  946;  Benedict  v. 
Hadlow  Co.,  52  Fla.  188,  196,  42  So. 
239. 

6.  Ind. — Johnson  v.  Murray,  112  Ind. 
154,  13  N.  E.  273,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  174. 
Kan.— Goff  V.  Eussell,  3  Kan.  212.  Okla. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lam- 
bert, 31  Okla.  300,  121  Pac.  654,  Ann. 
Gas.  1913E,  329;  State  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Oklahoma  City  Nat.  Bank,  21  Okla. 
823,  97  Pac.  574. 

[a]  Under  the  common  law,  the  is- 
suance of  a  writ  without  the  authority 
of  the  plaintiff  did  not  render  it  void. 
Johnson  v.  Murray,  112  Ind.  154,  13 
N.  E.  273,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  174. 

7.  Goff  V.  Eussell,  3  Kan.  212;  State 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oklahoma  City  Nat. 
Bank,  21  Okla.  823,  97  Pac.  574. 

8.  Hust  V.  Conn,  12  Ind.  257,  where 
■summons  is  issued  upon  a  praecipe  filed 
prior  thereto  it  must  be  quashed  on  mo- 
tion. 

9.  United  States  v.  Van  Duzee,  140 
U.vS.  169,  11  Sup.  Ct.  758,  35  L.  ed. 
399. 

10.  Of  praecipe  on  appeal,  see  Nap- 
per  V.  Short,  17  111.  119;  Carr  v.  King 
Co.,  1  Wash.  Ter.  418;  McAlmond  v. 
Adams,  1  Wash.  Ter.  230. 

11.  Potter  V.  Hutchinson  Mfg.  Co., 
87  Mich.  59,  49  N.  W.  517. 

12.  Potter  V.  Hutchison  Mfg.  Co.,  87 
Mich.  59,  49  N.  W.  517. 

13.  Potter  V.  Hutchison  Mfg.  Co., 
87  Mich.  59,  49  N.  W.  517. 
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14.  Potter  V.  Hutchison  Mfg.  Co., 
87  Mich.  59,  49  N.  W.  517. 

[a]  A  praecipe  directing  the  clerk 
to  issue  "process"  in  a  replevin  suit 
is  sufficient  both  for  the  issuance  of 
summons  and  for  the  order  of  delivery. 
Kennedy  v.  Beck,  15  Kan.  555. 

15.  Potter  V.  Hutchison  Mfg.  Co., 
87  Mich.  59,  49  N.  W.  517. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
the  plaintiff  may  fix  the  day  by  en- 
dorsement upon  the  complaint  on  which 
the  defendant  shall  appear,  which  day 
shall  be  stated  in  the  summons,  an  en- 
dorsement of  the  date  without  desig- 
nating such  day  as  the  day  of  appear- 
ance is  sufficient.  Johnson  v.  Lynch, 
87  Ind.  326. 

16.  Potter  V.  Hutchison  Mfg.  Co., 
87  Mich.  59,  49  N.  W.  517. 

_  [a]  A  variance  between  the  prae- 
cipe and  the  declaration  in  the  amount 
of  damages  affords  no  ground  for  an 
appeal.     McKay  v.  Friebele,  8  Fla.  21. 

17.  Moore  v.  Glover,  115  Ind.  367, 
16  N.  E.  163;  Johnson  v.  Lynch,  87  Ind. 
326;  Eobinson  v.  Brown,  74  Ind.  365; 
Kennedy  v.  Beck,  15  Kan.  555;  Man- 
speaker  V.  Bank  of  Topeka,  4  Kan. 
App.   768,  46  Pac.   1012. 

18.  Benedict  v.  W.  T.  Hadlow  Co., 
52  Fla.  188,  42  So.  239;  Dusenberry  «. 
Bennett,  7  Kan.  App.  123,  53  Pac.  82. 

19.  Davis  V.  Erode,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
631. 

[a]  Praecipe  may  he  amended  to 
conform  to  the  writ.  Davis  v.  Brode, 
13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  631. 

20.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  does  not  In 
terms  require  the  plaintiff  to  subscribe 
his  name  to  the  praecipe,  an  endorse- 
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Amendment.    -  A  praecipe  may  be  amended/ 


ment  on  the  complaint  requesting  the 
issuance  of  summons  and  signed  by 
certain  attorneys  is  sufficient.  Robin- 
<on  V.  Brown,  74  Ind.  365,  even  though 
it  does  not  appear  that  they  were  the 
attorneys  for  plaintiff. 

[b]  Mere  formal' defect  which  may 
be  corrected  by  amendment.  Manspeak- 
er  V.  Bank  of  Topeka,  4  Kan.  App.  768, 
46  Pac.  1012. 


21.  Johnson  v.  Lynch,  87  Ind.  326; 
Manspeaker  v.  Bank  of  To'peka,  4  Kan, 
App.  768,  46  Pac.  1012. 

[a]  In  the  appellate  court,  so  as  tc 
correct  such  mistake.  Brothers  v 
Mitchell,  157  Pa.  484,  27  Atl.  760. 

[b]  To  Conform  to  Writ. — Davis  1 
Erode,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  631. 

Amendment  of  writ  to  conform  to 
praecipe,  see  the  title  "Process." 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.     GENERAL  STATEMENT,  490 
n.    AMENDMENT,  491 

III.  WAIVER,  492 

IV.  DEMURRER,  492 


CBOSS-BEFEBEITCES: 


Indictment  and  Information; 
Set-off,  Counterclaim  and 
Recoupment. 


Bills  and  Answers; 
Declaration  and  Complaint; 
Equity  Jurisdiction  and 
Procedure ; 

Prayer  or  request  for  instructions,  see  13  Standaed  Peoc.  717,  et 
seq. 

Prayer  for  relief  in  particular  actions  or  proceedings,  see  the 
specific  titles. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  990. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  GENERAL  STATEMENT.  —  Owing  to  the  nature  of  the  sub- 
ject it  has  been  found  more  convenient  to  treat  the  prayer  for  relief 
in  connection  with  the  specific  matter  to  which  it  is  related,  to  which 
reference  is  therefore  made.^ 

General  Necessity  and  Propriety.  —  As  a  general  rule,  whatever  may 
be  the  relief  desired  it  should  be  prayed  for.^  Thus,  in  equity  without 
a. prayer  for  relief,  either  general  or  special,  a  decree  may  not  be 


1.  See  particular  titles,  .and  the  in- 
dex to  this  work. 

In  plea,  see  generally  the  titles 
"Pleas;"  "Pleas  in  Equity;"  in  plea 
in  abatement,  see  1  Standard  Ptioc. 
43. 

In  bill  in  equity,  see  4  Standard 
Proc.  136. 

In  cross-bill,  see  6  Standard  Peoc. 
280,  et  seq. 

In  cross-complaint,  see  6  Standard 
Proc.  306. 

In  declaration  or  complaint,  see  6 
Standard  Proc.  712,  et  seq. 
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In  replications,  replies,  rejoinders 
and  subsequent  pleadings,  see  the  titles 
"Eeplication  and  Reply;"  "Rejoinder 
and  Subsequent  Pleadings." 

In  suit  for  injun^iO'n,  see  13  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  346. 

Prayer  for  process,  see  4  Standard 
Proc.  144. 

As  determining  the  nature  of  tho 
action,  see  5  Standard  Peoc.  361;  6 
Standard  Proc.  718 ;  16  Standard  Proc. 
878,  note  49  [a]  and  [d]. 

2.  See  the  references  in  the  pre. 
ceding  note. 
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rendered  for  the  plaintiff,^  unless,  as  has  been  held,  the  defendant  has 
previously  waived  its  omission.*  Similarly,  if  there  is  a  prayer  for 
special,  but  not  for  general  relief,  the  relief  awarded  cannot  go  beyond 
such  as  is  specifically  prayed  for.^  On  the  other  hand,  a  single  prayer 
is  sufficient,  and  therefore,  though  a  pleading  may  present  several 
grounds  for  the  relief  sought,  as  where  a  complaint  consists  of  several 
counts,  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  nrayer  should  be  appended  to  the 
statement  of  each  such  ground  for  relief,  but  a  single  prayer  made 
at  the  end  of  the  pleading  is  sufficient,®  and,  as  a  general  rule,  the 
prayer  need  not  be  specific,  i.  e.,  if  a  general  prayer  be  made,  the 
party  may  be  awarded  whatever  relief  the  pleadings  and  evidence  en- 
titled him  to.''  But  the  prayer  must  be  adapted  to  the  matters  con- 
tained in  the  pleading  f  thus  in  an  action  at  law  a  prayer  for  equitable 
relief  will  be  of  no  avail,  unless  the  petition  states  facts  sufficient  to 
authorize,  and  the  court  has  the  power,  to  grant  such  relief.^  A  prayer 
for  relief  forms  no  part  of  the  statement  of  the  cause  of  action  to 
which  it  is  attached,^"  except  as  it  may  be  looked  to  in  aid  of  an 
ambiguous  pleading,^^  or  to  determine  the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury.^^ 
So,  though  the  relief  prayed  for  may  be  inappropriate,  the  petition 
to  which  it  is  attached  is  not  thereby  rendered  insufficient.^^ 

II.  AMENDMENT.  —  Amendments  to  prayers  for  relief  are  us- 
ually controlled  by  the  same  principles  which  regulate  the  allowance 
of  amendments  generally.^*  Amendments  of  the  prayer  for  relief 
may  be  made  at  the  time  of  trial.^^ 

Increasing  the  Prayer It  is  proper  to  allow  an  amendment  of  the 


3.  Dews  V.  Cornish,  20  Ark.  332; 
Perry  v.  Perry,  65  Me.  399. 

Effect  on  scope  and  extent  of  judg- 
ment or  relief  awarded,  see  generally 
15  Standard  Proc.  46;  default  judg- 
ments, see  4  Standard  Proc.  137;  in 
equity,  6  Standard  Proc.  754 ;' 14  Stand- 
ard Proc.  904. 

4.  Smith  V.  Smiti,  4  Band.  (25  Va.) 
95. 

5.  Wyatt  V.  Greer,  4  Stew.  &  P. 
(Ala.)  318;  Dews  v.  Cornish,  20  Ark. 
332. 

6.  Baxter  v.  Camp,  71  Conn.  245,  41 
Atl.  803,  42  L.  R.  A.  514,  71  Am.  St. 
Eep.  169.     See  6  Standard  Proc.   714. 

7.  Kelley  «;.  Wehn,  63  Neb.  410,  88 
N.  W.  682.  See  4  Standard  Proc.  137; 
6  Standard  Proc.  240;  11  Standard 
PeOC.  432;    14  STANDARD  Peoc.  121. 

8.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  715. 
Demurrer    when    not    gerjnane,    see 

infra,  IV. 

9.  Emanuel  v.  Barnard,  71  Neb.  756, 
99  N.  W.  666. 

10.  King  V.  Milner  (Colo.),  167  Pac. 
957;  Smith  v.  Smith,  67  Kan.  841,  73 
Pae.  56.  See  6  Standabd  Pboc.  716, 
et  seq. 


11.  Friek  v.  Freudenthal,  45  Misc. 
348,  90  N.  T.  Supp.  344;  Wheatley  v. 
Oregon  Short  Line  B.  Co.,  49  Utah  105, 
162  Pac.  86.  See  5  Standard  Proc. 
361;  6  Standard  Proc.  718. 

12.  Schafberg  v.  Schaf berg,  52  Mich. 
429,  18  N.  W.  202.  See  16  Standard 
Proc.  877.  But  see  Morton  B.  &  T. 
Co.  V.  Sodergren,  130  Minn.  252,  153 
N.  W.  527;  Gandy  v.  Wiltse,  79  Neb. 
280,  112  N.    W.  569.       , 

13.  V.  S.— Erie  City  Iron  Works  v. 
Thomas,  139  Fed.  995.  Ind.— Mark  v. 
Murphy,  76  Ind.  534.  Ky.— Bassett  v. 
Bassett,  9  Bush   696. 

See  6  Standard  Proc.  715,  et  seq. 

14.  See  the  title  "Amendments." 
As  changing  the  cause  of  action,  see 

1  Standard  Peoc.  927, 

Omission  of  prayer  may  be  supplied 
by  amendment.  See  6  Standard  Peoc. 
713,  note  41. 

15.  King  V.  Milner  (Colo.),  167  Pac. 
957;  Kreuger  v.  Sylvester,  100  Iowa 
647,   69  N.    W.  ,1059. 

In  equity,  prayer  for  process  may  be 
supplied  by  amendment,  4  Standard 
Peoc.  146. 

Prayer  for  instructions,    amendment 
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prayer  to  increase  the  relief  therein  asked  for.^' 

III.  WAIVER.  —  The  omission  of  a  prayer  may  be  waived  by  the 
defendant.^' 

IV.  DEMURRER.  —  The  propriety  of  a  demurrer  to  reach  defects 
in  a  prayer  for  relief  is  fully  treated  in  another  part  of  this  work.^' 


or  modification  of,  13  Standard  Peoc. 
745,  et  seq. 

16.  King  V.  Milner  (Colo.),  167  Pac. 
957. 

On  appeal  from  justice,  see  18  Stand- 
ard Proc.  325,  330. 

17.  Smith   V.   Smith,    4    Band.     (25 
Va.)   95. 

[a]    Ib  equity,  ipikyet   for   process, 


waived  by  general  appearance,  4  Stand- 
ard Proc.  146,  and,  it  has  been  held, 
the  omission  of  any  prayer  for  relief 
may  be  waived  in  a  similar  manner. 
Smith  V.  Smith,  4  Band.  (25  Va.)  95. 

18.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  912,  935, 
note  11;  in  equity,  generally,  see  4 
Standard  Peoc.  136,  and  for  want  of 
prayer  for  process,  see  4  Standard  Peoc. 
146. 


PREJUDICE.  —  See  Change  of  Venue;  Juries  and  Jurors;  Transfer 

of  Causes. 
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CKOSS-BEFEBENCES: 
Grand  Jury;  Indictment  and  Information; 

Jeopary. 
For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  991,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cro^s-referenees,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  GENERAL  STATEMENT.  —  A  preliminary  examination  is  a 
hearing  given  to  one  charged  with  a  crime  by  a  magistrate  or  judge 
exercising  the  functions  of  a  committing  magistrate  in  order  to  ascer- 
tain whether  a  crime  has  been  committed,  and  whether  there  is 
probable  cause  to  believe  that  the  accused  is  guilty  thereof.^  Its 
object  is  to  obviate  the  possibility  of  groundless  prosecutions,^  and  to 
secure  the  presence  of  the  accused  at  the  trial,  if  subsequently  in- 
dicted or  if  an  information  is  filed  against  him.^  It  also  serves  to 
perpetuate  testimony.*    It  is  probably  also  for  the  purpose  of  giving 


1.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — United 
States  V.  Greene,  100  Fed.  941.  Cal. 
People  V.  Sherman,  98  Cal.  xviii,  32 
Pac.  879.  Colo. — In  re  Dolph,  17  Colo. 
35,  28  Pae.  470.  Haw. — Hawaii  v. 
Yamane  Nenchiro,  12  Hawaii  189.  Kan. 
State  V.  Pigg,  80  Kan.  481,  103  Pac. 
121,  18  Ann.  Cas.  521;  State  v.  Bailey, 
32  Kan.  83,  3  Pac.  769.  La.— State 
V.  Brunot,  104  La.  237,  28  So.  996.  Me. 
State  V.  Hartwell,  35  Me.  129.  Mich. 
MoCurdy  V.  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co., 
115  Mich.  20,  72  N.  W.  996;  Yaner 
V.  People,  34  Mich.  286.  Minn. — Wage- 
ner  v.  Eamsey,  76  Minn.  368,  79  N.  W. 
166.  Mont. — State  v.  District  Court, 
26  Mont.  275,  67  Pae.  943.  Neb. 
Jahnke  v.  State,  68  Neb.  154,  94  N.  W. 
158,  104  N.  W.  154;  Van  Buren  v. 
State,  65  Neb.  223,  91  N.  W,  201; 
Latimer  v.  State,  55  Neb.  609,  76  N. 
W.  207,  70  Am.  St.  Eep.  403.  Nev. 
^x  parte  Oxley,  38  Nev.  379,  149  Pac. 
992.  N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Murphy  v. 
Crane,  80  App.  Div.  202,  80  N.  Y. 
Supp.  408.  N.  D. — State  v.  Wisnevski, 
13  N.  D.  649,  102  N.  W.  883,  3  Ann. 
Cas.  907.  Phil.  Isl.— United  States  v. 
McGovern,  6  Phil.  Lsl.  621.  Tex.— Ea; 
■parte  Burkham  (Tex.  Crira.),  33  S.  W. 
974.  Wis.— Campbell  v.  State,  111  Wis. 
152,  86  N.  W.  855;  State  v.  Huegin, 
110  Wis.  189,  85  N.  W.  1046,  62  L.  E. 
A.   700. 

[a]  "It  is  a  proceeding  before  a 
regularly  constituted  court  or  judicial 
magistrate  in  which  the  accused  has 
the  right  to  be  present  and  hear  all 
the  witnesses,  participate  in  their  ex- 
amination, and  be  heard  also  in  his 
own  behalf."     In  re  Dolph,  17  Colo. 


35,  28  Pac.  470.     As  to  conduct  of  ex- 
amination,  see  infra,  V. 

[b]  Such  an  Examination  Is  a 
IMere  Inquest. — State  v.  McGinley,  153 
Wis.  5,  140  N.  W.  332. 

2.  State  V.  Flann'ery,  263  Mo.  579, 
173  S.  W.  1053;  State  v.  Sassaman,  214 
Mo.  695,  723,  114  S.  W.  590;  State  v. 
Jeffries,  210  Mo.  302,  320,  109  S.  W. 
614,  14  Ann.  Cas.  524;  United  States 
V.  Grant,  18  Phil.  lsl.  122,  147.  See 
also  McDonald  v.  King,  26  Can.  Grim. 
Cas.  175. 

[a]  The  chief  object  is  (1)  to  pre- 
vent innocent  persons  from  being  in- 
carcerated, for  a  considerable  length  of 
time  awaiting  trial  (State  v.  Solomon, 
158  Wis.  146,  147  N.  W.  640,  148  N. 
W.  1095,  Ann.  Cas.  1916E,  309),  (2) 
to  protect  the  citizen  against  the  arbi- 
trary action  of  the  prosecuting  oflieer. 
State  V.  Hasledahl,  3  N.  D.  36,  53  N. 
W.  430.  N 

3.  Mo. — State  v.  Flannery,  263  Mo. 
579,  173  S.  W.  1053;  State  v.  Jeffries, 
210  Mo.  302,  320,  109  S.  W.  614,  14 
Ann.  Cas.  524.  Neb. — Jahnke  v.  State, 
68  Neb.  154,  94  N.  W.  158,  .104  N.  W. 
154.  N.  D. — State  v.  Wisnewski,  13 
N.  D.  649,  102  N.  W.  883,  3  Ann. 
Cas.  907. 

[a]  To  fix  the  amount  of  bail  under 
which  the  accused  should  be  held  to 
answer.  State  v.  Pjgg,  80  Kan.  481, 
103  Pac.  121,  18  Ann.  Cas.  521. 

Preliminary  examination  as  pre- 
requisite to  indictment  or  information, 
see  the  title  "Indictmeiit  and  Infor- 
mation." 

4.  Haw.- — Hawaii  v.  Yamane  Nen- 
chiro, 12  Hawaii  189.    Kan. — State  v. 
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the  defendant  a  reasonable  notice  of  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
offense  charged  against  him;^  and,  further,  that  the  prosecuting  at- 
torney may  have  something  to  guide  him  in  determining  the  char- 
acter of  the  offense  he  will  charge  against  the  accused  in  the  informa- 
tion.° 

The  preliminary  examination  is  in  no  sense  a  judicial  trial,  in  which 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused  is  determined  or  adjudged.''    A 


Pigg,  80  Kan.  481,  103  Pae.  121,  18 
Ann.  Gas.  521.  La. — State  v.  Brunot, 
104  La.  237,  28  So.  996;  Ex  parte  John- 
son, 48  La.  Ann.  1405,  20  So.  892; 
State  V.  Ozer,  5  La.  Ann.  744.  Mo. 
State  V.  Sassaman,  214  Mo.  695,  723, 
114  S.  W.  590;  State  v.  Jeffries,  210 
Mo.  302,  320,  109  S.  W.  614,  14  Ann. 
Gas.  524. 

[a]  One  purpose  is  "to  preserve 
the  evidence  against  a  defendant  and 
enable  the  state  to  have  the  witnesses 
enter  into  a  recognizance  to  appear  be- 
fore the  court  that  had  jurisdiction 
to  finally  try  the  cause."  State  v. 
Sassaman,  214  Mo.  695,  723,  114  S.  "W. 
590. 

[b]  "Witnesses  may  die,  or  leave 
the  state,  or  become  disqualified  to 
testify.  Hence  the  necessity  to  per- 
petuate their  testimony  in  form  for 
future  use,  and  the  best  and  most 
practical  way  to  do  this  is  through 
a  preliminary  examination."  Slate 
€x  rel.  Guion  v.  Brunot,  104  La.  237,  28 
So.  996. 

5.  State  V.  Myers,  54  Kan.  206,  213, 
38  Pac.  296;  State  v.  Bailey,  32  Kan. 
83,  88,  3  Pac.  769;  State  v.  Jensen,  34 
Utah  166,  96  Pac.  1085. 

6.  Hawaii  v.  Yamane  Nenchiro,  12 
Hawaii  189. 

7.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — United 
States  V.  Lantry,  30  Fed.  232.  Idaho. 
State  V.  Eaaf,  16  Idaho  411,  101  Pac. 
747.  La. — State  v,  Brunot,  104  La. 
237,  28  So.  996.  Mich.— McCurdy  v. 
New  York  Life  Ins.  Go.,  115  Mich.  20, 
72  N.  W.  996;  Turner  v.  People,  33 
Mich.  363.  Mo.— State  v.  Plannery, 
263  Mo.  579,  173  S.  W.  1053.  Neb. 
Sothman  v.  State,  66  Neb.  302,  92  N. 
"W.  303;  Van  Buren  v.  State,  65  Neb. 
223,  91  N.  W.  201;  Latimer  v.  State, 
55  Neb.  609,  76  N.  W.  207,  70  Am. 
St.  Rep.  403.  Nev.— Ea;  parte  Oxley, 
38  Nev.  379,  149  Pac.  992.  N.  D. 
State  V.  Wisnewski,  13  N.  D.  649,  102 
N.  W.  883,  3  Ann.'  Gas.  907.  See  Har- 
ris V.  Rolette  County,  16  N.  D.  204, 
112  N.  W.  971.  Okla.— Ea  parte  Be- 
ville,  6  Okla.  Grim.  145,  117  Pac.  725. 
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S.  D. — State  v.  Sonnenschein,  37  S.  D. 
139,  156  N.  W.  906.  Wash.— State  v. 
Newton,  29  Wash.  373,  70  Pac.  31. 
Wis.— Campbell  v.  State,  111  Wis.  152, 
86  N.  W.  855;  State  v.  Huegin,  110 
Wis.  189,  85  N.  W.  1046,  62  L.  E.  A. 
700. 

See  also  McDonald  v.  The  King,  26 
Can.  Grim.  Gas.  175. 

Com/pare  infra,  notes  9  and  10;  also 
State  V.  Beaverstad,  12  N.  D.  527,  97 
N.  W.  548. 

[a]  "It  is  a  mere  judicial  inquiry, 
as  before  indicated,  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  whether  an  offense  has 
been  committed  and  there  is  a  prob- 
ability that  the  accused  is  guilty  there- 
of and  should  be  placed  on  trial  there- 
for. No  plea  or  issue  is  necessary. 
No  jury  is  demandable  or  proper.  The 
doctrine  of  res  adjudicata  does  not 
apply  so  that  the  result  of  one  in- 
quiry will  preclude  another."  State 
ex  rel.  Burner  v.  Huegin,  110  Wis.  189, 
85  N.  W.  1046,  62  L.  E.  A.  700. 

[b]  "The  preliminary  examination 
is  a  proceeding  had  both  in  conform- 
ity with  the  constitution  .  .  .  and 
the  statute,  whereby  a  person  charged 
with  the  commission  of  an  offense  cog- 
nizable only  in  the  district  court  may 
be  held  either  in  prison  or  under  bail, 
to  appear  before  the  district  court, 
there  to  answer  any  indictment  by 
a  grand  jury  or  information  by  the 
prosecuting  attorney  that  may  be  filed 
against  him."  State  v.  Eaaf,  16  Idaho 
411,  107  Pac.   747. 

[c]  Defendant  Need  Not  Plead. 
"It  is  not  even  necessary  that  the 
person  charged  with  having  committed 
a  crime  on  being  brought  before  a 
magistrate  should  be  asked  to  plead, 
or  enter  a  plea  of  guilty,  or  not  guilty, 
to  the'  complaint."  Latimer  v.  State, 
55  Neb.  609,  76  N.  W.  207,  70  Am. 
St.  Rep.  403. 

Defendant  cannot  plead  former 
Jeopardy  on  a  subsequent  trial  for  the 
same  offense,  see  generally  14  Standt 
AED  Peoc.  576,  et  seq. 
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criminal  prosecution  is  regarded  as  pending  from  the  time  of  com 
mencement  of  the  proceedings  before  a  committing  magistrate,  hoW' 
ever.^     The   proceeding,   while  somewhat  informal,  is  an  adversary 
one.' 

The  same  strictness  is  not  required  on  a  preliminary  examination 
in  matters  of  pleading  as  is  required  in  framing  and  construing  in- 
formations or  indictments.^" 

II.  RIGHT  TO.  —  A.  Generally.  —  In  the  absence  of  a  statute, 
no  preliminary  examination  is  necessary.^^  Such  a  proceeding  was 
unknown  to  the  common  law;^^  and  it  is  not  usually  a  constitutional 
right,^^  though  in  a  few  states  a  person  charged  by  information  with 


8.  State  V.  Dlugi,  123  Minn.  392, 
143  N.  W.  971.  See  also  V.  S.—In  re 
Kelly,  46  Fed.  653,  659.  Mo.— Ex  parte 
Bedard,  106  Mo.  616,  17  S.  W.  693. 
M".  D.— State  v.  Wisnewski,  13  N.  D. 
649,  102  N.  W.  883,  3  Ann,  Gas.  907, 
commencement  of  criminal  prosecu- 
tion. 

But  see  Kemper  v.  State,  63  Tex. 
Grim.  1,  138  S.  W.  1025. 

See  generally  the  title  "Suita  and 
Actions." 

9.  Foley  v.  Ham,  102  Kan.  66,  169 
Pac.  183,  L.  E.  A.  1918G,  204.  "It 
is  accusatory  or  litigious,  rather  than 
inquisitorial  in  character.  It  has  some- 
thing of  the  aspect  of  a  voluntary  in- 
vestigation conducted  by  the  magis- 
trate, while  exercising  a  function 
somewhat  analogous  to  that  of  a  grand 
jury,  to  determine  whether  or  not  there 
is  ground  for  a  prosecution.  But 
under  our  practice  it  is  quite  differ- 1 
ent  from  that.  It  constitutes  actual 
litigation  between  opposing  parties.  ! 
Testimony  taken  at  such  a  hearing ' 
may  be  used  at  the  trial  in  the  district 
court,  if  the  attendance  of  the  wit- 
ness cannot  be  had  .  .  .,  a  course 
which  could  scarcely  be  justified  if  the 
proceedings  were  not  essentially  judi- 
cial— a  trial  between  opposing  parties 
presided  over  by  a  judge." 

10.  See  the  following:  Mich. — Tur- 
ner V.  People,  33  Mich.  363.  Mo. 
State  V.  Flannery,  263  Mo.  579,  173 
S.  W.  1053.  N".  D.— State  v.  Hart,  30 
N.  D.  368,  152  N.  W.  672;  State  v. 
Wisnewski,  13  N.  D.  649,  102  N.  W. 
883,  3  Ann.  Gas.  907;  State  v.  Barnes, 
3  N.  D.  131,  54  N.  W.  541.  Okla. 
Ponosky  v.  State,  8  Okla.  Grim.  116, 
126  Pac.  451.  Utah.— State  v.  Pay,  45 
Utah  411,  146  Pae.  300,  Ann.  Gas. 
1917B,  173. 

[a]    It  "is  not  necessary  tiiat  tbe 


papers  and.  proceedings  .  .  .  should 
set  forth  the  ofleuse  in  all  its  details 
and  with  perfect  and  exhaustive  ac- 
curacy. For  the  purpose  of  authoriz- 
ing a  final  trial  and  of  requiring  that 
the  defendant  should  plead  to  the 
merits  of  the  action,  all  that  is  neces- 
sary is  that  the  defendant  should  be 
given  a  fair  opportunity  to  know  by 
a  proffered  preliminary  examination 
the  general  character  and  outlines  of 
the  offense  charged  against  him." 
State  V.  Bailey,  32  Kan.  83,  89,  3  Pac. 
769.  See  also  State  v.  Moon,  71  Kan. 
349,  80  Pac.  597;  State  v.  Wisnewski, 
13  N.  B.  649,  102  N.  W.  883,  3  Ann. 
Gas.  907. 

11.  See  the  following:  Colo. — Holt 
V.  State,  23  Golo.  1,  45  Pac.  374.  La. 
State  V.  Mates,  133  La.  714,  63  So. 
294.  Mo.— State  v.  Jeffries,  210  Mo. 
302,  109  S.  W.  614,  14  Ann.  Gas.  524. 
N.  D.— State  v.  Gottlieb,  21  N.  D.  179, 
129  N.  W.  460;  State  v.  Eozum,  8  N.  D. 
548,  80  N.  W.  477.  Wis.— State  v. 
Solomon,  158  Wis.  146,  147  N.  W.  640, 
148  N.  W.  1095,  Ann.  Gas.  1916E, 
309.  .  ' 

See  also  12  Standard  Peoc.  90;  113. 

12.  State  V.  Solomon,  158  Wis.  146, 
147  N.  W.  640,  148  N.  W.  1095,  Ann. 
Gas.  1916E,  309^;  State  v,  Huegin,  110 
Wis.  189,  85  N.  W.  1046,  62  L.  E.  A. 
700. 

13.  Holt  17.  People,  23  Golo.  1,  45 
Pae.  374;  State  v.  Hart,  30  N.  D.  368, 
152  N.  W.  672;  State  v.  Gottlieb,  21 
N.  D.  179,  129  N.  W.  460;,  State  v. 
Winbauer,  21  N.  D.  161,  129  N.  W. 
97;  State  v.  Eozum,  8  N.  D.  548,  80 
N.  W.  477.  See  also  State  v.  Mc- 
Gilvery,  20  Wash.  240,  55  Pae.  115. 

[a]  The  "due  process  of  law" 
clause  of  the  federal  constitution  does 
not  render  it  obligatory  upon  the  states 
to  provide  for  a  preliminary  examina- 
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the  commission  af  a  crime  has  a  constitutional  right  to  a  preliminary 
examination  therefor."  Statutes,  however,  exist  in  many  states  pro- 
viding for  a  preliminary  examination  in  certain  cases  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  prosecution  of  one  charged  with  crime."  Amd  the 
statutory  scheme  or  statutory  declarations  must  govern.^*  The  right 
to  a  preliminary  examination  is  not  canfined  to  the  person  accused. 
It  exists  in  the  prosecution  as  well." 

Where  Examiiiing' Magistrate  Has  JujisdictioB  To  Try  Offense. — For  min- 
or offenses,  which  the  examining  magistrate  has  jurisdiction  to  try,  no 
preliminary  examination  is  required  or  demandable  as  of  right;"  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  to  try  aud  render  final  judgment  in  such 
case;  he  has  no  authority  to  bind  the  defendant  over  to  a  court  of 
record.^* 


tion  prior  to  the  formal  accusation  by 
the  district  attorney.  Lem  Woon  v. 
State,  229  U.  S.  586,  33  Sup.  Ct.  783, 
57  L.  ed.  1340.  See  also  State  v. 
Gottlieb,  21  N.  D.  179,  129  N.  W.  460. 
[b]  A  statute  expressly  providing 
that  "no  preliminary  examination  shall 
be  necessary  before  trial  in  criminal 
actions  in  the  county  court"  is  not  un- 
constitutional. State  V.  Gottlieb,  21 
N.  D.  179,  129  N.  W.  460. 

14.  See  the  following:  Ariz. — Const, 
of  1910,  art.  II,  §10;  Vincent  v.  State, 
16  Ariz.  297,  145  Pac.  241.  Idaho. 
Const.,  1889,  art.  I,  §8;  State  «.  Fred- 
eric, 28  Idaho  709,  155  Pac.  977;  State 
V.  West,  20  Idaho  387,  118  Pac.  773. 
Okla.— Const.,  1907,  art.  II,  §17;  Say- 
ers  V.  State,  10  Okla.  Grim.  195,  135 
Pac.  944;  Wines  v.  State,  7  Okla.  Crim. 
450,  124  Pac.  466;  Williams  v.  State, 
6  Okla.  Crim.  373,  118  Pac.  1006; 
Fields  V.  State,  5  Okla.  Crim.  520,  115 
Pac.  608.  Utah. — Const.,  1895,  art.  I, 
§13;  State  V.  Hoben,  36  Utah  186,  102 
Pac.  1000;  State  v.  Jensen,  34  Utah 
166,   96  Pac.   1085. 

See  also  12  Standard  Peoc.  114. 

15.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  follow- 
ing: Mich. — People  v.  Wright,  89  Mich. 
70,  50  N.  W.  792;  O'Hara  v.  People, 
41  Mich.  623,  3  N.  W.  161.    Mo.— State 

■  V.  Anderson,  252  Mo.  83,  158  S.  W. 
817;  State  v.  Schenk,  238  Mo.  429,  142 
S.  W.  263.  Neb.— Latimer  v.  State,  55 
Neb.  609,  76  N.  W.  207,  70  Am.  St. 
Eep.  403. 

Preliminary  examination  as  prerequi- 
site to  indictment,  see  12  Standard 
Peoc.  90,  et  seq,;  to  information,  see 
12  Standaed  Pace.  113,  et  seq. 

16.  State  V.  Salomon,  158  Wis.  146, 
147  N.  W.  640,  148  N.  W.  1095,  Awn. 
Gas.  1916B,  309. 
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[a]  Under  Missouri  statute,  (1)  pre- 
liminary hearing  can  only  be  demanded 
as  of  right  where  the  accused  is 
charged  with  a  capital  offense.  State 
V.  Anderson,  252  Mo.  83,  158  S.  W. 
817;  State  v.  Schenk,  238  Mo.  429,  142 
S.  W.  263.  (2)  Parties  charged  with 
an  ordinary  felony  are  not  entitled  to 
a  preliininary  exainination  before  a 
committing  magistrate.  State  v. 
Pierce,  243  Mo.  524,  147  S.  W.   970. 

17.  State  «;.  Brunot,  104  La.  237,  28 
So.  996.  See  also  State  v.  Pay,  45 
Utah  411,  146  Pac.  300;  State  v.  Hoben, 
36  Utah  1&6,  201,  102  Pac.  1000. 

18.  S«e  the  following:  Idaho. — State 
V.  Eaaf,  16  Idaho  411,  101  Pac.  747. 
"HSXtiti. — Byrnes  v.  People,  37  Mich.  515. 
N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Cohen  v.  Warden 
Third  Dist.  Prison,  150  App.  Div.  419, 
13,5  N.  Y.  Supp.  159;  People  v.  Cuatt, 
70  Misc.  453,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  1114. 
Wis.— State  V.  Solomon,  158  Wis.  146, 
147  N.  W.  64P,  148  N.  W.  1095,  Ann. 
Gas.  1916E,  309.  Wyo.— State  v.  Sure- 
ties of  Krohne,  4  Wyo.  347,  358,  34 
Pac.  3. 

See  also  People  v.  Grote,  153  N.  Y. 
Supp.  631,  affirmed,  170  App.  Div.  898, 
154   N.  Y.   Supp.   1137. 

[a]  "The  principle  runs  through  all 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  providing 
for  preliminary  examinations  that  they 
are  to  be  held  only  in  such  cases  as 
are  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  jus- 
tices' courts."  State  v.  Baaf,  16  Idaho 
411,   101   Pac.   747. 

19.  See  I  the  following:  Ala. — Jones 
V.  State,  168  Ala.  107,  53  So.  286; 
State  V.  McPherson,  165  Ala.  140,  51 
So.  603.  Ark. — Thomm  v.  State,  35 
Arlf-.  327.  Conn. — Darling  v.  Hubbel), 
9  Conn.  350.  Kam. — In  re  Crandall,  59 
Kan.  671,  54  Pac  68i6.    Mich.— Byrnes 
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Eule  in  Federal  Courts.  — Though  the  practice  in  the  state  court  may- 
require  a  preliminary  examination  as  a  prerequisite  to  a  prosecution 
for  an  offense  therein,  such  practice  does  not  necessarily  obtain  in  a 
federal  court  sitting  in  the  state.^" 

CfompelUng  Examination. — "Where  the  right  exists,  the  magistrate  may 
be  compelled  by  mandamus  to  proceed  \pth  the  preliminary  examina- 
tion.^i 

B.  Waiver  of  Eight.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Though  no  express  pro- 
vision of  statute  authorizes  a  defendant  to  waive  a  preliminary  exam- 
ination,^^ such  examination,  being  primarily  a  personal  right  or  privi- 
lege for  his  benefit,  may  be  waived,  if  the  defendant  so  desires.^^    But 


V.  People,  37  Mich.  515.  Miss.— Smith 
V.  State,  86  Miss.  315,  38  So.  319. 
N.  0.— State  v.  Clayton,  146  N.  C.  599, 
60  S.  B.  415.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Hooper,  55 
Pa.  Super.  518.  Tenn. — Leech  v.  State, 
124  Tenn.  74,  135  S.  W.  320.  Wis. 
State  V.  Solomon,  158  Wis.  146,  147 
N.  W.  640,  148  N.  W.  1095,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916E,  309. 

Compare  State  ex  rel.  Thurston  v. 
Sargent,  71  Minn.  28,  73  N.  W.  626. 
[a]  But  where  two  oSenses  are  em- 
bodied in  an  affidavit  filed  with  a 
magistrate,  one  of  which  is  triable  by 
him,  and  the  other  by  a  court  of  rec- 
ord and  it  appears  from  the  prelim- 
inary examination  that  there  is  prob- 
able cause  to  believe  the  defendant 
guilty  of  the  latter  offense,  it  is 
proper  to  bind  the  accused  over  for 
trial  before  a  court  of  general  juris- 
diction. Ex  parte  Holcomb,  60  Tex. 
Crim.  204,  131   S.  W.   604. 

20.  United  States  v.  Kerr,  159  Fed. 
185,  wherein  the  court  said:  "What- 
ever may  be  said  concerning  the  power 
of  a  grand  jury  in  the  Pennsylvania 
courts  to  find  an  indictment  where  the 
accused  has  not  had  a  previous  hear- 
ing before  a  magistrate,  it  is  clear 
that  no  such  hearing  is  necessary  in 
the  federal  courts.  No  doubt  a  prose- 
cution before  these  tribunals  is  ordi- 
narily begun  in  much  the  same  way 
as  in  the  criminal  courts  of  the  state. 
Information  is  laid  before  a  commis- 
sioner, who  hears  the  government's 
case  and  thereupon  either  discharges 
the  accused  or  holds  him  to  answer; 
hut  this  preliminary  examination  is 
not  essential  as  the  federal  authorities 
abundantly  show.  If  the  grand  jury 
sees  proper  to  act  upon  evidence  that 
is  brought  to  their  attention,  they  may 
bring  in  a  suitable  indictment,  al- 
though the  charge  is  made  for  the  first 


time  by  their  finding,  and  although 
the  accused  has  had  no  preliminary 
hearing. ' ' 

Compare  United  States,  v.  Martin,  17 
Fed.  150;  United  Btates  v.  Harden,  4 
Hughes  455,  10  Fed.  802. 

21.  See  Ex  parte  Simpson,  3  Ala. 
App.  222,  57  So.  518,  and  generally  19 
Standard  Peoc.  215. 

[a]  Enforcement  of  duty  by  state, 
see  State  v.  Brunot,  104  La.  237,  28 
So.   996. 

22.  State  v.  Pigg,  80  Kan.  481,  103 
Pac.  121,  18  Ann.  Cas.  521. 

23.  See  the  following:  Ariz. — ^Fer- 
tig  V.  State,  14  Ariz.  540,  133  Pac. 
99.  Cal.— People  v.  Bawden,  90  Cal. 
195,  27  Pac.  204.  Pla. — ^Benjamin  v. 
State,  25  Fla.  675,  6  So.  433.  Idaho. 
State  V.  Andrus,  29  Idaho  1,  156  Pac. 
421;    State   v.    Larkins,    5    Idaho    200, 

47  Pac.  945.  111. — Schoonover  v.  Myers, 
28  111.  308.  Ind.— Davis  v.  Bible,  134 
Ind.  108,  33  N.  E.  910.  Kan.— State 
V.  Pigg,  80  Kan.  481,  103  Pac.  121,  18 
Ann.  Cas.  521;  State  v.  Fields,  70  Kan. 
391,  78  Pac.  833;  State  v.  Myers,  54 
Kan.  206,  38  Pac.  296;   State  v.  Geer, 

48  Kan.  752,  30  Pac.  236;  State  v. 
Lewis,  19  Kan.  260,  27  Am.  Eep.  113. 
Me.— State  v.  Cobb,  71  Me.  198.  Mich. 
People  V.  Sartori,  168  Mich.  308,  134 
N.  W.  200;  People  v.  Harris,  103  Mich. 
473,  61  N.  W..  871;  People  v.  WrigM, 
89  Mieh.  70,  50  N.  W.  792;  Stuart  v. 
People,  42  Mich.  255,  3  N".  W.  863. 
Mo. — State  v.  Green,  229  Mo.  642,  129 
S.  W.  700;  State  v.  Sassaman,  214  Mo. 
695,  114  S.  W.  590;  Ex  parte  McLaugh- 
lin, 210  Mo.  657,  109  S.  W.  626.  Mont. 
State  V.  Byrd,  41  Mont.  585,  111  Pae. 
407.  Neb.— Clawson  v.  State,  96  Neb. 
499,  148  N.  W.  524;  Eeinoehl  v.  State, 
62  Neb.  619,  87  N.  W.  355;  Latimer 
V.  State,  55  Neb.  609,  76  N.  W.  207, 
70  Am,  St.  Eep.  403.    ITev.— State  v. 
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there  are  authorities  to  the  effect  that  a  waiver  should  not  be  permitted, 
especially  in  felony  cases.^*  And  the  right  of  the  state  to  a  prelim- 
inary examination^®  cannot  be  defeated  by  the  action  of  the  accused 
in  waiving  such  examination.^^  The  examining  magistrate  may  pro- 
ceed notwithstanding  a  waiver  of  the  preliminary  examination,^'  and 
take  the  testimony  of  the  state's  witnesses.^* 

Only  a  voluntary  waiver  will  estop  the   accused  from  later  claiming 
that  he  did  not  have  a  preliminary  examination,^* 


Wells,  39  Nev.  432,  159  Pac.  520.  N.  D. 
State  V.  Wisnewski,  13  N.  D.  649,  102 
N.  W.  883,  3  Ann.  Caa.  907;  State  v. 
Eozum,  8  N.  D.  548,  80  N.  "W.  477. 
Ohio.— State  v.  Bitty,  23  Ohio  St.  562. 
Okla. — Williams  v.  State,  6  Okla.  Grim. 
373,  118  Pac.  1006.  Ore.— Hess  v.  Ore- 
gon G.  Baking  Co.,  31  Ore.  503,  49 
Pae.  803.  P.  I. — United  States  v.  Lete, 
17  Phil.  Isl.  79;  United  States  v.  Ago- 
Chi,  6  Phil.  Isl.  227.  S.  D.— State  «. 
Wright,  15  S.  D.  628,  91  N.  W.  311. 
Tex. — Ex  parte  Villareal  (Tex.  Grim.), 
187  S.  W.  214;  Bishop  v.  Lucy,  21  Tex. 
Giv.  App.  326,  50  S.  W.  1029.  Utah. 
State  V.  Pay,  45  Utah  411,  146  Pac. 
300,  Ann.  Gas.  1917E,  173;  State  v. 
Norman,  16  Utah  457,  52  Pac.  986; 
State  V.  Spencer,  15  Utah  149,  49  Pac. 
302.  Va.— Butler  v.  Com.,  81  Va.  159. 
W.  Va.— State  v.  Stewart,  7  W.  Va. 
731,  23  Am.  Eep.  623.  Wis.— State  v. 
Huegin,  110  Wis.  189,  85  N.  W.  1046, 
62  L.  E.  A.  700;  Brown  v.  State,  91 
Wis.  245,  64  N.  W.  749.  Wyo.— Nich- 
olson V.  State,  18  Wyo.  298,  106  Pac. 
929;  Hollibaugh  v.  Hehn,  13  Wyo.  269, 
275,.  79  Pae.  1044. 

[a]  "The  statute  awarding  one  ac- 
cused of  crime  the  right  to  a  prelim- 
inary examination  was  enacted  for  the 
fcenefit  of  the  accused.  The  prelim- 
inary examination  is  a  right  ac- 
corded— a  personal  privilege  granted 
by  law  to  every  one  accused  of  crime — 
but  it  is  a  privilege  which  the  ac- 
cused may  waive."  Latimer  v.  State, 
55  Neb.  609,  76  N.  W.  207,  70  Am. 
St.  Eep.  403. 

[b]  When  Accused  Should  Not 
Waive. — Where  the  offense  charged  in 
the  warrant  includes  other  offenses  of 
less  degree  and  the  accused  desires  the 
magistrate  to  specifically  designate  the 
offense  committed,  he  should  not  waive 
the  preliminary  examination.  Stuart 
V.  People,  42  Mich.  255,  3  N.  W.  863. 

24.  See  the  following:  Kalloch  v. 
Superior  Court,  56  Cal.  229;  Ex  parU 
Walsh,  39  Gal.  705  (both  holding  com- 
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plete  waiver  not  authorized);  Ex  parte 
Ah  Bau,  10  Nev.  264. 

[a]  Waiver  of  Time  To  Prepare 
For  Examination  Permitted. — People  v. 
Cokahnour,  120  Gal.   253,  52  Pac.  505. 

25.  As  to  right  of  state,  see  supra, 

n,  A. 

26.  Kan. — State  v.  Pigg,  80  Kan. 
481,  130  Pac.  121,  18  Ann.  Gas.  521. 
La. — State  v.  Brunot,  104  La.  237,  28 
So.  996.  Okla. — Quinton  v.  State,  10 
Okla.  Grim.  520,  139  Pac.  705;  Ponosky 
V.  State,  8  Okla.  Grim.  116,  126  Pae. 
451.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Keek,  148  Pa.  639, 
24  Atl.  161.  Utah.— State  v.  Pay,  45 
Utah  411,  146  Pac.  300. 

[a]  Necessity  for  State's  Oonseut. 
Under  Utah  constitution,  such  an  ex- 
amination can  only  be  waived  by  the 
consent  of  the  accused  and  the  state. 
State  V.  Pay,  45  Utah  411,  146  Pae.  300; 
State  V.  Hoben,  36  Utah  186,  201,  102 
Pac.  1000;  State  v.  Norman,  16  Utah' 
457,  52  Pac.  986;  State  v.  Spencer,  15 
Utah  149,  49  Pac.  302. 

27.  Porch  V.  State,  51  Tex.  Grim. 
7,  99  S.  W.  1122. 

[a]  Where  the  examining  magis- 
trate is  convinced  that  the  public  in- 
terest will  be  better  subserved  by  an 
investigation,  and  especially  if  the  dis- 
trict attorney  request  it,  he  may  and 
should  proceed  to  a  full  hearing.  Or- 
dinarily, however,  an  offer  of  the  ac- 
cused to  waive  an  examination  should 
be  accepted.  Van  Buren  v.  United 
States,  36  Fed.  77. 

28.  Kan. — State  v.  Pigg,  80  Kan. 
481,  103  Pae.  121,  18  Ann.  Gas.  521. 
La. — State  v.  Brunot,  104  La.  237,  28 
So.  996.  Okla.— Quinton  v.  State,  10 
Okla.  Grim.' 520,  139  Pac.  705. 

As  to  conduct  of  examination,  see 
infra,  V. 

29.  In  re  Malison,  36  Kan.  725,  14 
Pac.  144,  waiver  under  fear  of  violence 
not  voluntary. 

fa]  Waiver  Is  not  made  under 
duress   (1)   because  accused    is    under 
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2.  What  Constitutes. — In  addition  to  an  express  waiver  made 
before  the  examining  magistrate  at  the  time  set  for  the  preliminary- 
examination,  such  examination  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived 
by  the  accused  under  certain  circumstances.^" 

3.  E£fect  of. — A  voluntary  waiver  of  a  preliminary  examination 
has  the  same  legal  effect  as  though  an  examination  was  held.^^  It  is 
tantamount  to  a  finding  by  the  magistrate  that  there  is  probable  cause 
to  believe  the  accused  guilty  of  the  offense  charged,'^  and  the  accused 
may  be  held  to  answer  without  the  introduction  of  any  evidence  in 
support  of  the  charge.^^  He  cannot  thereafter  plead  that  he  had  no 


arrest  (Bishop  v.  Lney,  21  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  326,  50  S.  W.  1029),  or  (2)  hand- 
cuffed (State  V.  Lewis,  19  Kan.  260, 
27  Am.  Eep.  113)  at  the  time  of  such 
waiver. 

Effect  of  waiver  of  right,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  3. 

30.    See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  By  failure  of  accused  to  appear 
at  time  and  place  set  for  such  ex- 
amination. Kan. — State  v.  Justus,  86 
Kan.  848, '122  Pae.  877.  N.  D.— State 
V.  McLain,  13  N.  D.  368,  102  N.  W. 
407.  S.  C. — State  v.  Rabens,  79  S.  G. 
542,  60  S.  E.  442,  1110. 

[b]  By  Furnishing  Bail  For  Ap- 
pearance in  the  Trial  Court. — Ga. — Low- 
ry  V.  State,  5  Ga.  App.  701,  63  S.  E. 
719;  Hopkins  v.  State,  5  Ga.  App.  700, 
63  S.  E.  719.  laid. — Cunningham  v. 
State,  116  Ind.  433,  17  N.  B.  904. 
N.  D.— State  v.  McLain,  13  N.  D.  368, 
102  N.  W.  407.  Tex. — Ex  parte  Vil- 
lareal  (Tex.  Crim.),  187  S.  W.  214. 

[c]  By  entry  of  a  plea  of  guilty  at 
the  preliminary  examination.  State  v. 
Kornstett,  62  Kan.  221,  61  Pac.  805; 
Latimer  v.  State,  55  Neb.  609,  76  N. 
W.  207,  70  Am.  St.  Eep.  403. 

[d]  By  failure  (1)  to  raise  any  ob- 
jection that  such  examination  has  not 
been  had  when  called  upon  to  plead  to 
the  information.  See  12  Standaed 
Prog.  116;  also  infra,  VIII,  A.  (2) 
It  is  too  late  after  verdict  of  guilty 
and  judgment  passed  thereon  for  the 
prisoner  to  claim  in  the  appellate 
court,  for  the  first  time,  the  right 
to  such  an  examination.  State  v.  Stew- 
art, 7  W.  Va.  731,  23  Am.  Eep.  623. 

[e]  By  Plea  of  Not  Guilty  Upon 
Arraignment. — Colo. — Laffiey  v.  People, 
55  Colo.  575,  136  Pae.  1031.  La. 
State  V.  Le  Blanc,  116  La.  822,  41 
So.  105;  State  v.  Caulfield,  23  La.  Ann. 
148.  IVCcli. — ^People  v.  Harris,  144 
Mich.  12,  107  N.  W.  715;  People  v. 
Williams,  93  Mich.  623,  53  N.  W.  7%9. 


Mo. — Ex  parte  McLoughlin,  210  Mo. 
657,  109  S.  W.  626.  N"eb.— Dinsmor©  v. 
State,  61  Neb.  418,  85  N.  W.  445.  N.  Y. 
Devine  v.  People,  20  Hun  98.  Ohio. 
State  V.  Bitty,  23  Ohio  St.  562.  Utai. 
State  V.  Gustaldi,  41  Utah  63,  123  Pac. 
897;  State  v.  Norman,  16  Utah  457,  52 
Pac.  986;  State  v.  Spencer,  15  Utah 
149,  49  Pac.  302.  Wis.— Jm  re  Weaver, 
162  Wis.  499,  156  N.  W.  459.  See  also 
12  Standard  Pkoc.  115,  note  17  [a]; 
and  infra,  VIII. 

[f]  Waiver  of  examination  before 
i^agistrate  other  than  one  issuing  war- 
rant waives  right  to  examination  be- 
fore the  magistrate  who  issued  the 
warrant.  State  v.  Andrus,  29  Idaho  1, 
156  Pac.  421. 

31.  State  V.  Byrd,  41  Mont.  585,  111 
Pae.   407. 

32.  la. — Cowell  V.  Patterson,  49  Iowa 
514.  Me.— State  v.  Cobb,  71  Me.  198. 
Mass. — Hannan  v.  Doherty,  136  Mass. 
567.  Mich. — People  v.  Slight,  48  Mich. 
54,  11  N.  W.  782.  Mont.— State  v. 
Byrd,  41  Mont.  585,  111  Pac.  407. 
Ohio. — State  v.  Eitty,  23  Ohio  St.  562. 
Ore. — Hess  v.  Oregon  G.  Baking  Co., 
31  Ore.  503,  49  Pac.  803.  S.  D.— State 
V.  Wright,  15  S.  D.  628,  91  N.  W. 
311. 

As  to  determination  and  finding  upon 
preliminary  examination,  see  infra,  VI, 
A. 

33.  Vincent  v.  State,  16  Ariz.  297, 
145  Pac.  241.  See  also  State  v.  Pay, 
45  Utah  411,  146  Pac.  300. 

[a]  No  witnesses  need  be  examined 
on  the  part  of  the  prosecution.  Stuart 
V.  People,  42  Mich.  255,  3  N.  W.  863; 
Latimer  v.  State,  55  Neb.  609,  76  N.  W. 
207,  70  Am.  St.  Eep.  403. 

[b]  But  the  state  may  proceed  to  the 
introduction  of  testimony  if  it  so  elects. 
See  supra,  II,  B,  1. 

[c]  If  the  offense  is  not  bailable, 
magistrate  must  issue  warrant  of  com- 
mitment.   State  V.  Sassaman,  214  Mo. 
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such  examination.^* 

By  waiving  the  preliminary  examination,  the  accused  also  waives 
any  insufficiency  which  may  have  existed  in  the  complaint  or  warrant 
of  arrest  issued  thereon. ^^  But  such  waiver  does  not  operate  to  cure 
a  complaint  which  upon  its  face  discloses  no  facts  indicating  the  com- 
mission of  a  crime.^^  After  such  a  waiver,  an  information  may  be  filed 
against  the  accused  charging  him  with  any  crime  embraced  in  the 
preliminary  complaint  or  warrant.^^ 

III.  TIME  FOR. — There  is  no  precise  length  of  time  after  the  ar- 
rest of  an  accused  within  which  the  preliminary  examination  must 
take  place;  but  a  hearing  must  be  given  him  as  promptly  as  the  na- 
ture and  cii'cumstanees  of  the  case  will  permit,^*  unless  the  accused 

695,  114  N.   "W.   590.     See   also   infra,    E.  383,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  528. 
VI,  A.  I      37.     See  the  following:   Kan. — State 

34.  See  the  following:  Fla.— Ben-  „.  King,  92  Kan.  989,  142  Pae.  296; 
jamin  v.  State,  25  Fla.  675,  6  So.  433.  state  v.  Shaw,  72  Kan.  81,  82  Pae. 
Idaho. — State  v.  Larkins,  5  Idaho  200,  537.  Mich.. — Stuart  v.  People,  42  Mich. 
47  Pae.  945.  Kan.— State  v.  Shaw,  255,  3  N.  W.  863.  N.  D. — State  v. 
72  Kan.  81,  82  Pae.  587;  State  v.  Korn-  Kisnewski,  13  N.  D.  649,  102  N.  W. 
stett,  62  Kan.  221,  61  Pae.  805;  State  ggs^  3  p^^^_  Cas.  907.  Okla.— Wines  v. 
V.  Myers,  54  Kan.  206,  38  Pae.  296.  gtate,  7  Okla,  Grim.  450,  124  Pae.  466. 
Mich.— People  v.  Sutherland,  104  Mich.  ,  gee  also  12  Standabd  Pkoc.  115,  et 
468,  62  N.  W.  566.     Neb.— Clawson  v.    geq. 

State,  96  Neb.  499,  148  N.  W.  524;  1  [a]  But  a  new  offense  cannot  be 
Korth  V.  State,  46  Neb.  631,  65  N.  W.  ^^aed  after  the  defendant  has  waived 
792.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Johnson,  46  Hun  an  examination.  State  v.  Pigg,  80  Kan. 
667,  7  N.  Y.  Grim.  398,  13  N.  Y.  St.  431,  103  Pae.  121,  18  Ann  Cas.  521; 
48.  Ohio.— State  v.  Ritty,  23  Ohio  St.  gtate  v.  Trinkle,  70  Kan.  396,  78  Pae. 
562.  ;  854. 

99n'^T^  ^^'"oi'^"'*^*  ^*^*^'  ''■  ^""°^^«' !  38.  See  the  following:  IT.  S.-United 
<s/u   J-eo.    ziu.  tr„T,»„»    States   v.    Worms,   4   Blatchf.    332,   28 

rJ^L     n?o  *Ll^     .n    !,.=w».^fto^    Fed.   Cas.  No.   16  765.     Cb1.-Ex  parte 

corpus. — One    held     to     answer     after    ^, , „    „„   „„,'    . .„„    lao  x>„« 

such    a    waiver    eannot    be    diwharp-ed     Chambers,   32    Gal.   App.   476,   163   Pae. 

a   waiver    eannot    be    disenarged    223.     Ga.— Wiggins  v.  Norton,  83   Ga. 

upon  habeas  corpus  or  other  proceeding  :  ^f  i^mericus, 

^^?t"pfl  L^'r".rl^t.l  .W.  tuw  I  46  Ga.  80.  la.-State  v.  Freeman,  8 
mitted    on   a   criminal   charge   without  1  -r  .no    m    n        t->        out    t         aJ  1. 

probable   cause.     Vincent  ^>    State,   ig  j  10^^428,  74  Am.  Dec.  317    La.-State 

Ariz.    297,   145   Pae.   241.     As   to   dis- I  f^^^'S  ^i      ^no      ■^- "iJ     \«-  f;         i 
charge    on   habeas    corpus,     see    infr^,\i^^\  ^^  3°-J.°t  a^"'h~^^*^^\-,''9 
VIII,  B,  2;  also  10  Standard  Prog.  922  I  l^°f^%  ^^  ^'"^y,^^-^'  ^t^'J^-  III' 
r,  !,     L  I.         ..  ,  . ,    t  Nev. — Ex  -parte  Ah  Kee,  22  Nev.  374, 

[b]  Information  cannot  be  set  aside  40  Pac.  879.  N.  X— State  v.  Kruise, 
upon  the   ground  that   the  magistrate    32   n.   j.   l.   313.     n.    Y.— Nowak    v. 


did  not  pass  upon  t}ie  truth  of  the  com- 
plaint. State  V.  Bitty,  23  Ohio  St. 
562.  Grounds  for  setting  aside  infor- 
mation generally,  see  12  Standard  Proc. 
612  et  seq. 

35.  TT.  S. — United  States  v.  Euroede, 
220  Fed.  210.  Ala.— Laney  v.  State, 
109  Ala.  34,  19  So.  531.  Idaho.— State 
V.  Andrus,  29  Idaho  1,  156  Pae.  421. 
N.  D.— State  v.  Hart,  30  N.  D.  368,  i 
152  N.  W.  672. 

30.  United  States  v.  Euroede,  220 
Fed.  210.  See  also  People  ^ex  rel. 
Perkins  v.  Moss,  187  N.  T,  410,  80  N. 
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Waller,  56  Hun  647,  10  N.  Y.  Supp. 
199,  31  N.  Y.  St.  458.  N.  C— State 
V.  Freeman,  86  N.  G.  683.  Pa. — Com. 
V.  Sweetlick,  19  Pa.  Dist.  397,  36  Pa. 
Co.  Gt.  305.  Tex. — Bishop  v.  Lucy,  21 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  326,  50  S.  W.  1029. 
Va. — Morrisaett  v.  Com.,  6  Gratt.  (47 
Va.)   673. 

See  also  State  v.  Keyes,  75  Wis.  288, 
44  N.  W.  13. 

[a]  Accused  entitled  to  discharge 
if  hearing  not  had  promptly.  See 
XI.  S. — United  States  «.  Worms,  4 
Blatchf.  332,  28  Fed.  Cas.  N"o.  16,765. 
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waives  his  right  to  an  immediate  hearing,  pending  an  investigation 
of  the  matter  by  the  police  authorities.^" 

Adjonrnment. — As  a  rule,  the  preliminary  examination  may  be  con- 
tinued or  adjourned  within  the  discretion  of  the  magistrate.*"  Stat- 
utes, however,  sometimes  provide  that  the  preliminary  examination 
must  be  completed  at  one  session,  a  postponement  being  allowed  only 
for  good  cause  shown,  and  only  for  a  specific  length  of  time  without 
the  prisoner's  consent.*^  A  continuance  should  be  permitted  to  en- 
able the  accused  to  procure  counsel.^^  So,  also,  an  adjournment 
should  be  permitted  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  prosecution  or 
the  accused  to  obtain  necessary  witnesses.*^    The  examination  should 


Cal. — Bx  parte  Chambers,  32  Gal.  App. 
476,  163  P.ac.  223.  TSev.—Ex  parte  Ah 
Kee,  22  Nev.   374,  40  Pao.  879. 

39.  Bishop  V.  Lucy,  21  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  326,  50  S.  W.  1029. 

[a]  An  immediate  examination  will 
Tao  waived  by  accused  making  a  stipu- 
lation to  appear  at  a  future  date  for 
his  own  convenience,  and  receiving  a 
parol  based  thereon.  Newak  v.  Waller, 
56  Hun  647,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  199,  31  N. 
Y.   St.   458. 

[b]  But  the  accused  cannot  defeat 
the  proceeding  by  neglecting  to  appear 
before  the  magistrate  at  the  proper 
time.  State  v.  Justus,  86  Kan.  848,  122 
Pae.  877;  State  v.  McLain,  13  N.  D. 
368,  102   N.   W.   407. 

As  to  waiver  of  preliminary  exami- 
nation, see  supra,  II,  B. 

40.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — In  re 
Ludwig,  32  Fed.  774.  Ala.— State  v. 
Allen,  33  Ala.  422.  Cal.— People  v. 
Flannelly,  128  Cal.  83,  60  Pae.  670. 
Ooffin.— Potter  v.  Kingsbury,  4  Day  98. 
111.— Ogden  V.  People,  62  111.  63.  Kan. 
Tillson  V.  State,  29  Kan.  452.  Ky. 
Pepper  v.  Mayes,  81  Ky.  673,  5  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  708,  account  of  intoxieation  of 
accused.  La. — State  ex  rel.  Milliet  v. 
fAucoin,  47  La.  Ann.  1677,  18  So.  709; 
State  V.  Recorder,  42  La.  Ann.  1091, 
8  So.  279,  10  L.  E.  A,  137.  Mich. 
Matter  of  Peoples,  47  Mich.  626,  14 
N.  W.  112;  Hamilton  v.  People,  29 
Mich.  173.  Minn. — State  v.  Nerbovig, 
33  Minn.  480,  24  N.  W.  321.  N.  J. 
State  V.  Kruise,  32  N.  J.  L.  313.  N.  Y. 
Matter  of  Blair,  32  Misc.  175,  65  N.  Y. 
Supp.  640,  8  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  54,  15 
N.  Y.  Crim.  87.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Sweet- 
lick,  19  Pa.  Dist.  397,  36  Pa,  Co.  Ct. 
305. 

41.  See  the  statutes,  and  Cal.^PeO- 
pl'e  V.  Van  Horn,  119  Cal.  323,  51  Pae. 
SB'S.    lU'ev.—Ex  parte  Ah  Kee,  22  Nev. 


374,  40  Pae.  879.  N.  Y.— People  v. 
Leeesse,  148  N.  Y.  Supp.  929.  N.  D. 
State  V.  Foster,  14  N.  D.  561,  105 
N.  W.  938. 

[a]  In  Virginia,  if  cause  is  shown 
by  the  commonwealth,  the  hearing  may 
be  postponed  for  a  reasonable  time, 
not  exceeding  ten  days  at  one  time, 
without  the  consent  of  the  accused. 
Hill  v.  Smith,  107  Va.  848,  59  S.  E. 
475. 

[b]  Purpose  of  Statute. — ' '  The  stat- 
utes and  constitutional  provisions  giv- 
ing the  right  to  a  speedy  examination 
or  trial  are  intended  to  guard  against 
the  abuse  of  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution,  but  not  to  shield  a  pris- 
oner from  the  consequences  of  delays 
for  which  the  prosecution  is  not  in 
anywise  responsible."  Matter  of  Blair, 
32  Masc.  175,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  640. 

[c]  An  adjournment  for  a  longer 
period  does  not  invalidate  the  pro- 
ceedings, except  where  it  is  shown  that 
substantial  rights  of  the  accused  were 
prejudiced  thereby.  People  v.  Boren, 
139  Cdl.  210,  72  Pae.  899;  State  v. 
Foster,  14  N.  D.  561,  105  N.  W.  938. 

42.  People  v.  Napthaly,  105  Cal. 
641,  39  Pae.  29,  refusal  of  continuance 
renders  the  proceeding  illegal  and  an 
information  based  thereon  must  be  set 
asi'de.  See  also  Ex  parte  Ah  Kee,  22 
Nev.  374,  40  Pae.  879. 

[a]  Accused  is  not  entitled  to  an 
unreasonable  delay  for  such  purpose. 
People  V.  Figueroa,  134  Cal.  159,  68 
Pae.  202. 

That  accused  entitled  to  aid  of  coun- 
sel, see  infra,  V,  B. 

43.  Potter  v.  Kingsbury,  4  Day 
(Conn.)  98;  State  ex  rel.  Milliet  v. 
Aucoin,  47  La.  Ann.  1677,  18  So.  709. 

[a]  Adijoumments  To  Procure  At- 
tendance o"f  Foreign  Prosecuting  Wit- 
Hesses. — Matter  of  Blair,  32  Mise.  175, 
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not  be  delayed  to  suit  the  convenience  or  personal  accommodation  of 
the  officers  of  the  law.** 

IV.  JURISDICTION  AND  VENUE.«_A.  Jurisdiction  and 
Authority  To  Conduct.  —  The  power  to  conduct  preliminary  ex- 
aminations of  persons  charged  with  crimes  beyond  the  cognizance  of 
justices  to  try  is  usually  entrusted  to  justices  of  the  peace  in  com- 
mon with  various  judges,  judicial  officers,  and  city  officials.**  This 
power  is  not  exercised  by  those  officers  as  courts,  and  it  is  not  in  the 
proper  sense  of  the  term  judicial  power.*^  It  may  be  vested  in  other 
persons  than  courts,  as  well  as  in  courts.*'  Such  authority  is  some- 
times conferred  upon  judges  of  courts  of  record.*^ 


65  N.  T.  Supp.  640,  8  N.  T.  Ann.  Cas. 
54,  15  N.  Y.  Grim.  87.  gee  also  People 
V.  Leceaae,  148  N.  Y.  Supp.  929. 

44.  Matter  of  Peoples,  47  Mich. 
626,  14  N.  W.  112;  Ex  parte  Ah  Kee, 
22  Nev.  374,  40  Pae.  879. 

45.  See  generally  the  titles  "Juris- 
diction;"  "Venue." 

46.  See  the  statutes,  ^nd  the  eases 
cited  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Justices  of  the  Peace. — See  the 
following:  Cal. — People  v.  Creeks,  170 
Gal.  368,  149  Pac.  821.  Idaho.— State 
V.  Andrus,  29  Idaho  1,  156  Pac.  421; 
Fox  V.  Plynn,  27  Idaho  580,  150  Pac. 
44.  Ky. — Murphy  v,  Gom.,  11  Bush 
217.  Me.-r-Osborn  v.  Sargent,  23  Me. 
527.  Mass.— Com.  v.  McNeill,  19  Pick. 
127.  Mich.— AUor  v.  Wayne,  43  Mich. 
76,  4  N.  W.  492.  N.  C— State  v. 
Bridgers,  87  N.  C.  562.  Ohio.— Harper 
V.  State,  7  Ohio  St.  73.  Pa.— Com.  v. 
Brower,  7  Pa.  Dist.  254.  See  also. 
Mo. — State  v.  Jeffries,  210  Mo.  302, 
320,  109  S.  W.  614,  14  Ann.  Cas.  524. 
Neb.— Stetter  v.  State,  77  Neb.  777, 
110  N.  W.  761.  Utah.— State  v.  Pier- 
pont,  16  Utah  476,  52  Pac.  992. 

[b]  Judges  (1)  of  municipal  (Eyan 
V.  State,  83  Wis.  486,  53  N.  W.  836. 
See  State  ex  ret  Moose  v.  Woodruff, 
120  Ark.  406,  179  S.  W.  813)  or  (2) 
police  court.  Cal. — Peopl«  v.  Crespi, 
115  Cal.  50,  46  Pae.  863.  111.— People 
V.  Eichardson,  187  111.  App.  634.  Kan. 
State  V.  Davis,  26  Kan.  205.  Mich. 
Allor  V.  Wayne,  43  Mich.  76,  4  N.  W. 
492.  S.  D.— State  v.  Wright,  15  S.  D. 
628,  91  N.  W.  311.  Tex.— Holmes  v. 
State,  44  Tex.  631. 

[e]  Probate  Judges. — ^Pox  v,  Flynn, 
27  Idaho  580,  150  Pac.  44. 

[d]  County  Judge.— Stetter  v.  State, 
77  Neb.  777,  110  N.  W,  761. 

[e]  Recorder.  —  Lowe  v.  State,  86 
Ala.  47,  5  So.  435. 
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[f]  Court  Commissioner. — ^Wiedeni?. 
State,  141  Wis.  585,  124  N.   W.  509. 

[g]  Notary  Public.  —  Matthews  v. 
State,  96  Ala.  62,  11  So.  203. 

[h]  Mayor  of  city  as  examining 
magistrate,  see  Holmes  v.  State,  44  Tex. 
631;  Butler  v.  Com.,  81  Va.  159. 

[i]  Where  coroner  is  not  a  magis- 
trate, he  has  no  authority  to  hold  a 
preliminary  examination.  In  r€  L.  P. 
Sly,  9  Idaho  779,  76  Pac.  766. 

[j]  Commitment  by  the  coroner 
upon  an  inciuisition  has  the  force  .and 
effect  of  a  commitment  by  a  magis- 
trate. Ex  parte  Anderson,  55  Ark. 
527,  18  S.  W.  856.  But  see  In  re 
L.  P.  Sly,  9  Idaho  779,  76  Pac.  766. 

47.  Allor  V.  Wayne,  43  Mich.  76, 
100,  4  N.  W.  492.  See  also'  Ocampo 
V.  United  States,  234  U.  S.  91,  100,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  712,,  58  L.  ed.  1231,  and  the 
eases  cited  supra,  I,  note  7. 

[a]  A  county  judge,  when  sitting 
as  an  examining  magistrate,  is  not  sit- 
ting as  a  county  court.  State  v.  Son- 
nenschein,  37  S.  D.  139,  156  N.  W.  906. 
See  also  People  v.  Crespi,  115  Cal.  50, 
46  Pac.  863. 

48.  Ocampo  v.  United  States,  234 
U.  S.  91,  lOO,  34  Sup.  Ct.  712,  58  L. 
ed.  1231;  Allor  v.  Wayne,  43  Mich.  76, 
4  N.  W.  492.  See  also  the  cases  cit%d 
supra,  note  46. 

49.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Ala. — Wray  v.  State,  147  Ala. 
162,  41  So.  878;  Pierson  v.  State,  129 
Ala.  120,  29  So.  843.  Cal.— People  v. 
Cohen,  118  Cal.  74,  50  Pae.  20.  Ind. 
Ex  parte  State,  7  Ind.  347.  Ky. — Com. 
V.  Cummins,  18  B.  Mon.  26.  Miss. 
State  V.  Wofford,  10  Smed.  &  M.  626. 
Pa. — In  r.e  Election  Court,  204  Pa.  92, 
53  Atl.  784. 

[a]  "It  belongs  to  the  duties  of 
conservators  of  the  peace;  and  the  con- 
stitution has  made  supreme  and  circuit 
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In  the  federal  courts,  the  preliminary  examination  is  conducted  by 
the  United  States  commissioner.^" 

"While  the  examination  should  be  before  the  magistrate  who  issued 
the  warrant  of  arrest,"  it  may  be  conducted  by  another.^^  Statutes 
providing  for  a  preliminary  examination  contemplate  that  the  ex- 
amining magistrate  shall  be  some  one  else  than  the  court  trying  the 
ofifense.^^  It  is  sometimes  provided  that  one  magistrate  alone  cannot 
act  as  committing  magistrate  where  a  felony  is  charged.^* 

B.  Venue.  —  The  preliminary  examination  of  one  charged  with 
crime  must  be  had  in  the  county  where  the  crime  was  committed.^^ 

Ohamge  of  Venue.sa  — The  accused  is  entitled  to  a  change  of  venue 
upon  a  proper  showing  without  costs.*' 


court  judges,  as  well  as  justices  of  the 
peace,  such  conservatons. "  Allor  v. 
"Wayne,  43  Mich.  76,  100,  4  N.  W.  492. 
[b]  Extent  of  Powers. — A  superior 
judge,  when  sitting  as  a  magistrate, 
possesses  no  other  or  greater  powers 
than  are  possessed  by  any  other  offi- 
cer exercising  the  functions  of  a  magis- 
trate. People  V.  Cohen,  118  Cal.  74,  50 
Pac.  20;  People  v.  Crespi,  115  Cal.  50, 
46  Pac.   863. 

50.  Pereles  v.  Weil,  157  Fed.  419; 
United  States  v.  Yarborough,  122  Fed. 
293;  United  States  v.  Greene,  100  Fed. 
941;  Ex  parte  Jones,  96  Fed.  200;  In 
re  Wahll,  42  Fed.  822.  See  also  infra, 
IX. 

Duties  of  United  States  commission- 
ers, see  generally  16  Standard  Peoc. 
708. 

[a]  The  powers  of  a  United  States 
district  judge  in  conducting  a  prelim- 
inary examination  are  simply  and  only 
those  of  a  United  States  commissioner. 
United  States  v.  Hughes,  70  Fed.  972. 

51.  See  the  following:  Cal. — Ex 
parte  Moan,  65  Cal.  216,  3  Pac.  644; 
Ex  parte  Branigan,  19  Cal.  133.  Idaho. 
State  V.  Andrus,  29  Idaho  1,  156  Pac. 
421.  S.  C— State  v.  Eabens,  79  S.  C. 
542,  60,  S.  E.  442,  1110. 

[a]  Unless  the  magistrate  has  juris- 
diction to  issue  a  warrant,  he  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  hold  one  for  examina- 
tion and  to  commit  him  to  custody. 
People  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  Tighe,  146  App. 
Div.  491,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  693. 

[b]  Jurisdiction  of  Magistrate  Ex- 
tends Throughout  the  County. — State 
V.  Andrus,  29  Idaho  1,  156  Pac.  421. 

[c]  Where  warrant  is  sent  to  an- 
other county,  indorsing  magistrate  can- 
not hold  the  preliminary  examination. 
State  V.  Eabens,  73  S.  C.  542,  60  S.  E. 
442,  1110. 


52.  Ex  parte  Moan,  65  Cal.  216,  3 
Pac.  644;  Ex  parte  Branigan,  19  Cal. 
133;  "Van  Buren  v.  State,  65  Neb.  228, 
91  N.  W.  201.  See  also  Eex  v.  Baigle, 
23   Can.   Crim.   Cas.   92. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  of  magistrate  is- 
suing warrant  cannot  be  ousted  by  the 
officer  who  makes  the  arrest.  State  v. 
Andrus,  29  Idaho  1,  156  Pac.  421. 

[b]  A  magistrate  has  the  power  to 
call  in  another  (1)  for  the  purpose  of 
holding  a  preliminary  examination. 
People  V.  Sehorn,  116  Cal.  503,  48  Pac. 
495;  People  v.  Sausome,  98  Cal.  235, 
33  Pac.  202.  See  also  Boynton  v. 
State,  77  Ala.  29.  (2)  The  reason  for 
the  request  need  not  be  stated  in  the 
call.  People  v.  Sehorn,  116  Cal.  503, 
48  Pac.  495. 

63.  State  v.  Solomon,  158  "Wis.  146, 
147  N.  "W.  640,  148  N".  W.  1095,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916E,  309. 

Bight  to  preliminary  examination 
where  examining  magistrate  has  juris- 
diction to  try  offense,  see  supra,  II,  A. 

54.  Murphy  v.  Com.,  11  Bush  (Ky.) 
217;  Eevill  17.  Pettit,  3  Mete.  (Ky.) 
314.  ^' 

55.  In  re  Kelly,  46  Fed.  653.  See 
also  Burrow  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  139 
Ga.  733,  78  S.  E.  125. 

[a]  Bvft  it  is  the  province  of  the 
prosecuting  ofi^cer  to  designate  the  pre- 
cinct where,  and  the  magistrate  be- 
fore whom,  the  preliminary  examina- 
tion shall  be  had,  within  the  county 
wherein  the  offense  is  alleged  to  have 
been  committed,  and  most  convenient 
to  a  majority  of- the  witnesses  for  the 
prosecution.  State  v.  Griffin,  4  Idaho 
462,  40  Pac.  58. 

56.  As  to  generally,  see  the  title 
"Change  of  Venue." 

57.  See  the  statutes,  and  Colo. — In 
re  Dolph,   17   Colo.   35,    28    Pac.    470. 
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V.  CONDUCT  OP.  —  A.  In  General.  —  A  preliminary  examiBa- 
tion  must  be  conducted  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law.^^  But  the 
law  governing  the  procedure  in  such  examinations  does  not  contem-, 
plate  that  the  defendant  shall  be  protected'  with  safeguards  to  the 
same  extent  as  on  trials.^®  Technicalities  or  defects  therein  will  not 
render  the  examination  invalid,^"  unless  they  actually  prejudice  the 
defendant,  or  tend  to  his  prejudice  in  respect  to  some  substantial 
right.^^  The  duties  of  the  magistrate  on  a  preliminary  examination 
are  not  perfunctory,'^  and  call  for  the  exercise  of  sound  judgment 
for  the  protection  of  the  public  interests  and  the  defendant's  rights.'^ 
In  the  absence  of  a  statute  requiring  the  prosecuting  attorney  to 
appear  at  preliminary  examinations,  he  need  not  do  so,°*  except 
when  requested  to  do  so  by  the  examining  magistrate.*^  But  he  has 
a  right  to,  attend  and  conduct  such  examinations,**  and  when  he  does 
his  authority  is  as  complete  as  though  his  presence  had  been  re- 
quested." The  complaining  witness  may  be  represented  by  private 
counsel  in  an  examination  before  -a  magistrate,**  if  neither  the  magis- 


N.  D.— State  v.  "Weltner,  7  N.  D.  522, 
75  N.  W.  779,  statute  mandatory.  Wis. 
State  V.  Evana,  88  Wis.  255,  60  N.  W. 
433;  State  v.  Sorenson,  84  Wis.  27",  53 
N.  W.  1124;  Martin  v.  State,  79  Wis. 
165,  48  N.  W.  119. 

Compare,  State  v.  Bergman,  37  Minn. 
407,  34  N.  W.  737. 

[a]  The  magistrate  before  whom 
the  accused  is  brought  is  the  proper 
person  to  determine  who  is  the  nearest 
qualified  magistrate  to  whom  the  papers 
are  to  be  transmitted;  and  "his  de- 
cision of  the  question  is  conclusive.  It 
cannot  be  raised  before  the  magistrate 
to  whom  the  papers  are  transmitted. 
Martin  v.  State,  79  Wis.  165^  48  N.  W. 
119.  See  also  State  v.  Evans,  88  Wis. 
255,  60   N.  W.  433. 

58.  See  the  following:  Idaho. — State 
V.  Clark,  4  Idaho  7,  35  Pac.  710.  N.  Y. 
People  V,  Hendricison,  8  How.  Pr.  404, 
1  Park.  Crim.  406,  or  it  will  be  deemed 
irregular  and  rejected.  Wis. — State  v. 
Huegin,  110  Wis.  189,  239,  85  N.  W. 
1046,  62  L.  B.  A.  700.  Can.— McDon- 
ald V.  The  King,  26  Can.  Crim.  Cas. 
175. 

[a]  Practice  in  federal  courts  fol- 
lows that  of  the  state  where  the  pro- 
ceedings take  place.  United  States  v. 
Sauer;  73  Fed.  671. 

59.  State  v.  Wi,snewaki,  13  N.  D. 
649,  102  N.  W.  883,  3  Ann.  Cas.  907. 

[a]  Technical  rules  of  evidence  are 
inapplicable  to  preliminary  examina- 
tion.    Turner  v.  People,  33  Mich.  363. 

Rights  of  accused,  see  infra,  V,  B. 
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60.  State  v.  Clark,  4  Idaho  7,  35 
Pae.  710. 

61.  State  V.  Clark,  4  Idaho  7,  35 
Pac.  710. 

Objections,  etc.,  see  infra,  VIII. 

62.  People  ex  rel.  Beamish  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 155  N.  T.  Supp.  121. 

63.  People  ex  rel.  Beamish  v.  Eey- 
nolds,  155  N.  T.  Supp.  121. 

64.  See  the  following:  Kan. — ^Foley 
V.  Ham,  102  Kan.  66,  169  Pac.  183,  L. 
R.  A.  1918C,  204.  Mich.— McCurdy  v. 
New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.,  115  Mich.  20, 
72  N.  W.  996;  Beecher  v.  Anderson,  45 
Mich.  543,  8  N.  W.  539.  KT.  Y.— People 
ex  r-el.  Howes  v,  Grady,  66  Hun  465, 
21  N.  Y.  Supp.  381,  affirmed,  83  Misc. 
74,  144  N.  Y.  Supp.  685. 

65.  Foley  V.  Ham,  102  Kan.  66,  169 
Pae.  183,  L.  E.  A.  1918C,  204;  Mc- 
Cufdy  V.  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.,  115 
Mich.  20,  72  N.  W.  996;  Beecher  v. 
Anderson,  45  Mich.  543,  8  N.  W.  539. 

66.  Foley  v.  Ham,  102  Kan.  66,  169 
Pac.  183,  L.  R.  A.  1918G,  204;  People 
ex  ret.  Howes  v.  Grady,  66  Hun  465, 
21  N.  Y.  Supp.  381,  afflrmed,  83  Misc. 
74,  144  N.  Y.  Supp.  685. 

67.  Foley  v.  Ham,  102  Kan.  66,  169 
Pac.  183,  L.  E.  A.  1918C,  204. 

[a]  Magistrate  Should  Follow  His 
Advice. — Beecher  v.  Anderson,  45  Mich. 
543,  8  isr.  W.  539.  To  same  effect  is 
Foley  V.  Ham,  102  Kan.  66,  169  Pac. 
183,  L.  R.  A.  19180,  204,  holding  that 
case  should  be  dismissed  if  prosecuting 
attorney  so  directs. 

68.  McCurdy  v.  New  York  Life  Ins. 
Co.,   115   Mich.    20,   72   N.    W,    996; 
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trate  nor  the  prosecuting  attorney  object,  and  there  is  no  other  good 
reason  forbidding  it. 

B.  Eights  of  Accused.  —  The  accused  has  the  right  to  a  public 
examination  before  the  committing  magistrate,^°  though  he  may  waive 
such  right  whenever  he  deems  it  to  his  interest  to  do  so.^°  He  also 
has  the  right  to  be  present  at  the  preliminary  examination,"  and  to 
bie  informed  of  the  accusation  against  him."  He  is  entitled  to  the 
aid  of  counsel  f^  and  the  examining  magistrate  must  inform  him  of  such 


Saytes  v.  Genesee  Cire.  Judge,  82  Mich. 
84,  46  N.  W.  29;  Beeeher  v.  Anderson, 

45  Mich.  543,  8  N.  W.  539. 

[aj  Beason. — Such  examination  is 
an  investigati-on,  and  no  harm  can  be 
done  the  accused  or  the  people  by  the 
fullest  inquiry.  Sayles  v.  Genesee.  Circ. 
Judge,  82  Mich.  84,  46  N.  W.  29; 
Beeeher  v.  Anderson,  45  Mich.  543,  8 
N.    W.  539. 

69.  See  the  statutes,  and  People  v. 
Tarbox,  115  Gal.  57,  46  Pac.  896. 

[a]  But  in  New  York  (1)  whether 
the  examination  shall  be  conducted 
secretly  or  in  public  is  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  magistrate,  except  that 
he  cannot  exclude  certain  persons 
therefrom.  People  ex  ret  Cassidy  v. 
Quinn,  150  App.  Div.  813,  135  N.  Y. 
Supp.  477.  (2)  The  magistrate  may 
exclude  the  public  but  must  admit  the 
prosecutor  and  his  counsel,  the  clerk 
of  the  court,  the  attorney-general,  the 
district  attorney,  the  defendant,  his 
counsel,  and  the  ofllcer  having  him  in 
custody.  People  ex  ret  Livingston  v. 
Wyatt,  113  App.  Div.  Ill,  99  N.  Y. 
Supp.  114,  aprmed,  186  N.  Y.  383,  79 
N.  E.  330,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  159; 
People  ex  ret  Howes  v.  Grady,  66  Hun 
465,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  381,  affirrtwd,  83 
Misc.  74,  144  N."  Y.  Supp.  686. 

70.  People  v.   Tal-box,   115   Cal.   57, 

46  Pac.  896. 

71.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— United 
States  V.  Eundlett,  2  Curt.  41,  27  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  16,208.  Ala. — Ex  pafte  Bryan, 
44  Ala.  402.  Oal.— People  v.  Ward,  105 
C&\.  652,  39  Pac.  33.  Colo.— 7«  re 
Dolph,  17  Colo.  35,  28  Pac.  470,  rfght 
to  be  present  and  hear  all  -Witnesses, 
paitticipate  in  their,  examination,  and 
be  heard  in  his  own  behklf.  Ky. — St. 
Clair  V.  Com.,  11  Ky.  L.  Eep.  812, 
magistrate  has  no  authority  to  inquire 
into  erharge  in  absence  of  accused. 
N.  Y.— People  v.  Cdllins,  11  Abb.  Pr. 
406,  20  How.  Prao.  Ill;  People  v. 
Drury,  2  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  351.  ST.  D. 
State  V.  McLain,  13  N.  D.  3-68,  102 
N.  W.  407;  State  v.  BeaverStad,  12  N. 


D.  527,  97  N.  W.  548.  P.  I.— United 
States  V.  Grant,  18  Phil.  Isl.  122.  Can. 
King  V.  Traynor,  4  Can.  Crim.  Cas. 
410. 

See  also  infra,  V,  D,  1. 

[a]  Counsel  Also  Entitled  To  Be 
Present.— People  v.  Drury,  2  Edm.  Sel. 
Cas.  (N.  Y.)  351;  People  v.  Eestell,  3 
Hill  (N.  Y.)  289.  See  also  United 
States  «.  Grant,  18  Phil.  Isl.  122,  143. 

72.  See  the  statutes,  and  Cal. — Peo- 
ple V.  Barnes,  66  Cal.  594,  6  Pac.  698. 
Nev. — Ex  parte  Ah  Kee,  22  Nev.  374, 
40  Pac.  879.  N.  Y. — People  ex  ret 
Steinhardt  v.  Fuller,  68  N.  Y.  Supp. 
742,  15  N.  Y.  Crim.  344;  People  v. 
Drury,  2  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  351.  Tenn. 
Touhey  v.  King,  9  Lea  422.  Utah. 
State  v..  Pay,  45  Utah  411,  146  Pac. 
300,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  173. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  does  not  re- 
quire the  complaint  to  be  read  to  the 
defendant,  a  statement  of  the  magis- 
trate in  a  'general  way  of  the  nature 
of  the  charge  will  be  sufficient.  People 
V.  Stein,  23  Cal.  App.  108,  137  Pae.  271. 

[b]  Dilty  of  magistrate  to  exhibit 
complaint  to  accused's  attorney.  Peo- 
ple ex  ret  Steinhardt  v.  Puller,  68  N.  Y. 
Supp.  742,  15  N.  Y.  Crim.  344. 

73.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Cal. — ^People  v.  Napthaly,  105 
Cal.  641,  39  Pac.  29;  People  v.  Elliott, 
80  Cal.  296,  22  Pac.  207;  People  v. 
■Crowley,  13  Cal.  App.  322,  109  Pae. 
493.  N.  Y. — People  .ex  rel.  Steinhardt 
V.  Puller,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  742,  15  N.  Y. 
Crim.  344;  People  v.  Collins,  11  Abb. 
Pr.  406,  20  How.'Pr.  Ill;  People  v. 
Drury,  2  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  351;  People 
V.  Eestell,  3  Hill  289.  Tenn.— Toiihey 
V.  King,  9  Lea  422. 

Compare  In  re  Bates,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
l,09Ba;  Cox  V.  Coleridge,  1  B.  &  C. 
37,  8  E.  C.  L.  17,  107  Eng.  Reprint  15. 

[a]  But  the  fact  that  the  accused 
had  no  counsel  at  the  preliminary  ex- 
amination of  itself  is  not  a  ground  to 
set  aside  the  information.  People  v. 
Elliott,  80  Cal.  296,  22  Pac  207;  Sou 
V.  People,  12  Wehd.   (N.  Y.)   344. 
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right/*  and  allow  him  time  to  procure  counsel  if  he  so  desires.''"  He 
should  also  be  informed  of  his  right  to  make  an  unsworn  statement 
in  relation  to  the  charge  against  him,  where  such  statement  is  per- 
mitted;" and  that  any  statement  or  confession  made  by  him  may 
be  used  against  him.'^  It  is  likewise  essential  that  the  accused  be  in- 
formed by  the  magistrate  of  his  right  to  decline  to  testify,"  or  to 
make  an  unsworn  statement,^^  and  that  his  refusal  to  testify,^"  or 
his  waiver  of  the  right  to  make  an  unsworn  statement,*^  cannot  be 
used  against  him.  The  constitutional  right  of  one  accused  to  be  con- 
fronted by  the  witnesses,^"  as  well  as  the  right  to  have  compulsory 


74.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Cal. — People  v.  Barnes,  66  Cal. 
594,  6  Pac.  698;  Kalloeh  v.  Superior 
Court,  56  Cal.  229;  People  v.  Crowley, 
13  Cal.  App.  322,  109  Pac.  493.  KTev. 
Ex  parte  Ah  Kee,  22  Nev.  374,  40 
Pac.  879.  N.  T. — People  v.  Eandazzio, 
194  N.  Y.  147,  87  N.  E.  112.  Teran. 
Touhey  v.  King,  9  Lea  422.  Utai. 
State  V.  Pay,  45  Utah  411,  146  Pac. 
300,  Ann.   Caa.  1917B,  173. 

[a]  It  will  be  presumed,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  showing  to  the  contrary, 
that  the  magistrate  duly  informed  de- 
fendant of  such  right.  People  v.  Fig- 
ueroa,  134  Cal.  159,  66  Pac.  202;  State 
V.  Mewhinney,  43  Utah  135,  134  Pac. 
632,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  537,  L.  E.  A. 
1916D,  590. 

[b]  Where  accused  is  represented 
by  counsel,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
magistrate  to  go  throufb  the  formal- 
ity of  advising  him  of  liis  right.  Peo- 
ple V.  Stein,  23  Cal.  App.  108,  137  Pac. 
271. 

[c]  Waiver  of  Kight. — Where  the 
transcript  of  the  proceedings  before 
the  magistrate  affirmatively  shows  that 
the  accused  "waived  the  service  of 
an  attorney,"  a  motion  to  quash  the 
information  on  the  ground  that  the 
magistrate  did  not  inform  or  advise 
the  accused  "of  his  rights  to  the  aid 
of  counsel"  is  untenable.  If  this 
(transcript)  means  anything,  it  means 
that  accused  was  apprised  of  his  right 
to  have  such  services.  State  v.  Mew- 
hinney, 43  Utah  135,  134  Pac.  632, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  537,  L.  E.  A.  1916D, 
590. 

[d]  The  magistrate  is  not  required 
to  appoint  counsel  on  the  request  ol 
the  defendant  at  the  preliminary  ex- 
amination. People  V.  Crowley,  13  Cal, 
App.  322,  109  Pac.  493. 

75.  Cal. — ^People  v.  Figueroa,  134  Cal. 
159,  66  Pac.  202  (seven  days  reasonable 
length  of  time  for  this  purpose);  Peo- 
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pie  V.  Flannelly,  128  Cal.  83,  60  Pac. 
670  (six  days);  People  v.  Barnes,  66 
Cal.  594,  6  Pac.  698.  N.  Y.— People  v. 
Drury,  2  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  351; 
People  V.  Eestell,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.)  289. 
Utah.— State  v.  Pay,  45  Utah  411,  146 
Pac.  300. 

Continuance  for  such  purpose,  see 
supra,  III. 

76.  See  the  following:  People  v. 
Gibbons,  43  Cal.  557  (under  Act  of 
1851,  since  repealed);  People  v.  Perola, 
215  N.  Y.  285,  109  N.  E.  500;  People 
V.  Chapleau,  121  N.  Y.  266,  24  N.  E. 
469.  See  also  King  v.  Lantz,  22  Can. 
Grim.  Caa.  212. 

Bight  to  make  unsworn  statement, 
see  infra,  V,  E,  2,  a. 

77.  Coffee  v.  State,  25  Ela.  501,  6 
So.  493, -23  Am.  St.  Eep.  525;  State 
V.  Andrews,  35  Ore.  388,  58  Pac.  765. 

78.  State  v.  Vaughan,  156  N.  C.  615, 
71  S.  E.  1089. 

As  to  examination  of  accused,  see 
infra,  V,  E. 

79.  People  v.  Gibbons,  43  Cal.  557, 
under  Act  of  1851,  since  repealed. 

80.  State  v.  Vaughan,  156  N.  0. 
615,  71  S.  E.  1089. 

81.  People  V.  Gibbons,  43  Cal.  557 
(under  Act  of  1851,  since  repealed); 
People  V.  Ferola,  215  N.  Y.  285,  109 
N.  E.  500. 

82.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — In  re 
Bates,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,099a.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  ret  Domens  v.  Warden  of 
City  Prison,  154  App.  Div.  728,  139 
N.  Y.  Supp.  828.  S.  D.— Fatnham  v. 
Colman,  19  S.  D.  342,  103  N.  W.  161, 
117  Am.  St.  Eep.  944,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1135.  Tex. — Kemper  v.  State,  63 
Tex.  Grim.  1,  40,  138  S.  W.  1025. 

See  also  XT.  S. — Goldsby  v.  United 
States,  160  U.  S.  70,  16  Sup.  Ct.  216, 
40  L.  ed.  343.  Ala. — Hussey  v.  State, 
87  Ala.  121,  6  So.  420.  Ore.— State  v. 
Belding,  43  Ore.  95,  71  Pac.  330.  Tex. 
(Tooke  V.  State,  23  Tex.  App.  10,  3  S. 
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process  for  obtaining  witnesses  in  his  behalf,*'  does  not  apply  to  a 
preliminary  examination. 

Separate  Examination A  refusal  to  conduct  a  separate  prelimin- 
ary examination  of  one  charged  jointly  with  another  does  not  render 
the  commitment  void.** 

C.  Scope  of  Inquiry.  —  The  power  of  the  examining  magistrate 
is  not  always  limited  to  the  specific  offense  charged  in  the  preliminary 
complaint  or  affidavit.*^  But  in  some  jurisdictions,  it  must  be  conceded 
that  any  number  of  felonies  may  be  inquired  into  at  one  preliminary 
examination;*^  and  if  it  appears  from  the  examination  that  any  pub- 
lic offense  has  been  committed,  and  that  there  is  sufficient  cause  to 
believe  the  defendant  guilty  thereof,  the  defendant  may  be  held  to 
answer,  even  though  the  offense  was  not  charged  in  the  preliminary 
complaint  or  warrant.*^  In  other  jurisdictions,  however,  the  defend- 
ant cannot  be  held  to  answer  for  an  offense  not  charged  in  the  pre- 
liminary complaint  or  included  therein;  and  the  magistrate  cannot 
proceed  to  a  hearing  upon  a  charge  foreign  to  that  contained  in  the 
complaint.**  The  magistrate  is  not  charged  with,  or  empowered  to  de- 
termine -the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused  ;*^  all  that  he  is  required 
to  find  is  that  a  felony  has  been  committed  and  probable  cause  to  be- 
lieve the  prisoner  guilty  thereof.^" 


W.  782,  and  generally  the  title  "Wit- 
nesses." 

[a]  Magistrate  may  commit  al- 
though the  people  fail  to  produce  per- 
son upon  whose  sworn  statement  the 
■warrant  was  issued.  People  ex  rel. 
Domens  v.  Warden  of  City  Prison,  154 
App.   Div.   728,   139   N.   Y.   Supp.   828. 

83.  Farnham  v.  Colman,  19  S.  D. 
342,  103  N.  W.  161,  117  Am.  St.  Eep. 
944,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1135.  ■Compare 
United  States  v.  Burr,  25  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  14,692d;  also  Hussey  v.  State,  87 
Ala.  121,  6  So.  420. 

84.  People  v.  Burns,  121  Cal.  529, 
53  Pac.  1096. 

85.  Trimble  v.  Territory,  15  Okla. 
620,  86  Pae.  64.  See  also  Yaner  v. 
People,  34  Mich.  286. 

86.  State  v.  Shaw,  72  Kan.  81,  82 
Pae.  587,  regardless  of  what  may  be 
the  rule  in  case  of  trial. 

[a]  Eule  that  party  cannot  be 
tried  for  two  distinct  offenses  at  one 
time  is  not  applicable  to  preliminary 
examinations.  People  v.  Shuler,  136 
Mich.  161,  98  N.  W.  986. 

87.  See  the  following:  Ariz. — ^Fer- 
tig  V.  State,  14  Ariz.  540,  133  Pac.  99. 
Kan.— State  v.  Pigg,  80  Kan.  481,  103 
Pac.  121,  18  Ann.  Cas.  521;  State  v. 
Shaw,  72  Kan.  81,  82  Pac.  587;  Eed- 
mond  V.  State,  12  Kan.  172.  Okla. 
Trimble  v.  Territory,  15  Okla.  620,  86 
Pae.  64,  statute  authorizes  same.  Wa8^. 


State  V.  Newton,  29  Wash.  373,  70 
Pac.  31. 

As  to  determination  and  commit- 
ment generally,  see  infra,  VI. 

[a]  If  it  appears  that  a  higher  of- 
fense than  that  charged  in  the  war- 
rant has  been  committed,  it  is  the  dutj' 
of  the  magistrate  to  issue  a  new  war- 
rant charging  the  accused  with  the 
higher  offense  and  proceed  thereon. 
Yaner  v.  People,  34  Mich.  286. 

88.  State  v.  Pay,  45  Utah  411,  146 
Pae.  300,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  173,  rely- 
ing upon  People  v.  Christian,  101  Cal. 
471,  35  Pac.  1043,  followed  in  People 
V.  Howard,  111  Cal.  655,  44  Pac.  342. 
See  also  Mills  v.  State,  53  Neb.  263, 
73  N.  W.  761;  Hockenberger  v.  State, 
49  Neb.  706,  68  N.  W.  1037;  Cowan 
V.  State,  22  Neb.  519,  35  N.  W.  405, 
all  holding  that  charge  in  information 
must  be  substantially  same  as  one  con- 
tained in  complaint.  Compare  People 
V.  Lee  Look,  143  Cal.  216,  76  Pac.  1028; 
People  V.  Nogiri,  142  Cal.  596,  76  Pac. 
490;  People  v.  Staples,  91  Cal.  23,  27 
Pac.  523  (dicta  to  contrary) ;  People 
V.  Wheeler,  73  Cal,  252,  14  Pac.  796; 
People  V.  Smith,  1  Cal.  9. 

89.  State  v.  Jeffries,  210  Mo.  302, 
320,  109  S.  W.  614;  People  ea;  rel. 
Beamish  v.  Eeynolds,  155  N.  Y.  Supp. 
121.     See  also  supra,  I,  note  7. 

90.  State  V.  Jeffries,  210  Mo.  302, 
320,  109  8.  W.   614;   State  v.  Huegin, 
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Questions  properly  determtaed  upon  the  trial  will  not  be  inquired  into 
upon  the  preliminary  examination,  however.*^ 

D.  Examination  op  Witnesses.^^  —  1.  Generally.  —  The  com- 
plaining witness  and  other  witnesses  in  suppqrt  of  the  prosecution  are 
usually  examined  upon  the  preliminary  examination,^^  on  oath  or 
affirmation,^*  in  the  presence  of  the  accused,^^  and  the  magistrate,®® 
in  regard  to  the  offense  charged,  and  any  other  matters  connected 
therewith.^'  Notwithstanding  a  waiver  of  the  preliminary  examina- 
tion by  the  accused,®^  the  examining  magistrate  may  proceed  and  take 
the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  for  the  state.®®  Formerly  all  inquiry 
at  preliminary  examinations  might  be  confined  to  the  prosecution,^ 
and  as  a  matter  of  strict  legal  right,  the  accused  was  not  entitled  to 
present  witnesses  in  his  own  behalf.^  The  magistrate  might  hear  the 
witnesses  produced  in  his  behalf,  however,^  though  it  was  not  obliga- 
tory upon  him  to  do  so.*    The  practice  under  some  statutes  now  re- 


110  Wis.  189,  85  N.  W^  1046,  62  L.  R. 
A.  700. 

That  preliminary  examination  is  in 
no  sense  a  judicial  trial  in  which  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused  is  de- 
termined or  adjudged,  see  supra,  I. 

As  to  finding  and  determination  gen- 
erally, see  infra,  VI,  A.  . 

91.  Ex  parte  Charlton,  185  Fed.  880 
(such  an  insanity  of  accused) ;  United 
States  V.  Burr,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14.- 
694a. 

92.  Eight  of  accused  to  be  con- 
fronted by  witnesses,  see  supra,  V,  B. 

93.  See  the  statutes,  and  Mich. 
People  V.  Curtis,  95  Mich.  212,  54  N. 
W.  767;  Yaner  v.  People,  34  Mich. 
286.  N.  Y. — People  v.  Drury,  2  Edm. 
Sel.  Cas.  351;  People  v.  Collins,  20< 
How.  Pr.  Ill,  11  Abb.  Pr.  406.  Can., 
King  V.  Traynor,  4  Can.  Crim.  Cas.: 
410. 

[a]  Witnesses  must  be  before  thei 
magistrate  at  the  time  of  taking  the; 
examination.  King  v.  Traynor,  4  Can.i 
Crim.  Cas.  410. 

Extent  of  examination,  see  infra,  V, 
D,  3. 

94.  See  the  following:  Mich. — Yaner 
V.  People,  34  Mich.  286.  N.  Y.— Peo- 
ple V.  Drury,  2  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  351; 
People  V.  Collins,  20  How.  Pr.  Ill,  11 
Abb.  Pr.  406.  Can. — Queen  v.  Lepine, 
4  Can.  Crim.  Cas.  145. 

[a]  Who  May  Administer  Oath. 
The  committing  magistrate  cannot  del- 
egate the  duty  of,  administering  the 
oath  to  witnesses  before  him,  the  duty, 
unless  otherwise  provided  by  statute, 
being  one  required  to  be  performed 
personally  by  the  magistrate  to  ren- 
voi. XXI 


der  the  examination  a  valid  one.  Peo- 
ple V.  Cohen,  118  Cal.  74,  50  Pao.  20. 
Gompar-e  Sullivan  v.  State,  6  Tex."-App. 
319;  32  Am.  Rep.  580. 

95.  See  the  following:  Mich. — ^Yaner 
V.  People,  34  Mich.  286.  N.  Y. — People 
V.  Drury,  2  Edm.  Sel,  Cas.  351;  People 
V.  Collins,  20  How.  Pr.  Ill,  11  Abb. 
Pr.  406.  N.  D.— State  v.  McLain,  13 
N.  D.  368,  102  N.  W.  407;  State  v. 
Beaverstad,  12  N.  D.  527,  97  N.  W. 
548.  Can. — Queen  v.  Lepine,  4  Can. 
Crim.  Cas.  145.  See  also  The  King 
V.  Traynor,  4  Can.  Crim.  Cas.  410. 

Eight  of  accused  to  be  present  at 
preliminary  examination,  see  supra,  V, 
B. 

96.  King  V.  Traynor,  4  Can.  Crim. 
Cas.  410. 

97.  Yaner  v.  People,  34  Mich.  286; 
People  V.  Collins,  20,  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
Ill,  11  Abb.  Pr.  406. 

As  to  scope  of  inquiry,  see  supra, 
V,  a 

98.  As  to  waiver,  see  supra,  II,  B. 

99.  See  supra,  11,  B,  1. 

1.  Farnham  v.  Colman,  19  S.  D. 
342,  103  N.  W.  161,  117  Am.  St.  Eep. 
944,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1135,  9  Ann. 
Cas.  314. 

2.  Com.  V.  .Chubbs,  16  Pa.  Dist. 
335;  Farnham  v.  Colman,  19  S.  D.  345, 
103  N.  W.  161,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  944, 
1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1135,  9  Ann.  Cas. 
314.  See  also  United  States  v.  White, 
4  Wash.  C.  C.  414,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,686. 

3.  United  States  v.  White,  2  Wash. 
C.   C.   29, -28  Fed.   Cas.   No.  16;685. 

4.  Com.  V.  Chubbs,  16  Pa.  Dist.  335 
(discretionary  with  magistrate) ;  Brown 
V.  McCroskey,  10  Pa.  Diet.  583. 
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quires  the  examination  of  -witnesses  produced  for  the  accused.^ 

The  accused  or  his  counsel  are  entitled  to  cross-examine  the  wit- 
nesses for  the  prosecution.^ 

2.  Separation  and  Exclusion  of  Witnesses.''  —  Statutes  sometimes 
authorize  the  magistrate  to  exclude  the  witnesses  during  the  examina- 
tion,* and  to  separate  them  from  each  other, ^  at  the  request  of  either 
the  prosecution  or  the  accused. 

3.  Extent  of  Examination,  Sufficiency  of  Evidence,  etc."  —  In  a 
preliminary  examination,  the  state  is  not  bound  to  produce  all  of  its 
evidence.^^  Nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  evidence  upon  which  the  ac- 
cused is  committed  should  be  sufficient  to  support  a  conviction  at  the 
trial  ;^^  all  that  is  necessary  is  that  there  be  sufficient  proof  that  a 
crime  has  been  committed  and  that  there  is  probable  cause  to  believe 
that  the  defendant  is  guilty  thereof.^^   As  soon  as  the  inagistrate  be- 


5.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  follow- 
ing: N.  Y. — People  v.  ColUns,  20  How. 
Pr.  Ill,  11  Abb.  Pr.  406;  People  v. 
Drury,  2  Edm.  Sel.  Gas.  351.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Hughes,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  470; 
Com.  V.  Sheriff,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  341. 
Compare  Com.  v.  Chubbs,  16  Pa.  Dist. 
335.  S.  D. — Farnham  v.  Colman,  19 
S.  D.  342,  103  N.  W.  161,  117  Am. 
St.  Eep.  944,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1135, 
9  Ann.  Cas.  314.  Wis. — Emery  v.  State, 
92  Wis.  146,  65  N.  W.  848. 

[a]  Kefusal  of  the  committing 
magistrate  to  hear  a  material  witness 
produced  by  defendant  to  contradict 
the  testimony  of  the  complainant  vio- 
lates a  substantial  right  of  the  defend- 
ant. People  V.  Mulcahy,  153  N.  Y. 
Supp.  912. 

6.  See  the  following:  Cal. — Kalloch 
V.  Superior  Court,  56  Cal.  229.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  E:estall,  3  Hill  289.  N.  D. 
State  V.  McLain.  13  N.  D.  36S,  102 
N.  W.  407.  OaUi— Queen  v.  Lepine,  4 
Can.  Crim.  Cas.  145. 

Compare  United  States  v.  White,- 2 
Wash.  C.  C.  29,  16  Fed.  Cm.  No.  16,- 
685;  People  ex  rel.  Domens  v.  Warden 
of  City  Prison,  154  App.  Div.  728,  139 
N.  Y,  Supp.  828. 

7.  See   generally    the    title     "Wiv 


8.  See  the  statutes,  and  Johnson  v. 
Clem,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  860,  statute  man- 
datory. 

9.  See  the  statutes,  and  Johnson  v. 
Clem,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  860. 

10.  Scope  of  inquiry,  see  supra,  V, 
C. 

11.  In  re  Squires,  13  Idaho  624,  92 
Pac.  754;  In  re  Sly,  9  Idaho  779,  76 
Pae.  766.  See  also  State  v.  Jeffries, 
210  Mo.  302,  109  S.  W.  614;   Com.  v. 


Chubbs,   16   Pa.   Dist.   335;    Brown    v. 
McCroskey,  10  Pa.  Dist.  583. 

[a]  Complaining  witness  need  not 
be  called  as  a  witness,  statutes  so  pro- 
viding being  merely  directory.  Lund- 
strum  V.  State,  140  Wis.  141,  121  N.  W. 
883;  Emery  v.  State,  92  Wis.  146,  154, 
65  N.  W.  848.  To  same  effect.  People 
V.  Curtis,  95  Mich.  212,  54  N.  W.  767. 

[b]  Burden  of  proof  is  on  state. 
Ex  parte  Patterson,  50  Tex.  Crim.  271, 
95  S.  W.  1061. 

12.  See  the  following:  Cal. — In  re 
Hartwel],  28  Cal.  App.  627,  153  Pac. 
730;  In  re  Mitchell,  1  Cal.  App.  396, 
82  Pac.  347.  Idaho.— State  v.  Lay- 
man, 22  Idaho  387,  125  Pae.  1042; 
In  re  Squires,  13  Idaho  624,  92  Pac. 
754,  guilt  of  accused  need  not  be  es- 
tablished beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 
■Neb. — Jahnke  v.  State,  68  Neb.  154, 
94  N.  W.  158,  104  N.  W.  154;  Rhea 
V.  State,  61  Neb.  15,  84  N.  W.  414. 
Nov.— JSa;  parte  Molino,  39  Nev.  360, 
157  Pac.  1012;  In  re  Kelly,  28  Nev. 
491,  83  Pac.  223.  N.  C— Matter  of 
McFarland,  59  Hun  304,  13  N.  Y.  Supp. 
22;  Matter  of  Henry,  13  Misc.  734, 
35  N.  Y.  Supp.  210,  11  N.  Y.  Crim. 
466,  69  N.  Y.  St.  590;  People  v.  Shenk, 
142  N.  Y.  Supp.  1081.  Tex.— fe  parte 
Patterson,  50  Tex,  Crim.  271,  95  S.  W. 
1061. 

13.  See  the  following:  Cal. — In  re 
Kawaguchi,  12  Cal.  App.  498,  107  Pac, 
727;  People  v.  Coombs,  9  Cal.  App.  262, 
98  Pac.  686;  Ex  parte  Heacoci,  8  Cal. 
App.  420,  97  Pac.  77;  In  re  Mitchell, 
1  CaJ.  App.  396,  82  Pac.  347.  Haw. 
Ex  parte  Higashi,  17  Hawaii  428. 
Idaho. — State  v.  Layman,  22  Idaho  387, 
125  Pac.  1042;  In  re  Sqjiires,  13  Idaho 
624,  92  Pac.  15A;  In  re  Sly,  9  Idaho 
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comes  satisfied  of  the  probable  guilt  of  the  accused,  he  may  close  the 
examination." 

The  admission  of  hearsay  and  other  incompetent  evidence  does  not 
invalidate  the  preliminary  examination,  if  there  was  sufficient  com- 
petent evidence  to  show  probable  cause.^^  Where  the  statute  pro- 
hibits the  conviction  of  a  person  on  the  uncorroborated  testimony  of 


779,  76  Pae.  766.  Kan. — In  re  Stilts, 
74  Kan.  805,  87  Pac.  1134;  State  v. 
Tennison,  39  Kan.  726,  18  Pac.  948; 
Redmond  v.  State,  12  Kan.  172.  Me. 
State  V.  Hartwell,  35  Me.  129.  Mich. 
People  V.  Whittemore,  102  Mich.  519, 
61  N.  W.  13;  People  v.  Harrington,  75 
Mict.  112,  42  N.  W.  680;  People  v. 
Evans,  72  Mich.  867,  40  N.  "W.  473; 
Yaner  v.  People,  34  Mich.  288.  Nel). 
Jahnke  v.  State,  68  Neb.  154,  94  N.  W. 
158,  104  N.  W.  154;  Ehea  v.  State,  61 
Neb.  15,  84  N.  W.  414.  Nev.—In  re 
Kelly,  28  Nev.  491,  83  Pac.  223.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  rel.  Cassidy  v.  Quinn,  150 
App.  Div.  813,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  477; 
People  er  rel.  Zotti  v.  Flynn,  135  App. 
Div.  276,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  511;  People 
V.  Shenk,  142  N.  Y,  Supp.  1081.  N.  D. 
See  State  v.  Beaverstad,  12  N.  D.  527, 
97  N.  W.  548.  Ohio. — Scovern  v.  State, 
6  Ohio  St.  288.  Tex.— See  Ex  parte 
Patterson,  50  Tex.  Grim.  271,  95  S.  W. 
1061.  Also  Ex  parte  Eichards,  44  Tex. 
Grim.  561,  72  S.  W.  838.  Wis.— State 
V.  McGinley,  153  Wis.  5,  140  N.  W. 
332.  Can.— Bex  v.  Odell,  22  Can.  Grim. 
Gas.   39. 

[a]  By  "reasonable  or  probable 
cause"  is  meant  such  evidence  as 
would  lead  a  reasonable  person  to  be- 
lieve that  the  accused  party  has  prob- 
ably or  likely  committed  the  offense 
charged.  In  re  Squires,  13  Idaho  624, 
92  Pac.  754,  holding  that  the  phrase 
is  not  equivalent  to  the  phrase,  "be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt."  To  same 
effect.  State  v.  Layman,  22  Idato  887, 
125  Pae.  1042. 

[b]  Term  "sufficient"  cause  used 
in  a  statute  is  equivalent  to  probable 
cauHe.  People  v.  Goombs,  9  Gal.  App. 
262,  98  Pac.  686. 

[c]  Mere  suspicion  is  not  sufficient 
to  authorize  the  magistrate  to  hold  the 
accused  to  answer.  People  v.  Shenk, 
142  N.  Y.  Supp.  1081. 

[d]  Necessity  For  Evidence  Upon 
Wbich  Magistrate  May  Act. — The  pro- 
ceeding "being  statutory  and  special, 
evidence  tending  to  establish  the  facts 
justifying  a  commitment  or  holding  to 
bail  for  trial,  is  jurisdictional  the  same 
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as  any  other  statutory  essential.  The 
statute  awarding  the  privilege  provides 
that  the  examining  magistrate  shall 
act,  in  determining  the  facts,  upon 
evidence;  and  that  contemplates  that 
there  must  be  evidence,  and  competent 
evidence,  tending  to  establish  the 
facts.  It  is  jurisdictional  in  the  same 
sense  that  the  production  of  some  com- 
petent evidence  before  a  quasi-judicial 
body,  authorized  tjy  statute  to  act 
only  upon  evidence,  is  jurisdictional." 
State  ex  rel.  DurnCr  v.  Huegin,  110 
Wis.  189,  85  N.  W.  1046,  62  L.  E.  A. 
700. 

[e]  Presumption  as  to  Sufficiency  of 
Evidence. — "Upon  the  filing  of  an  in- 
formation corresponding  with  the  terms 
of  the  commitment  as  to  the  nature 
of  the  offense  indicated  in  the  latter, 
the  presumption  at  once  arises  that  the 
evidence  of  which  said  commitment  is 
predicated  was  in  all  respects  sufficient 
to  justify  the  magistrate  in  making  the 
order."  People  v.  Sacramento  Butch- 
ers' Assn.,  12  Gal.  App.  471,  107  Pac. 
712. 

14.  See  the  following:  Idaho. — In  re 
Squires,  13  Idaho  624,  92  Pac.  754; 
In  re  Sly,  9  Idaho  779,  76  Pac.  766. 
Mich. — People  v.  Curtis,  95  Mich.  212, 
54  N.  W.  767.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Chubbs, 
16  Pa.  Dist.  335;  Brown  v.  McGroskey, 
10  Pa.  Dist.  583.  Wis.— Emery  v. 
State,  92  Wis.  146,  65  N.  W.  848. 

[a]  It  is  omly  necessary  for  the 
state  to  introduce  sufficient  evidence 
to  satisfy  the  magistrate  that  he  is 
justified  in  holding  the  defendant  to 
answer  and  the  failure  of  the  state  to 
produce  all  attainable  evidence  is  not 
a  ground  for  the  release  of  the  accused. 
In  re  Sly,  9  Idaho  779,  76  Pae.  766. 

[b]  The  fact  that  other  witnesses 
have  ,been  summoned  before  the  magis- 
trate who  we're  not  examined  does  not 
affect  the  finding  of  the  magistrate  as 
to  the  existence  of  probable  cause,  the 
magistrate  being  the  sole  judge  or  the 
sufficiency  of  the  evidence.  State  ■». 
Jeffries,  210  Mo.  302,  109  S.  W.  614. 

15.  In  re  Kawaguthi,  12  Cal.  Aft). 
498,  107  Pac.  727. 
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an  accomplice,  the  magistrate  cannot  base  an  order  of  commitment 
solely  upon  such  testimony.^*  A  confession  may  be  received  and  con- 
sidered by  the  examining  magistrate  in  connection  with  other  evi- 
dence to  show  that  there  is  probable  cause  to  believe  the  accused 
guilty  of  the  crime  charged.^'  The  complaint  cannot  be  used  as  mat- 
ter of  evidence  at  the  preliminary  examination;  and  without  any  evi- 
dence in  support  of  the  charge  contained  therein,  the  accused  cannot 
be  committed.^^ 

The  weight  of  the  evidence  on  a  preliminary  examination  is  a  matter 
for  the  magistrate  to  determine.^' 

4.  Eeducing  Testimony  to  Writing.  —  a.  In /General.  —  In  the 
absence  of  a  statute  requiring  it,  the  magistrate  conducting  the  pre- 
liminary examination  need  not  take  down  in  writing  the  testimony 
of  the  witnesses.^"  But  under  some  statutes,  the  testimony  of  the  wit- 
nesses at  a  preliminary  examination  must  be  reduced  to  writing.^^ 
But  where  the  preliminary  examination  is  waived,  the  defendant  can- 
not thereafter  claim  that  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  was  not  re- 
duced to  writing  as  required  by  the  statute.^^    Ntor  is  a  statute  requir- 


16.  State  V.  Smith,  138  Ala.  Ill,  35 
So.  42,  100  Am.  St.  Eep.  26;  In  re 
Oxley,  38  Nev.  379,  149  Pac.  992.  But 
see  In  re  Mitchell,  1  Cal.  App.  396, 
82  Pac.  347. 

17.  Lundstrum  v.  State,  140  Wis. 
141,  121  N.  W.  883. 

18.  In  re  Hartwell,  28  Cal.  App.  627, 
153  Pac.  730. 

[a]  But  where  the  complaint  is 
verified  and  contains  evidence  of  facts 
showing  the  guilt  of  the  accused  it 
may  be  treated  by  the  magistrate  as 
a  deposition.  In  re  Sing,  13  Cal.  App. 
736,  110  Pac.  693. 

19.  Matter  of  McFarland,  59  Hun 
304,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  22,  and  should  not 
be  reviewed  in  habeas  corpus  proceed- 
ings, at  least.  See  also  Yaner  v.  Peo- 
ple, 34  Mich.  286;  State  v.  Beaverstad, 
12  N.  D.  527,  97  N.  W.  548. 

20.  See  the  following:  Kan. — Eed- 
mond  V.  State,  12  Kan.  172.  Mich. 
People  V.  Hare,  57  Mich.  505,  24  N.  W. 
843.  P.  I. — United  States  v.  Eafael,  23 
Phil.  Isl.  184. 

21.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Cal. — Kalloch  v.  Superior  Court, 
56  Cal.  229.  Idaho. — State  v.  Carlson, 
23  Idaho  545,  130  Pac.  463;  State  v. 
Braithwaite,  3  Idaho  119,  27  Pac.  731. 
la.— State  v.  Wise,  83  Iowa  596,  50 
N.  W.  59.  Kan.— State  v.  Flowers,  58 
Kan.  702,  50  Pac.  938.  Mich.— People 
V.  Brock,  64  Mich.  691,  31  N.  W.  585; 
People  V.  Gleason,  63  Mich.  626,  30 
N.  W.  210  (statute  mandatory);  Peo- 
ple V.  Smith,  25  Mich.  497,  ground  for 
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quashing  information.  Mo. — State  v. 
Carlisle,  57  Mo.  102.  Nev.— State  v. 
Davis,  14  Nev.  407.  N.  Y. — People  v. 
Eestell,  3  Hill  289.  N.  C— State  v. 
Bridgers,  87  N.  C.  562.  S.  C— Lake 
City  V.  Gilliland,  101  S.  C.  152,  85 
S.  E.  312.  Tenn.— State  v.  Miller,  1 
Lea  596.  Tex. — Evans  v.  State,  13  Tex. 
App.  225.  Utah.— State  v.  Gustaldi,  41 
Utah   63,   123   Pac.    897. 

[a]  "The  original  object  of  requir- 
ing the  magistrates  to  make  and  re- 
turn in  writing  their  examination  in 
such  cases,  was  to  j^revent  them  from 
discharging,  through  favoritism,  or 
otherwise  improperly,  a  person  brought 
before  them  charged  with  crime,  and 
as  they  were  obliged  ...  to  re- 
turn all  such  examinations  and  all 
recognizances  to  the  next  Oyer  and 
Terminer,  'so  that  the  justices  of  the 
people  may  proceed  thereon,'  their  de- 
portment in  office  could  thus  be  re- 
viewed and  their  errors  corrected  by 
the  superior  court  of  criminal  juris- 
diction in  process  of  time,  A  further 
object  was  had  in  view  and  was  at- 
tained; the  superior  court,  by  a  perusal 
of  such  examination,  could  be  aided  in 
determining  the  question  of  bail." 
People  V.  Drury,  2  Edm.  Sel.  Cas. 
(N.  Y.)  351. 

[b]  Waiver. — A  plea  of  guilty  con- 
stitutes a  waiver  of  the  statutory  re- 
quirement that  the  testimony  be  re- 
duced to  writing.  People  v.  Carter,  88 
Hun  304,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  764. 

22,    State  V.  Miller,  1  Lea  (Tenn.) 
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ing  minutes  of  the  testimony  to  be  filed  with  the  clerk  applicable 
where  the  defendant  is  discharged  upon  the  preliminary  examina- 
tion.^^ Where  the  accused  does  not  object  to  the  omission  to  reduce 
the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  to  writing,  the  objection  is  waived.^* 

b.  Form  and  Sufficiency.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  It  is  not  essential 
that  the  testimony  at  the  preliminary  examination  of  a  person  accused 
of  crime  should  be  taken  down  by  the  magistrate  hlmself.^^  It  is 
sufficient  if  it  is  done  under  his  supervision  and  direction.^^  It  is  the 
substance  of  the  testimony  that  is  to  be  taken.^'  If  the  testimony  is 
taken  down  in  shorthand,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  person  ap-_ 
pointed  by  the  magistrate  to  act  as  reporter  should  be  the  official  re- 
porter of  a  court.^^  Nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  person  whom  the 
magistrate  may  cause  to  write  out  the  testimony  shall  be  sworn.^' 
Where  the  statute  authorizes  the  appointment  of  a  stenographer,  but 
does  not  specify  the  manner  of  making  the  appointment,  the  taking  of 
an  oath  by  the  stenographer,  followed  by  his  taking  the  testimony 
and  proceedings  with  the  consent  of  all  concerned,  constitutes  a  suf- 
ficient appointment.^" 

(II.)  Signature  of  Witnesses  and  Certification  of  Magistrate.  —  Statutes 
sometimes  require  that  the  testimony,  as  reduced  to  writing,  shall  be 
signed  by  the  witnesses,^^  and  certified  to  by  the  justice  or  committing 


596;  state  v.  Mewhinney,  43  Utah  135, 
134  Pae.  632,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  537. 
See  also  Stuart  v.  People,  42  Mich. 
255,  3  N.  "W.  863. 

A3  to  waiver  of  prellmiuaiy  eixam- 
Inatiooi,  see  supra,  II,  B. 

23.  State  v.  Helvin,  65  Iowa  289,  21 
N.  "W.  645. 

24.  State  v.  Davis,  14  Nev.  407; 
Late  City  v.  Gilliland,  101  S.  C.  152, 
85  S.  E.  312. 

25.  Haw. — Hawaii  v.  Yamane  Nen 
chiro,  12  Hawaii  189.  La. — State  v. 
Wiggins,  50  La.  Ann.  330,  23  So.  334. 
Can. — Eex  v.  Traynor,  4  Can.  Crim. 
Cas.  410. 

26.  Hawaii  v.  Yamane  Nenchiro,  12 
Hawaii  189;  State  v.  Wiggins,  50  La. 
lAnn.  330,  23  So.  334.  See  also  State 
V.  Gustaldi,  41  Utah  63,  123  Pac.  897; 
Eex  V.  McKinley,  28  Can.  Crim.  Cas. 
294. 

27.  Haw. — Hawaii  v.  Yamane  Nen- 
chiro, 12  Hawaii  189.  la. — State  v. 
Wise,  83  Iowa  596,  50  N.  W.  59.  N.  C. 
State  V.  Bridgers,  87  N.  C.  562,  magis- 
trate is  not  required  to  write  every 
word  uttered  by  the  witness. 

28.  People  v.  Nunley,  142  Cal.  441, 
76  Pae.  45;  People  v.  Mclntyre,  127 
Cal.  423,  59  Pac.  779;  State  v.  Turner, 
114  Iowa  426,  87  N.  W.  287,  magis- 
trate may  order  whom  he  chooses  to 
take  the  testimony. 
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29.  People  v.  Nunley,  142  Cal.  441, 
76  Pac.  45;  People  v.  Eiley,  75  Cal. 
98,  16  Pac.  544;  State  v.  Wise,  83 
Iowa  596,  50  N.  W.  59.  Compare  Eex 
V.  McKinley,  28  Can.  Crim.  Cas.  294 
(under  statute  requiring  stenographer 
taking  testimony  in  shorthand  to  be 
sworn) ;  Eex  v.  Limerick,  27  Can.  Crim. 
Cas.  309,  failure  to  do  so  jurisdictional. 

■  [a]  Official  reporter  need  not  be 
sworn.  People  v.  MuUaley,  16  Cal. 
App.  44,  116  Pae.  88. 

[b]  Presumption. — If  necessary,  the 
presumption  would  be  that  the  oath 
was  administered.  People  v.  MuUaley, 
16  Cal.  App.  44,  116  Pac.  88. 

[c]  Proof  that  stenographer  sworn 
may  be  supplied  by  justice's  cer- 
tificate. McDonald  v.  The  King,  26 
Can.  Crim.  Cas.  175. 

30.  State  v.  Gustaldi,  41  Utah  63, 
123  Pac.  897,  even  if  appointment  ir- 
regular, objection  waived  by  not  at- 
tacking information,  and  by  entering 
plea  of  not  guilty  and  going  to  trial. 

31.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Idaho. — State  v.  Carlson,  23 
Idaho  545,  130  Pac.  463;  State  v.  Ytur- 
aspe,  22  Idaho  360,  125  Pac.  802;  State 
V.  Braithwaite,  3  Idaho  119,  27  Pae. 
731.  Mich. — People  v.  Brock,  64  Mich. 
691,  31  N.  W.  585;  People  v.  Gleason, 
63  Mich,  626,  30  N.  W.  210;  People 
V.  Chapman,  62  Mieh.  280,  28  N.  W. 
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magistrate.^^  Such  provision  should  be  substantially  complied  with.^^ 
Under  statutes  in  other  jurisdictions,  however,  the  testimony  need  not 
be  signed  by  the  witnesses,^*  it  being  sufficient  that  the  testimony  is  re- 
duced to  writing  as  required  thereby.^^  Nor  is  certification  by  the 
justice  necessary  under  some  statutes.^^ 

Sufficiency  of  Signature.  —  The  signatures  of  the  witnesses  are  to  be 
done  in  the  usual  way.^'' 

Reading  Testimony  to  Witness  Prior  to  Signature.  —  Though  the  stat- 
ute does  not,  in  express  terms,  require  that  the  testimony  taken  down 
by  the  magistrate  be  read  over  to  the  witness  before  his  signing,  such 
is  the  common  practice,^^  and  should  be  required.^^  It  is  so  required  by 


896,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  857.  Miss.— Cun- 
ning V.  State,  79  Miss.  284,  30  So. 
658.  Mo.— State  v.  Carlisle,  57  Mo. 
102.  S.  0. — Lake  City  v.  Gilliland,  101 
S.  C.  152,  85  S.  B.  312. 

[a]  Where  the  testimony  is  taken 
down  in  shorthand,  no  formal  adjourn- 
ment is  necessary  to  have  the  witnesses 
appear  and  sign  their  testimony. 
Oblaser  v.  Wayne  Circuit  Judge,  159 
Mich.   665,   124   N.    W.   590. 

[b]  Waiver. — Where  defendant 's  at- 
torney has  knowledge  of  the  fact  that 
by  oversight  the  witnesses  did  not 
sign  their  testimonies,  but  did  not  call 
the  magistrate's  attention  to  that  fact, 
the  irregularity  will  be  deemed  to  have 
been  waived.  City  of  Sumter  v.  Hogan, 
96  S.  C.  302,  80  S.  E.  497. 

32.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Idaho. — State  v.  Yturaspe,  22 
Idaho  360,  125  Pac.  802;  State  v. 
Braithwaite,  3  Idaho  119,  27  Pac.  731. 
Mich. — ^People  v.  Dowdigan,  67  Mich. 
95,  38  N.  W.  920.     Miss. — Cunning  v. 

,  State,  79  Miss.  284,  30  So.  658. 

[a]  Testimony  of  Each  Witness 
Need  Not  Be  Separately  Certified. 
Idaho. — State  v.  Yturaspe,  22  Idaho 
360,  125  Pac.  802.  Tex.— Evans  v. 
State,  13  Tex.  App.  225.  Can.- Mc- 
Donald V.  King,  26  Can.  Crim.  Cas. 
175,  all  may  be  included  in  one  cer- 
tificate. 

[b]  It  will  be  presumed  in  the  ap- 
pellate court,  in  absence  of  anything 
in  the  record  to  the  contrary,  that  the 
magistrate  made  the  certificate  re- 
quired by  the  statute.  State  v.  Ytur- 
aspe, 22  Idaho  360,  125  Pac.  802. 

33.  State  v.  Yturaspe,  22  Idaho  360, 
125  Pac.  802. 

[a]  Requirement  jurisdictional,  (1) 
failure  to  do  so  annulling  subsequent 
proceedings.  People  v.  Chapman,  62 
Mich.  280,  28  N.  W.  896,  4  Am.  St. 
Bep.   857.     See  also  People  v.  Broek, 


64  Mich.  691,  31  N.  W.  585.  (2) 
Compare  Cunning  v.  State,  79  Miss. 
284,  30  So.  658,  holding  that  unsigned 
writing  not  certified  to  by  the  justice, 
though  purporting  to  be  testimfany  of 
witnesses  upon  the  preliminary  exam- 
ination, is  a  nullity,  and  cannot  be 
used  to  contradict  the  witness  at  the 
trial;  also  United  States  v.  McGovern, 
6  Phil.  Isl.  621,  holding  omission  of 
signatures  of  witnesses  mere  formal 
defect  not  affecting  validity  of  pro- 
ceedings. 

34.  See  the  statutes,  and  State  v. 
Wise,  83  Iowa  596,  50  N.  W.  59;  State 
V.  Wiggins,  50  La.  Ann.  330,  23  So. 
334;  State  v.  Allen,  37  La.  Ann.  685. 
See  also  Eex  v.  McKinley,  28  Can, 
Crim.  Cas.   294. 

35.  See  supra,  V,  D,  4,  a. 

36.  See  the  statutes,  and  State  v. 
Wise,  83  Iowa  596,  50  N.  W.  59;  State 
«.  Wiggins,  50  La.  Ann.  330,  23  So. 
334. 

37.  State  v.  Carlisle,  57  Mo.  102. 
"A  manual  signing  by  the  witness 
himself  is  not  an  absolute  requisite, 
when  it  is  shown  to  be  a  physical  im- 
possibility. In  case  the  witness  does 
not  know  how  to  write,  or  his  arm  ia 
disabled,  or  from  any  cause  he  does 
not  possess  the  ability  to  perform  the 
act,  he  may  request  another  to  do  it 
for  him,  and  that  will  be  sufficient." 

38.  People  v.  Chapman,  62  Mich. 
280,  289,  28  N.  W.  896,  4  Am.  St.  Eep. 
857. 

39.  People  v.  Chapman,  62  Mich. 
280,  289,  28  N.  W.  896,  4  Am.  St.  Eep. 
857. 

[a]  Reason. — "If  the  language  of 
the  witness,  as  taken  by  the  magis- 
trate, is  not  read  to  the  witness,  or 
by  him,  before  signing,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  correction,  there  can  be  no  cer- 
tainty that  the  deposition  of  the  wit- 
neaa   so   written   and   signed   is   as  it 
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express  provision  of  statute  in  some  jurisdictions.*" 

E.  Examination  of  Accused.  —  1.  Generally.  —  In  the  absence 
of  statute,  the  practice  of  examining  the  accused  at  the  preliminary 
examination  is  unauthorized.*^  But  under  statutes  in  some  jurisdic- 
tions, the  accused  may  voluntarily  become  a  witness  at  the  preliminary 
examination.*^ 

2.  Statement,  of  Accused.*'  —  a.  In  General.  —  Statutes  sometimes 
provide  that  the  accused  may  make  an  unsworn  statement  in  relation 
to  the  charge  upon  which  the  preliminary  examination  is  being  con- 
ducted.** But  the  statutes  require  that  before  he  is  called  upon  to  de- 
termine whether  to  exercise  that  right  he  must  be  given  certain  infor- 
mation.*^ 

b.  Manner  of  Taking  and  Preserving  for  Use  at  Trial.  —  The  stat- 
utes usually  prescribe  the  manner  in  which  the  statement  of  the  ac- 
cused is  to  be  taken  by  the  magistrate.*^     It  is  sometimes  required 


was  actually  stated  under  oath."  Peo- 
ple V.  Chapman,  62  Mich.  280,  289,  28 
N.  W.  896,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  857,  hold- 
ing further  that  "without  it  there 
could  scarcely  be  a  conviction  for  per- 
jury if  the  witness,  upon  the  trial, 
should  see  fit  to  materially  change  his 
testimony. ' ' 

[b]  Failure  to  have  the  testimony 
of  any  or  all  of  the  witnesses  read 
to  or  by  them  before  signing  cannot 
affect  the  status  of  the  defendant  in 
the  trial  court  to  which  he  is  bound 
over  at  the  examination,  when  the 
e::ramination  is  in  other  respects  legal, 
and  in  conformity  to  the  express  terms 
of  the  statute  relating  thereto.  People 
V.  Gleason,  63  Mich.  626,  30  N.  W. 
210,  holding  that  if  accused  mates  no 
objection  at  examination  that  he  can- 
not be  heard  afterwards  to  complain. 
See  to  same  effect.  People  v.  Dowdigan, 
67  Mich.  95,  38  N.  W.  920. 

40.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Beading  May  Be  From  Short- 
hand Notes. — McDonald  v.  The  King, 
26   Can.   Crim.   Oas.   175. 

[b]  Presumed  that  testimony  read 
to  witness.  People  v,  Moore,  15  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   419. 

41.  Kelly  V.  State,  72  Ala.  244 
(practice  unwarranted  by  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  common  law) ;  People  v. 
Gibbons,  43  Oal.  557,  statute  of  1866 
authorizing  accused  persons  to  become 
witnesses  in  their  own  behalf  had  no 
application  to  mere  preliminary  exam- 
inations before  committing  magis- 
trates. 

[a]  Such  an  examination  violates 
the  constitutional  provision  prohibit- 
ing the  compulsion  of  a  party  to  give 
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evidence    against    himself.      Kelly    v. 
State,   72   Ala.   244. 

42.  See  the  statutes,  and  CaJ. — Peo- 
ple V.  Kelley,  47  Cal.  125,  statute  of 
1866,  under  which  People  v.  Gibbons, 
43  Cal.  557,  was  decided,  repealed  and 
new  provisions  of  penal  code  in  force 
at  time  of  preliminary  examination  in 
this  case.  MT.  Y. — ^People  ex  rel.  Beam- 
ish V.  Eeynolds,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  121, 
under  Code  Crim.  Proc,  §393.  Wis. 
State  V.  Glass,  50  Wis.  218,  6  N.  W. 
500,  36  Am.  Eep.  845. 

See  also  State  v.  Laffer,  38  Iowa 
422. 

That  magistrate  should  advise  ac- 
cused of  right  to  decUne  to  testify,  see 
supra,  V,  B. 

43.  Statement  of  accused  upon  the 
trial,  see  the  title  "Statement  by  Ac- 
cused." 

44.  See  the  statutes,  and  People  v. 
Gibbons,  43  Cal.  557  (under  Act  of 
1851,  since  repealed);  People  v.  Perola, 
215  N.  Y.  285,  109  N.  E.  500;  People 
V.  Chapleau,  121  N.  Y.  266,  24  N.  E. 
469.  See  also  Parnham  v.  Colman,  19 
S.  D.  342,  103  N.  W.  161,  117  Am. 
St.  Eep.  944,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1135, 
9  Ann.  Cas.  314. 

[a]  Fact  that  accused  is  sworn  ren- 
ders preliminary  examination  fatally 
irregular.  People  v.  Hendrickson,  S 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  404,  1  Park.  Crim. 
406. 

45.  See  supra,  V,  B. 

46.  See  the  statutes,  and  infra,  this 
section. 

[a]  Presumption  that  statement  reg- 
ularly and  properly  taken.  People  v. 
Moore,   15   Wend.    (N.   Y.)    419.      To 
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that  the  statement  be  reduced  to  writing;"  and  if  the  defendant  re- 
fuses to  sign  it,  his  reason  therefor  must  be  stated.*'  It  must  be  signed 
and  certified  by  the  magistrate." 

3.  Admissibility  of  Statement  or  Confession  of  Accused  As  Evi- 
dence Against  Him  at  Trial.  — This  subject  is  fully  treated  in  an- 
other work.^" 

VI.  DETERMINATION  AND  COMMITMENT.  —  A.  Generally, 
At  the  conclusion  of  the  preliminary  examination,  the  examining  mag- 
istrate must  reach  a  conclusion  as  to  whether  a  crime  has  been  com- 
mitted and  as  to  whether  there  is  or  is  not  probable  cause  for  charging 
the  prisoner  with  the  crime.^^  If  it  appears  from  the  examination 
that  an  offense  has  been  committed,  and  that  there  is  probable  cause 
to  believe  the  prisoner  guilty  thereof,  the  law  requires  that  the  magis- 
trate shall  bind  the  prisoner  over  to  answer  before  the  court  having 
jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  the  offense,"^  and  commit  him  pend- 
ing the  termination  of  the  trial,  if  the  bail  set  is  not  furnished  or  if 
the  offense  is  not  a  bailable  one.°^  But  if  the  magistrate  reaches  the 
conclusion  that  no  offense  has  been  committed  or  that  there  is  no  prob- 


same    effect,   see    Wright   v.   State,   50 
Miss.  332. 

47.  See  the  statutes,  and  Oal. — ^Peo- 
ple V.  Gibbons,  43  Cal.  557,  under  Act 
of  1851,  since  repealed.  Miss. — Wright 
V.  State,  50  Miss.  332.  N.  Y.— People 
V.  Chapleau,  121  N.  Y.  266,  24  N.  B. 
469.  P.  I.— United  States  v.  Eafael,  23 
Phil.   Isl.   184. 

48.  See  the  statutes,  and  People  v. 
Ohapleau,  121  N.  Y.  266,  24  N.  E. 
469. 

[a]  But  It  is  not  necessary  that  ac- 
cused sign  statement.  People  v.  John- 
son, 1  Wheel.   Crim.   (N.  Y.)    193. 

49.  See  the  statutes,  and  Wright  v. 
State,  50  Miss.  332;  People  v.  Chap- 
leau,  121  N.  Y.  266,  24  N.  B.  469; 
People  V.  Moore,  15  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
419. 

50.  See  5  Enct.  op  Bv.  327,  et  seq. 

51.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— United 
States  V.  Lumsden,  1  Bond  5,  26  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  15,641.  Colo.— 7n  re  Dolph,  17 
Colo.  35,  28  Pac.  470.  Kan. — Eedmond 
V.  State,  12  Kan.  172.  Mich. — People 
V.  Evans,  72  Mich.  367,  387,  40  N.  W. 
473;  Yaner  v.  People,  34  Mich.  286. 
Neb.— Jahnke  v.  State,  68  Neb.  154,  94 
N.  W.  158,  104  N.  W.  154.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Gessner,  53  How.  Pr.  515;  People 
ex  reZ.  Bungart  v.  Wells,  57  App.  Div. 
140,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  59.  N.  D.— State 
V.  Beaverstad,  12  N.  D.  527,  97  N.  W. 
548. 

Time  within  which  examination  must 
be  completed,  see  supra,  III. 

62.    See  the  following:  U.  S.—In  re 


"Van  Campen,  2  Ben.  419,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,835.  Colo. — In  re  Dolph,  17 
Colo.  35,  28  Pac.  470.  Idaho.— J»  re 
Squires,  13  Idaho  624,  92  Pac.  754. 
Kan. — Eedmond  v.  State,  12  Kan.  172. 
Me. — State  v.  Hartwell,  35  Me.  129. 
Mass. — Com.  v.  Ward,  4  Mass.  497.  Mich. 
People  V.  Evans,  72  Mich.  367,  387, 
40  N.  W.  473.  N.  Y.— 7fi  re  Gessner, 
53  How.  Pr.  515;  Cohen  v.  Bruere,  96 
Misc.  609,  162  N.  Y.  Supp.  75;  People 
V.  Shenk,  142  N.  Y.  Supp.  1081.  BT.  D. 
State  V.  Beaverstad,  12  N.  D.  527,  97 
N.  W.  548.  Wis.— State  v.  McGiuley, 
153  Wis.  5,  140  N.  W.  332;  Martin 
V.  State,   79   Wis.   165,  48   N.   W.   119. 

[a]  Such  a  finding  is  a  judicial  de- 
termination, and  the  basis  of  the  right 
to  proceed  by  information.  People  v. 
Evans,  72  Mich.  367,  387,  40  N.  W. 
473. 

[b]  A  broad  latitude  is  given  to 
the  examining  magistrate  and  if  the 
evidence  in  any  reasonable  view  of  it 
satisfies  him  that  a  crime  within  the 
charge  presented  has  been  committed 
and  that  there  is  reasonable  cause  to 
believe  that  the  accused  is  the  guilty 
party  he  is  warranted  in  holding  the 
accused  to  bail.  State  v.  McGinley, 
153  Wisr  5,  140  N.  W.  332. 

As  to  jurisdiction  in  criminal  cases, 
see  generally  17  Standard  Proc.  752, 
et   seq. 

53.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — In  re 
Van  Campen,  2  Ben.  419,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,835.  Kan.— Eedmond  v.  State, 
12  Kan.  172.    Me.— State  v.  Hartwell, 
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able  cause  for  charging  the  prisoner  with  the  crime,  if  one  is  found 
to  have  been  committed,  he  must  discharge  the  prisoner.^* 

Effect  of  Detenninq,tion,  etc If  the  magistrate  determines  to  hold 

the  accused  to  answer,^^  the  accused  may  thereafter  be  proceeded 
against  for  such  offense  by  information  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he 
were  indicted  by  a  grand  jury.^^  A  discharge  by  the  magistrate  upon 
the  preliminary  examination  is  not  an  adjudication  barring  a  subse- 
quent prosecution  for  the  offense  or  a  second  preliminary  examination 
therefor.^' 

When  the  accused  is  bound  over  for  trial,  the  trial  court  acquires 
jurisdiction.^^  If  bail  is  given  by  the  accused,  the  functions  of  the 
magistrate  terminate  thereon,^"  except  for  the  certifying  of  his  record 
to  the  trial  court,  where  such  is  required.""  The  committing  magis- 
trate has  no  power  to  grant  a  rehearing  thereafter.*^ 

B.    FoKM  AND  Sufficiency  op  Commitment.  —  1.      In  General. 


35  Me.  129;  Osborn  v.  Sargent,  23  Me. 
527.  N.  Y. — Cohen  v.  Bruere,  96  Misc. 
609,  162  N.  Y.  Supp.  75.  Wis.— Martin 
V.  State,  79  Wis.  165,  48  N.   W.  119. 

54.  V.  S. — United  States  v.  Luma- 
den,  1  Bond  5,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,641. 
See  In,  re  Van  Campen,  2  Ben.  419, 
28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,835.  Ala.— See 
Ex  parte  Simpson,  3  Ala.  App.  222, 
57  So.  518.  Oal. — People  v.  Swain,  5 
Cal.  App.  421,  90  Pac.  720.  Kan. 
State  V.  Tennison,  39  Kan.  726,  18 
Pao.  948.  Me. — State  v.  Hartwell,  35 
Me.  129.  Mich. — People  v.  Evans,  72 
Mich.  367,  387,  40  N.  W.  473.  Nel). 
Jahnke  v.  State,  68  Neb.  154,  94  N.  W. 
158,  104  N.  "W.  154.  N.  Y.—In  re 
Gessher,  53  How.  Pr.  515;  People  ex 
rel.  Bungart  v.  Wells,  57  App.  Div. 
140,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  59.  N.  D.— State 
V.  Beaverstad,  12  N.  D.  527,  97  N.  W. 
548. 

55.  See  supra,  this  section. 

56.  In  re  Dolph,  17  Colo.  35,  28 
Pac.  470;  People  v.  Evans,  72  Mich. 
367,  387,  40  N.  W.  473. 

[a]  Entry  of  an  order  of  commit- 
ment upon  the  docket  of  the  niagis- 
trate  (1)  authorizes  the  filing  of  an  in- 
formation. People  V.  Wallace,  94  Cal. 
497,  29  Pac.  950;  People  v.  Sacramento 
B.  P.  Assn.,  12  Cal.  App.  471,  107 
Pac.  712;  State  v.  Clark,  4  Idaho  7, 
35  Pac.  710.  (2)  Prosecuting  attorney 
is  not  obliged  to  wait  until  the  testi- 
mony taken  in  shorthand  is  tran- 
scribed. People  V.  Eiley,  65  Cal.  107, 
3  Pac.  413. 

[b]  Fact  that  defendant  committed 
for  trial  in  wrong  county  does  not  in- 
validate the  preliminary  examination, 
nor  prevent  the  filing   of  an  informa- 
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tion  in  the  proper  county.  In  re 
Schurman,  40  Kan.  533,  20  Pac.  277. 

Frelimiuary  examination  as  prerequi- 
site to  filing  of  information,  see  12 
Standard  Peoc.  113,  et  seq. 

Generally  as  to  informations,  see  the 
title  "Indictment  and  Information.'-' 

57.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Ex 
parte  Eobinson,  108  Ala.  161,  18  So. 
729.  Oai..—Ex  parte  Fenton,  77  Cal. 
183,  19  Pac.  267.  10..— In  r,e  Mclntyre, 
10  111.  422.  Ind.— State  v.  Hattabough, 
66  Ind.  223.  Mass.— Com.  v.  Sullivan, 
166  Mass.  487»,  31  N.  E.  647.  Mich. 
Gaffney  v.  Missaukee  Cir.  Judge,  85 
Mich.  138,  48  N.  W.  478.  Nev.— Im  re 
Oxley,  38  Nev.  379,  149  Pac.  992. 
N.  Y.— People  v.  Dillon,  197  N.  Y. 
254,  90  N.  B.  820,  18  Ann.  Cas.  552; 
People  V.  Shenk,  142  N.  Y.  Supp.  1081. 
K.  I. — State  V.  Muuroe,  26  E.  I.  38, 
57  Atl.  1057.  Tex.— Ea;  parte  Porter, 
16  Tex.  App.  321,  by  statute. 

See  also  14  Standard  Prog.  576,  et 
seq. 

Compare  Morrissey  v.  People,  11  Mich. 
327;  McCann  v.  Com.,  14  Gratt.  (55 
Va.)  570. 

[a]  Discharge  without  examination 
does  not  bar'  subsequent  arrest  for 
same  offense.  Jambor  v.  State,  75  Wis. 
664,  44  N.  W.  963. 

58.  Nelson  v.  People,  38  Mich.  618. 

59.  Sandrock  v.  Knop,  34  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  191.  See  also  Com.  v.  Harbe- 
son,  25  Pa.  Dist.  109;  State  v.  Bussell, 
24  Tex.  505. 

60.  See  infra,  VII. 

61.  Steel  V.  Williams,  13  Ind.  73; 
Butler  V.  State,  36  Tex.  Grim.  483,  38 
8.   W.  46. 
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The  order  of  commitment  must  be  in  writing,"^  an  oral  order  being  in- 
sufficient to  justify  the  detention  of  the  accused.^'  It  must  be  under 
seal,  according  to  some,^*  but  not  all/"  authorities;  and  it  must  be 
signed  by  the  magistrate.** 

Indorsement  Upon  Complaint  or  Depositions.  —  Statutes  sometimes  pro- 
vide for  the  indorsement  of  the  order  of  commitment  upon  the  com- 
plaint."' Others  provide  for  the  indorsement  upon  the  depositions 
taken  on  the  preliminary  examination;**  but  the  failure  to  do  so  does 
not  deprive  the  order  of  commitment  of  its  validity,*'  nor  affect  any 
substantial  right  of  the  defendant."  An  order  reduced  to  writing 
and  entered  in  the  official  docket  of  the  magistrate  has  been  held  suf- 
ficient notwithstanding  such  statutes.'^ 

A  statutory  form  of  commitment  is  sometimes  provided;'^  but  un- 
less the  statute  so  provides,  such  form  need  not  be  strictly  followed." 


[a]  "If  injustice  has  been  done, 
complete  relief  can  be  obtained  by  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  from  the  proper 
court."  Butler  v.  State,  36  Tex.  Grim. 
483,  38  S.  W.  46.  See  also  infra,  VIII, 
B,  2,  and  the  title  "Habeas  Corpus." 

62.  People  V.  Wilson,  93  Cal.  377, 
28  Pac.  1061. 

63.  People  v.  Wilson,  93  Cal.  377, 
28  Pac.  1061;  State  v.  James,  78  N.  C. 
455. 

64.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Erwin 
V.  United  States,  37  Ted.  470,  2  L.  E. 
A.  229;  Goodrich  v.  United  States,  35 
Fed.  193.  Ean. — Jennings  v.  State,  13 
Kan.  80.  Md. — Somervell  v.  Hunt,  3 
Bar.  &  M.  113.  R.  I.— Lough  v,  Mil- 
lard,   2    E.    I.    436. 

65.  Gano  v.  Hall,  42  N.  Y.  67;  State 
V.  Vaughn,  Harp.  (S.  C.)  313. 

66.  People  v.  Wilson,  93  Cal,  377, 
28  Pac.   1061. 

[a]  Insufficient  Order. — An  oral  an- 
nouncement by  the  justice,  reduced  to 
writing  by  the  reporter  and  certified 
to  as  a  part  of  the  proceeding's  by  the 
reporter,  is  in  no  sense  an  order  signed 
by  the  magistrate  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  People  v.  Wilson,  93 
Cal.  377,  28  Pac.  1061. 

67.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Cal.  Penal  Code,  §872,  as  amended  by 
St.  1905,  p.  763;  State  v.  Eozum,  8 
N.  D.  548,  80  N.  W.  477. 

68.  See  the  statutes,  and  State  «, 
Clark,  4  Idaho  7,  35  Pae.  710;  State 
V.  Crook,  16  Utah  212,  51  Pac.  1091. 

[a]  Su<:h  was  rule  in  CaUfomia 
previous  to  1905.  See  People  v.  Price, 
143  Cal.  351,  77  Pac.  73;  People  v. 
Sehorn,  116  Cal.  503,  48  Pao.  495; 
People  V.  Dolan,  96  Cal.  315,  31  Pac. 
107;  People  v.  Wilson,  93  Cal.  377,  28 


Pac.  1061;  People  v.  McCurdy,  68  Cal. 
576,  10  Pac.  207;  People  v.  Hardisson, 

61  Cal.  378. 

[b]  Such  statu'tes  have  been  re- 
garded, as  directory  merely.  People  v. 
Wilson,  93  Cal.  377,  28  Pae.  1061. 

69.  State  v.  Clark,  4  Idaho  7,  35 
Pac.  710;  State  v.  Crook,  16  Utah  212, 
51  Pac.  1091,  statute  directory. 

[a]  Indorsement  upon  the  complaint 
(1)  sufficient  under  such  statutes  (Peo- 
ple V.  Price,  143  Cal.  351,  77  Pac.  73; 
People  V.  Sehorn,  116  Cal.  503,  48  Pac. 
495;  People  v.  Young,  64  Cal.  212,  30 
Pac.  628;  People  v.  Bianehino,  5  Cal. 
App.  633,  91  Pac.  112)  complaint  be- 
coming (2)  part  of  order  of  commit- 
ment in  such  event.  People  v.  Lapique, 
10  Cal.  App.  669,  103  Pac.  164. 

[b]  Order  FUed. — Where  an  order 
of  commitment  in  due  form  and  re- 
ferring to  the  complaint  as  "the  with- 
in deposition"  was  filed  with  the  other 
papers  in  the  ease,  it  was  held  sufficient 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  stat- 
ute. People  V.  Dolan,  96  Cal.  315,  31 
Pao.  107. 

70.  State. i;.  Clark,  4  Idaho  7,  35 
Pac.  710. 

71.  See  the  following:  Cal. — People 
V.  Wallace,  94  Cal.  497,  29  Pac.  950; 
People  V.  Sacramento  Butchers'  P. 
Assn.,  12  Cal.  App.  471,  107  Pac.  712. 
Idaho.— State  v.  Clark,  4  Idaho  7,  35 
Pac.  710.  N.  D.— State  v.  Eozum,  8 
N.  D.  548,  80  N.  W.  477.  Utah.— State 
V.  Crook,  16  Utah  212,  51  Pae.  1091. 

72.  See  the  statutes,  and  Ex  parte 
Walpole,  85  Cal.  362,  24  Pac.  657;  State 
V.  Huegin,  110  Wis.  189,  85  N.  W.  1046, 

62  L.  E.  A.  700. 

73.  State  v.  Huegin,  110  Wjs.  189, 
233,  85  N.  W.  1046,  62  L.  E.  A.  700. 
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Where  the  commitment  is  defective  in  fonn  or  substance,  a  second  com- 
mitment should  also  show  that,  upon  examination  before  the  magis- 
trate at  the  conclusion  of  the  examination.''* 

2,  Essential  Recitals,  Etc.  —  The  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate 
must  afiSrmatively  appear  from  the  order  of  commitment.^^  The  com- 
mitment should  also  show  that,  upon  examination  before  the  magis- 
trate, it  appeared  that  an  offense  had  been  committed,^"  and  that 
there  was  probable  cause  to  believe  the  accused  guilty  thereof/^  The 
amount  of  the  bail  should  be  fixed  in  or  indorsed  upon  the  order  of 
commitment,  where  the  offense  is  a  bailable  one.'^  If  the  offense  is  not 
a  bailable  one,  the  order  of  commitment  should  contain  an  additional 
recital  that  the  accused  is  thereby  committed  to  the  custody  of  the 
proper  officer.'^  The  commitment  need  not  state  that  the  accused  is 
to  be  held  "for  trial,"  however.*" 

It  is  not  usual  or  necessary  to  insert  a  copy  of  the  complaint  in  the 
commitment,*^  or  to  state  the  mode  of  proving  the  fact  before  the 
magistrate.*^ 

Description  of  Offense.  —  The  order  of  commitment  must  not  only 
state  the  offense  charged  with  convenient  certainty,**  but  also  such 


[a]  Such  a  form  is  satisfied  by  the 
use  of  language  including  all  the 
material  elements,  though  such  lan- 
guage departs  from  the  particular 
wording  of  the  form.  State  v.  Huegin, 
110  Wis.  189,  85  N.  W.  1046,  62  L.  E. 
A.  700. 

74.  Ex  parte  Branigan,  19  Cal.  133, 
but  he  cannot  resort  merely  to  his 
recollection   of   the  facts   of  the   case. 

75.  Matter  of  Travis,  55  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  347.  But  see  Boynton  v.  State, 
77  Ala.  29. 

76.  See  People  v.  Sutherland,  104 
Mich.  468,  62  N.  W.  566;  State  ex  rel. 
Bray  v.  Hoolihan,  104  Minn.  63,  115 
N.  W.  1037;  Collins  v.  Brackett,  34 
Minn.  339,  25  N.  W.  708. 

Description  of  offense,  see  infra,  this 
section. 

77.  See  the  following:  XT.  S. — Erwin 
V.  United  States,  37  Fed.  470,  2  L.  E. 
A.  229.  Kan.— State  v.  Tennison,  39 
Kan.  726,  18  Pac.  948.  Mich. — Brownell 
V.  People,  38  Mich.  732.  See  People  v. 
Sutherland,  104  Mich.  468,  62  N.  "W. 
566,  using  phrase  "just  cause  to  sus- 
pect" sufBcient.  Minn. — State  ex  rel. 
Bray  v.  Hoolihan,  104  Minn.  63,  115 
N.  W.  1037;  Collins  v.  Brackett,  34 
Minn.  339,  25  N.  W.  708.  Neb.— Car- 
son V.  State,  80  Neb.  619,  114  N.  W. 
938;  King  v.  State,  18  Neb.  375,  25 
N.  W.  519.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Ehoner. 
4  Park.  Cr.  166. 

That  accu'secl  held  only  In  such  case, 
see  supra,  VI,  A. 
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[a]  Where  one  accused  of  crime  is 
ordered  to  recognize  for  his  appear- 
ance at  the  trial,  and  he  neglects  to 
do  so,  the  commitment  is  sufficient  if 
it  states  that  he  was  ' '  convicted ' '  and 
ordered  to  recognize,  instead  of  stating 
thSt  it  appeared  that  an  offense  had 
been  committed,  and  that  there  was 
probable  cause,  etc.  Nason  v.  Staples, 
48  Me.  123. 

78.  See  the  following:  Bulson  v.  Peo- 
ple, 31  111.  409;  Solomon  v.  People;  15 
111.  291;  Yaner  v.  People,  34  Mich. 
286;  Turner  v.  People,  33  Mich.  363; 
In  re  Leddy,  11  Mich.  197. 

[a]  Omission  to  state  amount  of 
bail  does  not  afford  a  ground  for  de- 
feating the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial 
court.  People  v.  Thompson,  84  Cal. 
598,  24  Pac.  384. 

79.  Cal.  Pen.  Code,  §873.  And  see 
generally  the  statutes;  also  the  cases 
cited  in  the  preceding  notes. 

80.  Brownell  v.  People,  38  Mich. 
732,  "it  seems  to  have  been  quite  gen- 
erally taken  for  granted  that  a  jus- 
tice's commitment  was  by  inference  to 
be  so  understood." 

81.  In  re  Eicker,  32  Me.  37.  But 
see  Com.  v.  Ward,  4  Mass.  497. 

82.  In  re  Eicker,  32  Me.  37. 

83.  See  the  following:  Cal. — Ex 
parte  Branigan,  19  Cal.  133.  Ga. 
Brady  v.  Davis,  9  Ga.  73.  Kan. — State 
V.  Bailey,  32  Kan.  83,  3  Pac.  769.  Me. 
In  re  Eicker,  32  Me.  37.  Mich. — In  re 
Leddy;  11  Mich.  197.    Minn.— State  ex 
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facts  as  are  essential  to  constitute  the  offense  against  the  prisoner  ;^^ 
but  it  is  not  necessary  that  all  the  averments  required  in  an  indict- 
ment or  information  should  be  contained  in  the  order  .  of  commit- 
ment.^^ The  magistrate  need  not  find  or  state  in  his  certificate  the 
degree  of  the  offense  of  which  his  record  shows  that  there  is  probable 
cause  to  believe  the  defendant  guilty.'"  An  incorrect  description  of 
the  offense  does  not  entitle  the  accused  to  his  discharge.^^ 

VII.  RECORD  OP  PROCEEDINGS  AND  RETURN  THEREOF. 
A.  In  General.  —  Statutes  sometimes  require  that  all  preliminary 
examinations  be  certified  to  and  filed  in  the  court  having  jurisdiction 
to  try  the  offense.** 


rel.  Bray  v.  Hoolihan,  104  Minn.  63, 
115  N.  W.  1037;  Collins  v.  Braekett, 
34  Minn.  839,  25  N.  W.  708.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Johnson,  110  N.  Y.  134,  17 
N.  B.  684.  S.  C— State  v.  Killet,  2 
Bailey  289.  Wis. — State  v.  Huegin,  110 
Wis.  189,  85  N.  W.  1046,  62  L.  E.  A. 
700;  In  re  Booth,  3  Wis.  1. 

[a]  "The  crime  to  answer  which 
the  accused  is  held  must  be  determin- 
able from  the  order  committing  the  ac- 
cused to  answer."  Quayle  v.  State 
(Ariz.),  165  Pac.  331.  Where  the  com- 
mitment recited  that  from  the  evi- 
dence the  magistrate  became  satisfied 
that  the  defendant  was  guilty  "as 
charged,"  and  ordered  that  the  ac- 
cused be  held  to  answer  "the  same," 
it  was  held  sufficient  to  support  in- 
formation for  offense  charged  in  pre- 
liminary complaint  and  for  which  pre- 
liminary examination  was  had. 

[b]  Description  of  offense  by  its 
generic  name  sufficient.  Pertig  v.  State, 
14  Ariz.  540,  133  Pac.  99;  State  v. 
Huegin,  110  Wis.  189,  85  N.  W.  1046, 
62  L.  E.  A.  700.  See  also  United  States 
V.  Martin,  17  Ped.  150,  9  Sawy.  90. 

[c]  Description  of  the  crime  mere- 
ly as  a  felony  is  not  sufficient.  Pertig 
V.  State,  14  Ariz.  540,  133  Pac.  99. 

84.  See  the  following:  Oal.—Ex 
parte  Branigan,  19  Gal.  133.  Ga. 
Brady  v.  Davis,  9  Ga.  73.  Me.— In  re 
Bicker,  32  Me.  37.  Minn.— Collins  v. 
Braekett,  34  Minn.  339,  25  N.  W.  708. 
N.  Y. — People  v.  Johnson,  110  N.  Y. 
134,  17  If.  E.  684.  Wis.— In  re  Booth, 
3   Wis.   1. 

[a]  Time  and  place  of  commission 
of  offense  should  be  stated.  Ex  parte 
Branigan,  19  Cal.  133. 

[b]  ITame  of  person  against  whom 
offense  is  committed  should  appear  in 
description  of  offense.  Ex  parte  Eeil, 
85  Cal.  3d9,  24  Pac.  742. 

[c]  But  its  omission  does  not  en- 


title the  accused  to  his  discharge.  Ex 
parte  Walpole,  85  Cal.  362,  24  Pac. 
637;  Ex  p4rte  Keil,  85  Cal.  309,  24 
Pac.  742. 

85.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — In  re 
Kelly,  46  Ped.  653;  United  States  v. 
Martin,  17  Ped.  150,  9  Sawy.  90.  Ariz. 
Quayle  v.  State,  165  Pac.  331.  Cal. 
Ex  parte  Walpole,  85  Cal.  362,  24  Pac. 
657.  Ind.— Davis  v.  Bible,  13,4  Ind. 
108,  33  N.  E.  910.  Kan.— State  v. 
Bailey,  32  Kan.  83,  3  Pac.  769.  Minn. 
Collins  V.  Braekett,  34  Minn.  339,  25 
N.  W.  708.  Mo.— Ljlly  v.  State,  3  Mo. 
10.  N.  Y. — People  v.  Johnson,  110  N. 
Y.  134,  17  N.  E.  684.  S.  C— State  v. 
Killet,  2  Bailey  289.  Va.— Clore's 
;Cas'e,  8  Gratt.  (49  Va.)  606.  Wis. 
State  V.  Huegin,  110  Wis.  189,  85  N. 
W.  1046,  62  L.  E.  A.  700. 

As  to  charging  offense  in  informa- 
tion, see  the  title  "Indictment  and 
Information." 

86.  Cargen  v.  People,  39  Mich.  549. 

87.  Davis  v.  Bible,  134  Ind.  108,  33 
N.  E.  910. 

[a]  Such  a  defect  is  immaterial  if 
the  offense  is  sufficiently  described  in 
the  order  indorsed  on  the  depositions. 
Ex  parte  Estrado,  88  Cal.  316,  26  Pac. 
209. 

88.  See  the  statutes,  and  IMich. 
People  V.  Schick,  75  Mich.  592,' 42  N. 
W.  1008.  Minn.— State  v.  Dlugi,  123 
Minn.  392,  143  N.  W.  971.  KT.  Y. 
People  V.  Johnson,  46  Hun  667,  7  N.  Y. 
Crim.  398,  13  N.  Y.  St.  48,  holding 
that  although  the  magistrate  was  re- 
quired by  statute  to  certify  the  testi- 
mony and  return  it  and  the  depositions 
taken  upon  the  information  to  the 
court,  there  was  no  necessity  of  pro- 
ducing them  upon  the  trial  in  sup- 
port of  the  warrant  or  commitment. 
Pa. — Com.  V.  Sweetliek,  19  Pa.  Dist. 
397.  S.  D. — State  v.  Johnson,  34  8.  D. 
601,  149  N,  W.  730. 
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Time  for  Making —  The  statutes  sometimes  set  a  time  within  which 
the  return  of  the  examining  magistrate  must  be  made.*^  Such  stat- 
utes are  directory  merely,^"  and  if  the  filing  be  within  a  reasonable 
time,  it  is  suflSeient.^^  Good  practice  requires  that  the  return  of  the 
examining  magistrate  should  be  made  and  filed  before  the  informa- 
tion is  filed.^^ 

Where  Lost  or  Mislaid.  —  Where  the  transcript  of  the  proceedings  at 
the  preliminary  examination  is  lost  or  mislaid,  the  trial  court  may 
make  an  order  for  the  substitution  of  another  transcript.®^ 

B.  Form  and  Sufficiency.  —  Since  in  order  to  bind  over  tne  ac- 
cused, it  must  appear  to  the  magistrate  that  an  offense  has  been  com- 
mitted, and  that  there  is  probable  cause  to  believe  the  prisoner  guilty 
thereof,®*  the  record  made  by  the  justice  should  show  the  existence  of 
these  conditions.®^  It  is  the  transcript  or  record  of  the  examining 
magistrate  that  sets  forth  the  facts  upon  which  the  indictment  or  in- 
formation is  drawn  ;®^  but  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  set  forth 
the  offense  with  the  same  clearness  and  correctness  as  an  indictment 


As  to  reduction  of  testimony  to  writ- 
ing, etc.,  see  supra,  V,  D,  i;  Y,  E, 
2,  b. 

[a]  But  such  duty  is  one  to  be  per- 
formed after  such  examination  is  com- 
pleted, and  failure  to'  do  so  is  not 
ground  for  quashing  the  information. 
State  V.  Johnson,  34  S.  D.  601,  149  N. 
"W.   730. 

[b]  Successor  in  office  to  magistrate 
hearing  preliminary  examination  may 
certify  proceedings  up  where  examin- 
ing magistrate  fully  completed  proper 
entries  on  docket.  People  v.  Schick,  75 
Mich.  592,  42  N.  W.  1008. 

89.  See  the  statutes,' and  People  v. 
Mullaley,  16  Cal.  App.  44,  116  Pac.  88; 
Com.  V.  Sweetlick,  19  Pa.  Dist.  397 
(under  statute  requiring  transcript  of 
all  proceedings  to  be  returned  within 
five  days  after  the  conclusion  of  the 
preliminary  examination) ;  Com.  v. 
Sweetlick,  36  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  305;  In  re 
Eeturns  by  Magistrates,  26  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
545. 

[a]  Presumption  that  original  tran- 
script filed  within  statutory  time.  Peo- 
ple V.  Mullaley,  16  Cal.  ^pp.  44,  116 
Pac.  88. 

90.  People  v.  Mullaley,  16  Cal.  App. 
44,  116  Pac.  88. 

91.  People  V.  Mullaley,  16  Cal.  App. 
44,  116  Pac.  88. 

92.  People  v.  Tarbox,  115  Cal.  57, 
46  Pac.  896. 

[a]  But  failure  to  do  so  is  no  more 
than  an  irregularity,  not  affecting  any 
substantial  right  of  accused.  People  v. 
Tarbox,  115  Cal,  57,  46  Pae.  896. 
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[b]  Pennsylvania.  —  "Committing 
magistrates  should  send  in  all  tran- 
scripts and  recognizances  in  time  for 
action  by  the  next  grand  jury.  If 
the  grand  jury  is  in  session  at  the 
time  the  recognizance  is  entered  into 
the  proceedings  should  be  sent  up  at 
once.  If  there  is  no  time  to  do  this 
because  the  grand  jury  is  about  to  ad- 
journ, the  recognizance  of  the  defend- 
ant should  be  taken  for  his  appear- 
ance at  the  next  subsequent  term  of 
court  .and  not  at  the  next  term  of 
court."  Com.  v.  Eice,  6  Lack.  Jurist 
286,  quo-ted  in  Com.  v.  Judge,  42  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  197.  To  same  effect,  see  Com. 
V.  Sweetlick,  19  Pa.  Dist.  397. 

93.  Korth  v.  State,  46  Neb.  631,  65 
N.  W.  792. 

94.  See  supra,  VI,  A. 

95.  State  v.  Tennison,  39  Kan.  726, 
18  Pao.  948,  but  it  is  not  required  that 
the  exact  language  of  the  statute 
should  be  employed  in  making  the 
entry. 

[a]  Record  is  not  insufacient  which 
shows  merely  a  finding  that  a  crime 
has  been  committed  (its  character  not 
being  stated)  of  which  there  is  prob- 
able cause  to  believe  the  defendant 
guilty,  and  an  order  that  he  be  held 
to  answer  the  charge  as  filed  against 
him  in  the  trial  court,  where  the  in- 
formation charges  the  same  offense  as 
that  described  in  the  warrant.  State 
V.  Demming,  79  Kan.  526,  100  Pae. 
285. 

96.  Com.  J).  Kauffman,  23  Pa.  Dist. 
434. 
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or  information.*^ 

The  record  need  not  be  certified  under  the  magistrate's  seal.®' 

Correction  and  Amendmeat.  —  It  is  within  the  power  of  a  magistrate 
after  the  case  has  been  certified  by  him  to  the  trial  court  to  complete 
the  transcript  and  otherwise  to  perform  the  clerical  duties  which  he 
should  have  performed  upon  the  preliminary  hearing.*^ 

VIII.  OBJECTIONS  AND  EXCEPTIONS.  —  A.  In  General. 
An  objection  that  the  accused  has  had  no  preliminary  examination, 
he  not  having  waived  the  same,^  or  an  objection  on  account  of  irregu- 
larities in  the  proceedings  before  the  committing  magistrate,^  must 
be  made  prior  to  the  entry  of  a  plea  to  the  merits.  An  objection  upon 
those  grounds  cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal.^  The  en- 
try of  a  plea  without  objection  is  a  waiver  of  all  objections  to  the  pro- 
ceedings prior  to  the  filing  of  the  indictment  or  information.* 

B.    Row  Objections  Raised.  —  1.     In    General.  —  A    defendant 


97.  Com.  V.  Kauffman,  23  Pa.  Dist. 
434. 

[a]  It  is  sufficient  (1)  if  it  gives 
the  defendant  fair  notice  of  its  nature 
and  the  time  and  place  where  the  al- 
leged offense  was  committed.  Com.  v. 
Kauffman,  23  Pa.  Diet.  434.  (2)  Such 
record  is  complete  if  it  sets  out  the 
regular  and  successive  steps  from  the 
making  of  the  afBldavit  upon  which  the 
warrant  was  founded  to  the  binding 
over  for  trial.  March  v.  Com.,  10  Sad. 
(Pa.)  479,  14  Atl.  375;  Com.  v.  Pole, 
11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  226.  (8)  Transcript 
should  show  name,  residence  and  occu- 
pation of  all  defendants,  bail  and  wit- 
nesses. Com.  V.  Durham,  11  Pa.  Dist. 
663. 

98.  State  v.  Pressley,  90  N,  C.  730. 

99.  See  the  following:  Cal. — People 
V.  Thompson,  84  Cal.  598,  24  Pac.  384. 
Idaho. — State  v.  McGann,  8  Idaho  40, 
66  Pae.  823.  Kan. — State  v.  Geary,  58 
Kan.  502,  49  Pac.  593.  Mich.— People 
V.  Wright,  89  Mich.  70,  50  N.  W.  792. 
Vt.— State  V.  Grace,  86  Vt.  470,  86 
Atl.  162. 

[a]  Competent  for  jusitice  to  amend 
return  or  to  make  a  new  return. 
Oblaser  v.  Wayne  Circ.  Judge,  159 
Mich.  665,  124  N.  W.  590. 

[b]  An  amendment  showing  the 
waiver  of  preliminary  examination 
may  properly  be  ordered  by  the  trial 
court.  People  v.  Wright,  89  Mich.  70, 
50  N.    W.   792. 

1.  Cal. — Ex  parte  McConnell,  83  Cal. 
558,  23  Pac.  1119;  People  v.  Eonsse, 
26  Cal.  App.  100,  146  Pae.  65.  Colo. 
Laffey  v.  People,  55  Colo.  575,  136  Pac. 
1031.  La.— State  v.  Caulfleld,  23  La. 
Ann.  148.    Mich.— People  v.  Harris,  144 


Mich.  12,  107  N.  W.  715;  People  v. 
Jones,  24  Mich.  215.  Neb. — Dinsmore 
V.  State,  61  Neb.  418,  85  N.  W.  445. 
N.  Y. — Devine  v.  People,  20  Hun  98. 
N.  D.— State  v.  Hart,  30  N.  D.  368, 
152  N.  W.  672.  Utah.— State  v.  Nor- 
man, 16  Utah  457,  52  Pae.  986;  State 
V.  Spencer,  15  Utah  149,  156,  49  Pac. 
302.  Wis.— J»  re  Weaver,  162  Wis. 
499,  156  N.  W.  459.  Wyo.— Hollibaugh 
V.  Hehn,  13  Wyo.  269,  79  Pae.  1044. 

fa]  Where  the  record  of  the  magis- 
trate shows  that  a  preliminary  exam- 
ination was  waived,  by  the  defendant 
a  plea  of  want  of  such  examination  is 
unavailing.  Sayers  V.  State,  10  Okla. 
Grim.  195,  135  Pac.  944.  See  also 
supra,  II,  B,  3,  note  34. 

As  to  waiver  of  preliminary  examina- 
tion, see  supra,  II,  B. 

2.  N.  D.— State  v.  Hart,  30  N.  D. 
368,  152  N.  W.  672.  Pa.— March  v.' 
Com.,  10  Sad.  479,  14  Atl.  375.  Utah. 
State  V.  Gustaldi,  41  Utah  63,  123  Pac. 
897. 

3.  Kan. — State  v.  Woods,  49  Kan. 
237,  30  Pae.  520.  La.— State  v.  Le 
Blanc,  116  La.  822,  41  So.  105.  P.  I. 
United  States  v.  Lete,  17  Phil.  Isl. 
79. 

4.  Cal. — ^People  v.  Mclntyre,  127 
Cal.  423,  59  Pac.  779.  Colo.- Laffey 
V.  People,  55  Colo.  575,  136  Pac.  1031. 
Kan. — State  v.  Allison,  44  Kan.  423, 
24  Pac.  964.  Mass.— Com.  v.  Lynn,  154 
Mass.  405,  28  N.  E.  289.  IMich.- People 
V.  Whipple,  108  Mich.  587,  66  N.  W. 
490.  Nev.— State  v.  Davis,  14  Nev. 
407.  N.  y.— Devine  v.  Pebple,  20  Hun 
98.  Utah.— State  v.  Norman,  16  Utah 
457,  52  Pac.  986.  Wis.— 7ra  re  Weaver, 
162  Wis.  499,  156  N.  W.  459. 
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relying  upon  the  want  of  a  preliminary  examination  may  make  such 
objection  either  by  a  motion  to  quash  the  indictment  or  information," 
or  by  other  appropriate  motion,^  or  demurrer,^  or  by  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment before  pleading  to  the  merits.*  The  question  may  also  be  raised 
by  action  for  false  imprisonment,  where  defendant  has  been  impris- 
oned;® and  it  may  be  raised  as  a  defense  to  an  action  on  the  bond 
given  by  accused."  ' 

Irregularities  in  Proceedings A  motion  to  quash  an  indictment  or 

information  is  not  in  the  nature  of  an  appeal  from  the  order  of  com- 
mitment, and  mere  errors  alleged  to  have  occurred  at  the  preliminary 
hearing  cannot  be  reviewed  on  such  motion.^' 

2.  Habeas  Corpus."  —  The  finding  and  determination  made  by  the 
magistrate,  if  the  statutory  bounds  and  requirements  have  been  ob- 
served and  followed,  is  entitled  to  the  same  binding  force  as  against 
collateral  attack  by  habeas  corpus  as  is  the  judgment  of  a  court  of 
general  jurisdiction.^'  In  such  a  proceeding  the  investigation  must 
usually  be  confined  to  jurisdictional  matters.^*  The  jurisdictional  in- 
quiry will  extend,  however,  to  the  power  of  the  court  or  magistrate  to 
make  the  commitment  ;^^  and  whether  or  not  a  preliminary  examina- 


5.  Cal. — People  v.  Van  Horn,  119 
Cal.  323,  51  Pae.  538.  Okla. — Bobbins 
V.  State,  12  Okla.  Grim.  294,  155  Pac. 
491.  Utah.— State  v,  GuBtaldi,  41  trtah 
63,  123  Pae.  897;  State  v.  Speneer,  15 
Utah  149,  156,  49  Pac.  302,  motion  to 
quash   most   appropriate  remedy. 

See  generally  12  Standard  Proc.  612, 
et  seq. 

6.  State  V.  Spencer,  15  Utah  149, 
156,  49  Pae.  302. 

[a]  By  objection  to  taxation  of 
costs  against  accused  for  supposed  pre- 
liminary examination.  State  v,  Bailey, 
32  Kan.  83,  3  Pac.  769.   ' 

7.  State  V.  Spencer,  15  Utah  149, 
156,  49  Pac.   302. 

8.  Kan. — State  v.  Bailey,  32  Kan. 
83,  3  Pac.  769.  Neb. — Jahnke  v.  State, 
68  Neb.  154,  94  N.  W.  158,  104  N.  W. 
154;  Coffield  V.  State,  44  Neb.  417,  62 
N.  W.  875.  Pa. — March  v.  Com.,  10 
Sad.  479,  14  Atl.  375.  Okla.— Bobbins 
V.  State,  12  Okla.  Crim.  294,  155  Pac. 
491. 

[a]  Where  accused  enters  such  a 
plea,  he  cannot  be  put  upon  trial  before 
the  determination  of  the  question 
whether  or  not  a  preliminary  hearing 
has  in  fact  been  had.  Jahnke  v.  State, 
68  Neb.  154,  94  N.  W.  158,  104  N.  W. 
154. 

[b]  The  only  questions  presented 
for  consideration  are,  whether  an  at- 
tempt has  been  made  to  give  the  de- 
fendant a  preliminary  examination, 
and  •wliether  by  such  attempt  reason- 
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able  notice  has  been  given  to  him  with 
regard  to  the  nature  and  character  of 
the  offense  charged  against  him.  State 
V.  Bailey,  32  Kan.  83,  89,  3  Pac.  769. 
Necessity  for  objection  before  plead- 
ing to  merits,  see  siipra,  VIII,  B,  1. 

9.  State  V.  Bailey,  32  Kan.  83,  3 
Pac.  769. 

10.  State  V.  Bailey,  82  Kan.  83,  3 
Pac.  769. 

11.  People  V.  Van  Horn,  119  Cal. 
323,  51  Pac.  538. 

'[a]  When  the  magistrate  finds  that 
the  evidence  taken  before  him  is  suffi- 
cient to  bind  the  accused  over  for  trial, 
the  superior  court  cannot  review  and 
overrule  such  finding  on  a,  motion  to 
set  aside  the  information.  People  v. 
Beach,  123  Cal.  37,  54  Pac.  369;  People 
V.  More,  68  Cal.  500,  6  Pac.  461; 
People  V.  Sacramento  Butchers'  P. 
Assn.,  12  Cal.  App.  471,  107  Pac.  712. 

12.  See  generally  the  title  "Habeas 
Corpus." 

13.  State  V.  Beaverstad,  12  N.  D. 
527,  97  N.  W.  548,  holding  function 
exercised  by  magistrate  in  such  exam- 
ination is  a  judicial  one. 

Collateral  attack  on  judgments  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Judgments." 

14.  State  V.  Beaverstad,  12  N.  D. 
527,  97  N.  W.  548. 

15.  State  V.  Beaverstad,  12  N.  D. 
527,  97  N.  W.  548. 

[a]  Legality  of  commitment  will  be 
inquired  into  on  habeas  corpus.  Ex 
parte  Simpson,  3  Ala.  App.  222,  57  So. 
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tion  has  ever  been  had  will  be  inquired  into.^« 

C.  Bn.L  OF  Exceptions.  —  A  magistrate  is  not  authorized  to  sign 
a  bill  of  exceptions." 

IX.  ARREST  AND  REMOVAL  OF  OFFENDERS  AGAINST 
UNITED  STATES.  —  A.  In  General.  —  Provision  is  made  in  the 
federal'  statutes  for  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  one  accused  of  an 
offense  against  the  United  States,  and  for  his  subsequent  removal,  if 
necessary,  to  the  district  where  the  trial  is  to  be  had."  The  proceed- 
ings, except  as  otherwise  regulated  by  federal  statute,"  are  conducted 
in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  state  wherein  they  take  place.^" 

B.  Arrest,  Examination  and  Commitment.  —  1.  In  General. 
The  statute  does  not  require  that  the  accused  be  indicted  prior  to  his 
arrest  and  commitment  ;^^  nor  that  any  proceedings  be  instituted 
against  him  in  the  district  where  the  offense  was  committed.^^  On 
the  other  hand,  there  can  be  no  removal  of  the  offender  until  he  has 
been  arrested  and  committed,^'  and  a  preliminary  hearing  had  to  es- 
tablish his  identity  and  probable  guilt.^* 

In  bailable  cases,  the  prisoner,  where  his  identity  is  established 


518;  Ex  parte  Beville,  6  Okla.  Crim. 
145,  117  Pae.  725. 

[b]  Want  of  reasonable  or  probable 
cause  may  be  inquired  into.  Oal. — Ex 
parte  Vice,  5  Cal.  App.  153,  89  Pac. 
983.  N.  D. — State  v.  Beaverstad,  12 
N.  D.  527,  97  N.  W.  548.  Wis.— State 
V.  Huegin,  110  Wis.  189,  85  N.  W. 
1046,  62  L.  E.  A.  700.  ■Compare  State 
V.  Banks,  24  Neb.  322,  38  N".  W.  830, 
also  Jahnke  v.  State,  68  Neb.  154,  94 
N.  W.  158,  104  N.  W.  154, 

[e]  Objections  to  irregularities  in 
the  preliminary  hearing  before  the 
committing  magistrate  may  be  raised 
by  habeas  corpus  proceedings  in  some 
jurisdictions.  See  Ga. — Boatright  v. 
State,  10  Ga.  App.  29,  72  S.  B.  599. 
la. — Cowell  V.  Patterson,  49  Iowa  514. 
Neb.— State  v.  Banks,  24  Neb.  322,  38 
N.  W.  830.  N.  Y. — People  ex  rel. 
Farley  v.  Crane,  94  App.  Div.  397,  88 
N.  Y.  Supp.  343.  Wis. — Lundstrum  v. 
State,  140   Wis.  141,  121  N.  W.  883. 

16.  State  V.  Bailey,  32  Kan.  83,  3 
Pac.  769. 

17.  Souther  v.  Com.,  7  Gratt.  (48 
Va.)  673,  if  signed,  it  would  not  be 
a  proper  part  of  record. 

18.  Eev.  St.,  §1014  [IT.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §1674]:  Haas  v.  Henkel,  216  U. 
S.  462,  30  Sup.  Ct.  249,  54  L.  ed.  569. 

[a]  The  District  of  Columbia  is  a 
district  of  the  United  States  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Hyde  v. 
Shine,  199  U.  S.  62,  25  Sup.  Ct,  760, 
50  L.  ed.  90  J  Beavers  v,  Haufcert,  198 


V.  S.  77,  25  Sup.  Ct.  573,  49  L.  ed. 
950;  Benson  v.  Henkel,  198  XT.  S.  1, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  569,  49  L.  ed.  919, 

[b]  For  an  offense  against  the  ter- 
ritory of  Alaska  no  removal  can  be 
had  to  the  district  of  Alaska.  Ex  parte 
Krause,  228  Fed.  547. 

19.  Turner  v.  United  States,  19  Ct. 
CI.  629;  United  States  v.  Sauer,  73 
Fed.  671. 

20.  Hyde  v.  Shine,  199  U.  S.  62,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  760,  50  L.  ed.  90;  United 
States  V.  Patterson,  150  U.  S.  65,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  20,  37  L.  ed.  999,  29  Ct.  CI. 
561;  United  States  v.  Greene,  100  Fed. 
941;  United  States  v.  Dana,  68  Fed, 
886. 

21.  Greene  v.  Henkel,  183  U.  S.  249, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  218,  46  L.  ed.  177;  Price 
V.  McCarty,  89  Fed.  84,  32  C.  C.  A. 
162;  Benson  v.  Palmer,  31  App,  tJas. 
(D.  C.)  561. 

22.  Burr's  Case,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No, 
14,694. 

23.  United  States  v.  Yarborough, 
122  Fed.  293;  United  States  v.  Lee,  84 
Fed.  626;  In  re  Price,  83  Fed.  830; 
In  re  Burkhardt,  33  Fed.  25;  United 
States  V.  Jacobi,  1  Flip.  108,  26  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  15,460. 

24.  Haas  v.  Henkel,  166  Fed.  621; 
United  States  v.  Yarborough,  122  Fed. 
293;  In  re  Price,  83  Fed.  830;  In  re 
Burkhardt,  33  Fed.  25;  In  re  Bailey, 
1  Woolw.  422,  2  Fed.  Cas,  No.  730. 

As  to  preliminary  hearing,  see  infra, 
IX,  B,  2, 
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should  be  admitted  to  bail  pending  the  hearing  ;^'  if  he  is  charged  with 
a  nonbailable  offense,  or  cannot  give  bail,  or  refuses  to  give  it,  he 
should  be  committed  to  await  the  removal  on  warrant.^' 

2.  Preliminary  Hearing."  —  a.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  The 
preliminary  examination  should  be  had  in  the  district  where  the  pris- 
oner is  arrested,**  and  before  one  of  the  oflScers  given  authority  by 
the  act  to  hold  it,^^  although  it  is  preferable  that,  after  arrest,  the  ac- 
cused should  be  taken  before  the  nearest  United  States  commissioner.^" 

b.  Purpose  and  Scope.  —  The  preliminary  examination  is  limited 
to  ascertaining  whether  there  is  probable  cause  to  believe  the  accused 
guilty .^^  To  that  end,  resort  may  be  had  to  any  proper  and  relevant 
evidence^^  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution,^^  or  of  the  accused.'* 

c.  Discharge  or  Commitment. ^^  —  If  no  probable  cause  appears,  the 
defendant  is  discharged  ;'^  but  where  probable  cause  is  shown,  the  com- 
missioner must  issue  a  warrant  committing  the  accused  to  the  cus- 
tody of  the  marshal  until  his  removal  is  ordered  by  the  district  judge.*^ 

C.  Rettirn  of  Judge  or  Commissioner.'*  —  Upon  committing  the 
accused,  the  commissioner  must  transmit  to  the  district  judge  a  state- 
ment of  the  proceedings  before  him,  including  the  evidence  heard  and 


25.  United  States  v.  Yarborough, 
122  Fed.  293;  United  States  v.  Dun- 
bar, 83  Fed.  151,  27  C.  C.  A.  488; 
United  States  v.  Shepard,  27' Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,273;  United  States  v.  Jaeobi,  1 
Flip.  108,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,460. 

[a]  The  sufficiency  of  bail  bond  is 
to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the 
state.  United  States  v.  Za,rafonitis, 
150  Fed.  97,  80  C.  C.  A.  51. 

[b]  The  district  judge  may  reduce 
the  ball  fixed  by  the  commissioner. 
United  States  v.  Brawner^  7  Fed.  86. 

26.  United  States  v.  Yarborough,  122 
Fed.  293. 

27.  As  to  preliminary  examination 
generally,  see  supra,  this  article. 

28.  United  States  v.  Greene,  100 
Fed.  941;  United  States  v.  Karlin,  85 
Fed.  963;  United  States  v.  Dana,  68 
Fed.  886;  United  States  v.  Shepard,  27 
Fed.   Cas.  No.   16,273, 

29.  Fong  Yue  Ting  v.  United  States, 
149  U.  S.  698,  13  Sup.  Ct.  1016,  37 
L.  ed.  905;  In  re  Acker,  66  Fed.  290. 

[a]  The  supreme  court  of  the  IMs- 
trict  of  Columbia  is  a  "court  of  the 
United  States"  within  the  statute. 
Benson  v.  Henkel,  198  U.  S.  1,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  569,  49  L,  ed.  919. 

[b]  Territorial  courts  are  courts  of 
the  United  States  within  the  act. 
United  States  v.  Haakins,  3  Sawy.  26S, 
26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,322;  Douglass  v. 
Stahl,  71  Ark.  236,  72  S.  W.  508. 
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30.  United  States  v.  Yarborough, 
122  Fed.  293. 

As  to  the  powers  of  such  commis- 
sioners generally,  see  16  Standard  Peoc. 
706. 

31.  Necessity  for,  see  supra,  IX, 
B,  1. 

[a]  Establishing  beyond  question, 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  prisoner  is 
not  its  aim.  In  re  Burkhardt,  33  Fed. 
25;  United  States  v.  Lantry,  30  Fed. 
232. 

[b]  Jurisdiction  of  the  tribunal  to 
which  the  removal  of  the  accused  is 
sought  is  not  a  matter  for  considera- 
tion. United  States  v.  Yarborough, 
122  Fed.  293. 

32.  Technical  rules  of  evidence  are 
not  observed.  United  States  v.  Greene, 
108  Fed.  816. 

33.  In  re  Riehter,  100  Fed.  295. 

34.  United  States  v.  Greene,  108 
Fed.  816. 

35.  Discharge  on  bail,  see  supra,  IX, 

B,  1. 

As  to  discharge  or  commitment  gen- 
erally on  preliminary  examination,  see 
supra,  VT. 

36.  In  re  Wood,  95  Fed.  288;  United 
States  V.  Shepard,  27  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
16,273. 

37.  Price  v.  McCarty,  89  Fed.  84,  32 

C.  C.  A.  162. 

38.  As  to  return  of  proceedings  upon 
preliminary  examination  generally,  see 
supra,  VII. 
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the  decision  reache'S  thereon.^" 

D.  Removal  Pboceedings.*"  —  1.  Application  for  Removal.  —  The 
warrant  for  removal  of  accused  to  the  district  where  the  crime  was 
committed  issues  upon  proper  application  therefor,*^  made  to  the 
judge  of  the  district  where  the  accused  is  held,*^  upon  reasonable  no- 
tice to  accused  of  the  time  and  place  when  and  where  the  application 
for  removal  will  be  made.*^ 

2.  Hearing  of  Application.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the  district  judge 
to  inquire  into  the  existence  of  probable  cause  justifying  a  removal,** 
and  upon  this  point  there  must  be  some  competent  evidence.*^  The 
order  of  commitment,*"  or  a  bench  warrant,*^  or  indictment,**  or  a 


39.  United  States  v.  Yarborough,  122 
Fed.  293. 

[a]  If  prisoner  admits  his  identity, 
that  fact  should  be  certified  to.  United 
States  V.  Yarborough,  122  Fed.  293. 

[b]  Evidence  Reduced  to  Narrative 
Form. — ^United  States  v.  Yarborough, 
122  Fed.  293. 

40.  Act  of  congress  respecting,  see 
supra,  IX,  A. 

Necessity  for  preliminary  examina- 
tion see  supra,  IX,  B,  1. 

41.  In  re  Beshears,   79  Fed.  70. 

42.  United  States  v.  Jaoobi,  1  Flip. 
108,  26  Fed  Gas.  No.  15,460;  In  re 
Bailey,  1  Woolw.  422,  2  Fed.  Caa.  No. 
730. 

[a]  Commissioner  has  no  authority 
to  issue  warrant  for  removal.  Hastings 
«.,Murchie,  219  Fed.  83,  134  C.  C.  A.  1. 

43.  United  States  v.  Yarborough, 
122  Fed.  293;  In  r-e  Beshears,  79  Fed. 
70. 

44.  In  re  Quinn,  176  Fed.  1020; 
United  States  v.  Greene,  108  Fed.  816; 
In  re  Belknap,  96  Fed.  614. 

45.  Greene  v.  Henkel,  183  U.  S.  249, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  218,  46  L.  ed.  177. 

[a]  The  degree  of  proof  required  it. 
not  that  necessary  upon  the  trial  of 
the  offense.  Beavers  v.  Haubert,  198 
U.  S.  77,'  25  Sup.  Ct.  573,  49  L.  ed. 
950. 

[b]  Upon  a  mere  affidavit  charging 
him  with  the  commission  of  a  crime, 
the  defendant  cannot  be  removed. 
United  States  v.  Karlin,  85  Fed.   963. 

46.  In  re  Quinn,  176  Fed.  1020; 
Price  V.  MeCarty,  89  Fed.  84,  32  C. 
0.  A.  162;  United  States  v.  Brawner, 
7  Fed.  86. 

47.  United  States  v.  Yarborough, 
122  Fed.  293. 

48.  Tinsley  v.  Treat,  205  U.  S.  20,  27 


Sup.  Ct.  430,  51  L.  ed.  689;  Beavers  v. 
Henkel,  194  U.  S.  73,  24  Sup.  Ct.  605,  48 
Fed.  882;  Hastings  v.  Murchie,  219  Fed. 
83,  134  C.  C.  A.  1;  United  States  v. 
Campbell,  179  Fed.  762;  Ex  parte  Black, 
147  Fed.  832;  In  re  Benson,  130  Fed. 
486;  In  re  Eunkle,  125  Fed.  996;  Unit- 
ed States  V.  Greene,  100  Fed.  941;  In 
re  Eichter,  100  Fed.  '295;  In  re  Doig, 
4  Fed.  193;  United  States  v.  Haskiua, 
3  Sawy.  262,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,322. 

[a]  A  certified  copy  of  an  indict- 
ment is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  probable  cause  to  war- 
rant a  removal.  In  re  Wood,  95  Fed. 
288. 

[b]  Where  no  offense  (1)  against 
the  United  States  is  charged  in  the  in- 
dictment, no  order  of  removal  can  be 
made  {Ex  parte  Krause,  228  Fed.  547; 
Ex  parte  Black,  147  Fed.  832;  In  re 
€orning,  51  Fed.  205)  even  though  (2) 
the  accused  consents  to  such  removal. 
United  States  v.  Conners,  111  Fed. 
734. 

[c]  Technical  objections  to  indict- 
ment will  not  be  entertained.  Benson 
V.  Henkel,  198  U.  S.  1,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
569,  49  L.  ed.  919;  Beavers  v.  Henkel, 
194  U.  S.  73,  24  Sup.  Ct.  605,  48  L. 
ed.  882;  Greene  v.  Henkel,  183  U. 
S.  249,  22  Sup.  Ct.  218,  46  L.  ed.  177; 
United  States  v.  Eeddin,  193  Fed. 
798;  United  States  v.  Lyman,  190  Fed. 
414;   Ex  parte  Black,   147  Fed.   832. 

[d]  That  an  indictment  may  be  de- 
fective in  designating  the  time  or 
place  of  the  commission  of  the  offfense 
does  not  prevent  the  removal,  if  the 
evidence  given  upon  the  hearing  sup- 
plies such  defects.  Greene  v.  Henkel, 
183  U.  S.  249,  22  Sup.  Ct.  218,  46  L. 
ed.  177. 

[e]  Collateral  impeachment  of  the 
indictment  not  allowed.  Beavers  v. 
Henkel,    194   U,    S.    73,    24   Sup.    Ct. 
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verified  complaint*'  against  the  accused  are  receivable  in  evidence; 
but  they  are  not  conclusive  and  the  district  judge  may  pass  fully  upon 
the  facts  to  ascertain  for  himself  the  probable  guilt  of  accused.'"'  The 
fact  that  an  indictment  for  another  offense  is  pending  in  the  district 
of  his  residence  is  not  a  sufficient  reason  for  refusing  to  issue  an  order 
for  his  removal,*^  even  though  the  trial  of  the  cause  on  the  indictment 
found  in  the  place  of  residence  of  the  accused  will  be  thereby  de- 
layed."^ 

3.  Warrant  for  Removal.  —  If  the  identity  of  accused  is  shown  and 
a  case  of  probable  guilt  is  made  out,  the  judge  should  issue  a  warrant 
for  the  removal  of  the  accused  to  the  proper  district  for  trial."' 

E.  Conclusiveness  of  Peoceedings  on  Habeas  Corpus." 
Neither  the  conclusions  reached  by  the  judge  or  officer  upon  prelimin- 
ary examination  nor  those  of  the  district  judge  upon  application  for 
removal  will  be  reviewed  on  habeas  corpus/"  unless  there  is  a  lack  of 


605,  48  L.  ed.  882;  United  States  v. 
Eeddin,  193  Fed.  798;  Ex  parte  Black, 
147  Fed.  832;  United  States  v.  Yar- 
borough,  122  Fed.  293;  United  States 
V.   Fowies,   49   Fed.    50. 

[f]  If  fatally  defectlTS  on  its  face, 
the  indictment  affords  no  ground  to 
hold  the  prisoner  for  removal.  United 
States  V.  Pope,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,- 
069. 

[g]  A  decision  granting  a  removal 
does  not  adjudicate  the  sufiieieney  of 
the  indictment  upon  which  it  is  based 
so  as  to  conclude  the  court  to  which 
removal  is  had.  Greene  v.  Henkel, 
183  U.  S.  249,  22  Sup.  Ct.  218,  46  L. 
ed.  177;  Benson  v.  Palmer,  31  App. 
Cas.   (D.  C.)   561. 

49.  United  States  v.  Tarborough, 
122  Fed.  293. 

50.  United  States  v.  Beddin,  193 
Fed.  798;  In  re  Eichter,  100  Fed.  295; 
In  re  Wood,  95  Fed.  288;  Price  v.  Mo- 
Garty,  89  Fed.  84,  32  C.  C.  A.  162. 
See  also  Haas  v.  Henkel,  216  U.  S. 
462,  30  Sup.  Ct.  249,  54  L.  ed.  569. 

[a]  Accused  may  adduce  evidence 
or  advance  any  legal  reasons  he  may 
have  to  contest  the  removal.  Eessler 
V.  Treat,  205  U.  S.  33,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
434,  51  L.  ed.  695;  Tinsley  v.  Treat, 
205  U.  S.  20,  27  Sup.  Ct.  430,  51  L. 
ed.  689;  Hastings  v.  Murchie,  219  Fed. 
83,  134  C.  C.  A.  1. 

51.  In  re  Tillinghast,  233  Fed. 
712. 

[a]  Fact  that  accused  Is  under 
bond  on  a  prior  indictment  does  not 
prevent  the  issuance  of  an  order  for 
his  removal.     Peekham  v.  Henkel,  216 
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U.  S.  483,  30  Sup.  Ct,  255,  54  L.  ed. 
579. 

[b]  Sureties  on  the  bond  of  ac- 
cused, upon  bis  removal  to  another 
district,  may  set  up  in  defense  to  an 
action  on  such  bond  the  removal  as  an 
act  of  the  law  for  which  no  liability 
can  be  incurred  by  them.  In  re  James, 
18  Fed.  853. 

52.  Price  V.  Henkel,  216  U.  S.  488, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  257,  54  L.  ed.  581;  Haas 
V.  Henkel,  216  U.  S.  462,  30  Sup.  Ct, 
249,  54  L.  ed.  569. 

53.  Price  v.  Henkel,  216  U.  S.  488, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  257,  54  L.  ed.  581;  Greene 
V.  Henkel,  183  U.  S.  249,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
218,  46  L.  ed.  177;  Price  v.  McCarty, 
89  Fed.  84,  32  C.  C.  A.  162;  United 
States  V.  Price,  84  Fed.  636;  In  re 
Burkhardt,  33  Fed.  25. 

54.  Conclusivenesa  of  preliminary 
examination  proceedings  generally  on 
habeas  corpus,  see  supra,  VIII,  B,  2. 

55.  Hyde  v.  Shine,  199  U.  S.  62, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  760,  50  L.  ed.  90;  Greene 
V.  Henkel,  183  U.  S.  249,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
218,  46  L.  ed.  177;  In  r-e  Quinn,  176 
Fed.  1020;  Price  v.  McCarty,  89  Fed. 
84,  32  C.  C.  A.  162;  Ex  parte  Eickelt, 
61  Fed.  203;  United  States  v.  Lantry, 
30  Fed.  232;  In  re  Byron,  18  Fed.  722; 
Benson  v.  Palmer,  31  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)  561. 

[a]  The  identity  of  the  accused  is 
a  question  of  fact  which  the  United 
States  commissioner  has  full  jurisdic- 
tion to  decide  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
moval and  his  decision  will  not  be 
received  on  habeas  corpus.  Horner 
V.  United  States,  143  U.  8.  207,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  407,  36  L.  ed.  186. 
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jurisdiction,"^  or  an  entire  want  of  evidence  showing  probable  cause." 


56.  See  Horner  v.  United  States, 
143  U.  S.  570,  12  Sup.  Ct.  522,  36  L. 
ed.   266. 


57.  See  Hyde  «.  Shine,  199  U.  S. 
62,  25  Sup.  Ct.  760,  50  L.  ed.  90;  In  re 
Byron,   18   Fed.    722. 


PBEIVLATUBE  ACTIONS.  —  See  Suits  and  Actions. 


PRESCRIPTION.  —  See  Easements;  Limitation  of  Actions;  Title. 


PRESENTMENT.  —  See  Indictment  and  Information. 


PRESUMPTION.  —  See  Encyclopaedia  of  Evidence.     See  also  the 

index  to  this  work. 


PRETENSE.  —  See  Obtaining  Property  by  False  Pretenses. 


PREVIOUS  JUDGlVIENT.  —  See  Judgments;  Res  Judicata. 


PRUVLARIES.  —  See  Elections. 
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Attorneys;  Lawyer  and  Client; 

Embezzlement;  Master  and  Servant; 

Factors  and  Brokers;  Officers; 

Larceny ;  Partnership ; 

Trusts  and  Trustees. 

For  forms,  see  9  Stand.ujd  Pkoc.  994. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  REMEDIES  AND  FORM  OP  ACTION.  —  A.  Principal  Against 
Agent.  —  1.  Assumpsit.  —  Assumpsit  is  a  proper  remedy  of  the  prin- 
cipal where  the  agent  has  received  the  former's  money  and  fails  to 
deliver  it.^    And  where  the  agent  has  converted  the  goods  or  money 


1.  Ala. — Strickland  v.  Burns,  14 
Ala.  511.  Colo. — Estate  of  Brown  v. 
Stair,  25  Colo.  App.  l40,  136  Pac. 
1003,  whe/e  agent  in  satisfaction  of 
principal's  dainj  takes  conveyance  of 
lands,  principal  may  sue  agent  for 
value  of  his  claim,  or  for  the  lands. 
Oorm. — Pettibone  v.  Pettibone,  4  Day 
175;  Wetmore  v.  Woodbridge,  Kirby 
164.  Del.— Guthrie  v.  Hyatt,  1  Harr. 
446.  D.  C— Harr  v.  Boome,  28  App. 
Cas.  214.  111. — Larrabee  v.  Badger,  45 
ni.  440,  here  the  agent  having  been 
given  money  with  which  to  buy  certain 
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stock  for  his  principal  purchased  the 
stock  in  his  own  name  and  afterwards 
sold  it,  refusing  on  demand  to  deliver 
stock  or. proceeds  of  stock  to  the  prin- 
cipal. Ind. — Ferguson  v.  Ramsey,  41 
Ind.  511;  English  v.  Devarro,  5  Blackf. 
588.  Ky. — Ellis  v.  Henry's  Admr.,  5 
J.  J.  Marsh.  247;  Coleman  v.  Cason, 
3  J.  J.  Marsh.  234;  Atcherson's  Admr. 
V.  Talbot,  5  Dana  324.  Mass. — Colt 
V.  Clapp,  127  Mass.  476;  Clark  v. 
Moody,  17  Mass.  145;  Floyd  v.  Day, 
3  Mass.  403,  3  Am.  Dec.  171.  Mich. 
Tanner   v.    Page,    106    Mich.    155,    63 
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of  the  principal  the  latter  may  waive  the  tort  and  sue  in  assumpsit.^ 
Where  a  principal  is  betrayed  by  his  agent  into  paying  him  a  larger 
price;  for  property  than  the  agent  paid  for  it,  the  principal  may  re- 
cover the  excess  in  assumpsit  without  basing  an  action  on  fraud  and 
deceit/  and  where  an  agent  contrary  to  instructions  sells  goods  on 
credit  and  the  purchasers  a're  insolvent  the  value  of  such  goods  may 
be  recovered  in  assumpsit.*  However,  where  an  agent  receives  money 
from  his  principal  which  he  is  to  disburse  and  account  for,  assumpsit 
on  an  implied  promise  to  repay  will  not  lie,"  unless  the  agent  has  con- 


N.  W. '993;  Sehmemann  v.  Kothfuss, 
46  Mich.  453,  9  N.  W.  489.  Minn. 
Schick  V.  Suttl«,  94  Minn.  135,  102 
N.  W.  217.  Mo.— Houx  v.  EusBell,  10 
Mo.  246,  if  the  agent  being  indebted 
to  the  debtor  of  the  principal,  cancels 
his  own  debt  by  allowing  a  credit  on 
the  debtor  of  his  principal,  the  prin- 
cipal may  sue  the  agent  for  money 
had  and  received.  N".  J. — Seid'el  v. 
Pesehkaw,  27  N.  J.  L.  427.  N.  Y. 
Allen  V.  Brown,  44  N.  Y.  228,  where 
agent  without  authority  from  the 
principal  sells  notes  for  less  than 
their  face  he  is  liable  to  principal 
for  full  amount.  N.  0. — McNair  v. 
McKay,  33  N.  C.  602.  Pa.— Paul  v. 
Grimm,  165  Pa.  139,  30  Atl.  721,  44 
Am.  St.  Eep.  648;  Paton  v.  Clark,  156 
Pa.  49,  27  Atl.  116;  Wagner  v.  Peter- 
son, 83  Pa.  238;  Beeside's  Exr.  v.  Eee- 
side,  49  Pa.  322,  88  Am.  Dec.  503; 
Campbell's  Admr.  v.  Boggs,  48  Pa. 
524;  Glenn  v.  Cuttle,  2  Grant  Cas.  273; 
Smith  V.  Austin,  4  Brewst.  89.  Vt. 
Kellogg  V.  Griswold,  12  Vt.  291.  Bng. 
Poulter  V.  Cornwall,  1  Salk.  9,  91  Eng. 
Keprint  9. 

See  generally  "Assumpsit;"  "Money 
Counts." 

2.  Ala. — Strickland  v.  Burns,  14 
Ala.  511.  Fla. — See  Gordon  v.  Camp, 
2  Pla.  422.  Ga. — Merchants'  Bank  v. 
Bawls,  7  Ga.  191,  50  Am.  Dec.  394. 
Ind. — Jones  v.  Gregg,  17  Ind.  84.  Kan. 
Challiss  V.  'Wylie,  35  Kan.  506,  11  Pac. 
438.  N.  J. — Seidel  v.  Pesehkaw,  27 
N.  J.  L.  427.  N.  Y.— Coit  v.  Stewart, 
50  N.  Y.  17;  Bidder  v.  Whitlock,  12 
How.  Pr.  208.  N.  D. — See  Anderson 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  5  N.  D.  80,  64 
N.  W.  114.  Ohio. — Isaac  Harter  Co. 
V.  Pearson,  26  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  601.  Pa. 
Beeside's  Exr.  v.  Eeeside,  49  Pa.  322, 
88  Am.  Dec.  503. 

[a]  Money  need  no|t  actually  come 
Into  defendant 's  hands,  where  property, 
either  real  or  personal  is  received  as 
money,  or  as  money's  worth,  the  plain- 


tiff may  elect  so  to  treat  it,  and  re- 
cover accordingly.  Strickland  v.  Burns, 
14  Ala.   511. 

3.  TT.  S. — Sandoval  v.  Eandolph,  222 
U.  8.  161,  32  Sup.  Ct.  48,  56  L.  e'd. 
142.  Minn.— Schick  v.  Suttle,  94  Minn. 
135,  102  N.  W.  217.  Eng.— Morison 
V.  Thompson,  L.  E.  9  Q.  B.  480,  43 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  215,  30  L.  T.  N.  S,  869^ 
22  Wkly.  Eep.  859. 

4.  Maloney  v.  Barr,  27  W.  Va.  381, 
where  an  agent  instructed  not  to   sell 

j  goods ,  on  credit  sells  them  on  credit 
to  insolvent  purchasers  the  principal 
may  recover  the  value  of  the  goods 
in   assumpsit    against    the   agent. ' 

Porm  of  complaint  for  carelessly 
selling  to  insolvent,  see  9  Standard 
Pkoc.  997. 

Form  of  denial  of  negligence  in  giv- 
ing credit,   see  9  Standard  Proc.  997. 

5.  Conn. — Avery  v.  Kinsman,  Kirby 
354.  Pa. — Beeside's  Exr.  ■;;.  Eeeside, 
49  Pa.  322,  88  Am.  Dec.  503  (remedy 
is  by  bill  in  equity  or  account  render) ; 
Gallagher  v.  Gallagher,  6  Phila.  528. 
Eng. — Hartup  v.  Wardlove,  2  Show.  301, 
89  Eng.  Beprint  952,  holding  that 
"indebitatus  assumpsit  lies  not  against 
a  man  where  he  has  received  money 
of  the  plaintiff  to  lay  out  to  a  par- 
ticular use,  and  he  has  laid  out  part 
thereof  accordingly;  for  then  he  ought 
to  be  called  to  accomit  for  the  same 
by  action  of  account;  but  if  none  were 
laid  out,  there  ah  indebitatus  assump- 
sit lies  to  recover  back  the  money 
again;  so  if  it  were  expended  to  an- 
other purpose,  for  there  the  sum  is 
certain,  and  may  be  demanded  as  a 
debt." 

[a]  The  nature  of  the  duty  to  be 
performed  by  the  agent  determines 
the  form  of  the  action  against  him 
on  the  part  of  tie  principal;  if  the 
trust  be  to  pay  to  him  directly,  then 
assumpsit  is  the  proper  action;  but 
where  it  is  one   of  out  lay,  requiring 


an  exhibit  of  the  sums   expended,  as- 
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verted  the  money  to  his  own  use.® 

2.  Action  of  Account.  —  The  common  law  action  of  account  would 
lie  against  an  agent  by  the  principal  for  the  failure  to  pay  over  money 
where  the  amount  due  was  uncertain/  but  this  action  is  not  now  in 
general  use  though  it  is  still  recognized  in  several  states  in  a  modified 
form.* 

3,  Accounting.  —  The  relation  of  principal  and  agent  is  not  suffi- 
cient of  itself  to  authorize  a  bill  for  an  accounting  by  the  former 
against  the  latter;^  the  relation  must  be  such  that  the  failure  to  ac- 
count amounts  to  a  breach  of  trust,^"  or  the  account  must  be  so  com- 
plicated that  the  remedy  at  law  is  inadequate.^^  Where  a  court  of 
equity  takes  jurisdiction  on  other  grounds  an  accounting    mav    be 


sumpsit  will  not  lie,  until  it  be  ascer- 
tained in  an  action  of  account  render 
that  a  balance  is  due.  Eeeside's  Exr. 
V.  Eeeside,  49  Pa.  322,  88  Am.  Dec. 
503. 

6.  Kan. — See  Guernsey  v.  Davis,  67 
Kan.  378,  73  Pac.  101.  N.  J.— Seidel 
V.  Peschkaw,  27  N.  J.  L.  427.  N.  Y. 
MeNeilly  v.  Richardson,  4  Cow.  607. 
Pa. — See  Millingar  v.  Hartupee,  53  Pa. 
362;  Eeeside's  Exr.  v.  Eeeside,  49  Pa. 
322,  88  Am.  Dee.  503. 

7.  See  Wetmore  v.  Woodbridge, 
Kirby  (Conn.)  164;  Pettibone  v.  Pet- 
tibone,  4  Day  (Conn.)  175;  MeCaskill 
V.  McBryde,-  17  N.  C.  265.  See  also 
1   Standard  Proc.   213,   et  seq. 

8.  See  1  Standard  Pkoc.  215. 

9.  U.  S. — American  Spirits  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Easton,  120  Fed.  440.  Ala. 
Crothers  v.  Lee,  29  Ala.  337;  Knotts 
V.  Tarver,  8  Ala.  743.  Cal.^Garr  i\ 
Eednian,  6  Cal.  574.  Ga.— Powers  v. 
Gray,  7  Ga.  206.  111.— Starrett  v. 
Brosseau,  208  111.  408,  70  N".  E.  354. 
Ind. — Coquillard  v.  Suydam,  8  Blackf. 
24.  Ky. — Macauley  v.  Elrod,  16  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  549,  28  S.  W.  782,  29  S.  W. 
734.  Me.— Webb  v.  Fuller,  77  Me. 
568,  1  Atl.  737.  Mass.— Campbell  v. 
Cook,  193  Mass.  251,  79  N.  E.  261. 
N.  Y. — Marvin  v.  Brooks,  94  N.  Y.  71. 
Pa. — Graham  v.  CummingB,  208  Pa.  516, 
57  Atl.  943.  Tenn.— Taylor  v.  Tomp- 
kins, 2  HeisH-  89,  92.  Va. — Zetelle 
V.  Myers,  19  Gratt.  (60  Va.)  62,  68. 
Bng.' — Barry  v.  Stevens,  31  Beav.  258, 
31  L.  J.  Ch.  785,  6  L.  T.  N.  S.  568, 
9  Jur.  (N.  S.)  143,  10  Wkly.  Eep. 
822,  54  Eng.  Eeprint  1137;  King  v. 
Eossett,  2  T.  &  J.  33;  Hemings  v. 
Pugh,  9  Jur.  (N.  S.)  1124,  9  L.  T. 
N.  S.  283. 

Eight  of  agent  to  sue  principal  for 
acconutlng,  see  infra,  I,  B,  2. 

10.  XT.    S.— Colonial   &   U.   S.   Mtg. 
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Co.  V.  Hutchinson  Mtg.  Co.,  44  Fed. 
219;  Brewer  v.  Caldwell,  13  Blatchf. 
361,  4  Fed.  Gas.  No.  1,849.  lU.— Weav- 
er V.  Fisher,  110  111.  146;  Davis  e. 
Hamlin,  108  111.  39,  48  Am.  Eep.  541;  , 
Clapp  V.  Emery,  98  111.  523.  N.  Y. 
Marvin  v.  Brooks,  94  N.  Y.  71;  West 
V.  Brewster,  1  Duer  647.  Va. — Vilwig 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  79  Va.  449; 
Thornton  v.  Thornton,  31  Gratt.  (72 
Va.)  212.  Wis.— Eippe  v.  Stod^l,  61 
Wis.  38,  20  N.  W.  645;  Merrill  v. 
Merrill,  53  Wis.  522,  10  N.  W.  684. 
Eng.— ^Pearae  v.  Green,  1  Jac.  &  W. 
135,  37  Eng.  Eeprint  327;  Attorney-  i 
General  v.  Edmunds,  37  L.  J.  Ch.  706, 
L.  E.  6  Eq.  381,  18  L.  T.  N".  S.  505. 

[a]  Where  agent  has  made  profit 
with  property  of  principal,  he  may  be 
required  to  account.  Pa. — In  re  Cour- 
sin's  Appeal,  79  Pa.  220.  Wash. 
Neis  V.  Farquharson,  9  Wash.  508,  37 
Pac.  697.  Eng. — Hardwicke  v.  Vernon, 
4  Ves.  Jr.  411,  31  Eng.  Eeprint  209; 
Massey  v.  Davis,  2  Ves.  Jr.  317,  30 
Eng.  Reprint  651. 

11,  Ala.. — Givens  v.  Tidmore,  8  Ala. 
745;  Halsted  v.  Rabb,  8  Port.  63.  Cal. 
San  Pedro  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  111 
Cal.  588,  44  Pac.  309.  Ga. — Powers  v. 
Cray,  7  Ga.  206.  III.— Craig  v.  Mc- 
Kinuey,  72  111.  305.  Ind.— Coquillard 
x).  Suydam,  8  Blackf.  24.  Ky.' — ^Dun- 
widie  V.  Kerley,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  501. 
N.  Y. — Durant  v.  Einstein,  5  Eobt.  423, 
35  How.  Pr.  223;  Walker  v.  Spencer, 
13  Jones  &  S.  71.  S.  O.— Kerr  v.  Cam- 
den Steamboat  Co.,  1  Cheves  Eq.  189. 
Tenn. — Taylor  v.  Tompkins,  2  Heiak. 
89.  Va. — ^Vilwig  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E. 
Co.,  79  Va.  449;  Thornton  v.  Thornton, 
31  Gratt.  (72  Va.)  212.  Eng.— Make- 
peace V.  Eogers,  4  DeG.  J.  &  S.  649, 
34  L.  J.  Ch.  396,  11  Jur.  F.  S.  314, 
12  L.  T.  N.  S.  221,  13  Wkly.  Eep. 
566,  46  Eng.  Eeprint  1070;  Navulshaw 
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decreed  if  necessary  to  afford  full  relief,"  as  where  a  discovery  is 
necessary.^' 

4.  Tort  Actions  Generally.  —  The  existence  of  the  relation  of  prin- 
cipal and  agent  does  not  preclude  the  principal  from  suing  his  agent 
in  tort.^* 

5.  Trover  and  Conversion.  —  The  principal  may  maintain  trover 
against  his  agent  when  the  latter  has  wrongfully  converted  the  prop- 
erty of  the  principal  to  his  own  use,"  but  generally  on  the  failure  of 
the  a^ent  to  account  for  the  proceeds  of  his  sales  the  remedy  of  the 
principal  is  an  action  on  the  contract,  not  trover,^^  and  the  same  is 
true  where  the  agent  sells  on  credit  when  authorized  to  sell  only  for 
cash.^^ 


V.  Brownrigg,  2  DeG.  M.  &  G.  441,  21 
L.  J.  Ch.  908,  16  Jur.  979. 

[a]  Though  the  items  are  aiU  on 
one  side,  a  bill  in  equity  to  aceount 
for  goods  sold  on  commission  if  trans- 
action be  complicated,  or  there  be 
embarrassment  in  making  proof.  Tay- 
lor V.  Tompkins,  2  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
89. 

12.  Brewer  v.  Caldwell,  4  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  1,849;   Clark  v.  Lee,  21  Iowa  274. 

13.  Tenn. — Taylor  v.  Tompkins,  2 
Heisk.  89;  Hale  v.  Hale,  4  Humph. 
183.  Va. — Vilwig  V.  Baltimore  &  O. 
E.  Co.,  79  Va.  449;  Segar  v.  Parrish, 
20  Gratt.  (61  Va.)  672.  Wis.— Sehwick- 
eralh  v.  Lohen,  48  Wis.  599,  4  N.  W. 
805.  Eng. — Mackenzie  v.  Johnston,  4 
Madd.  373,  56   Eng.  Eeprint  742. 

'    14.    Miller    v.    John,    111    111.     App. 
56.      See    the    following    section. 

15.  Cal.' — ^AU'sopp  ■».  Joshua  Hendy 
Mach.  Works,  5  Cal.  App.  228,  90  Pac. 
39.  Ind. — Eosenzweig  v.  Frazer,  82 
Tnd.  342;  Lindley  v.  Downing,  2  Ind. 
418;  Nading  v.  Howe,  23  Ind.  App. 
690,  55  N.  E.  1032.  la. — Haas  v. 
Damon,  9  Iowa  589.  Me. — White  v. 
Wall,  40  Me.  574;  McNear  v.  Atwood, 
17  Me.  434.  Md. — Barton  v.  White's 
Admr.,  1  Har.  &  J.  579.  Mass. — Brown 
V.  Cushman,  173  Mass.  368,  53  N.  B. 
860;  Ashley  v.  Eoot,  4  Allen  504. 
Mich. — Hogue  v.  Welfe,  180  Mich.  19, 
146  N.  W.  369.  Minn. — Coleman  v. 
Pearce,  26  Minn.  123,  1  N.  W.  846. 
N.  Y. — McMorris  v.  Simpson,  21  Wend. 
610;  Lockwood  v.  Bull,  1  Cow.  322,  13 
Am.  Dec.  539;  Murray  v.  Burling,  10 
Johns.  172;  Michigan  Carbon  Works 
V.  Schad,  49  Hun  605,  1  N".  Y.  Supp. 
490,  17  N.  Y.  St.  505.  N.  C— Eowland 
V.  Barnes,  81  N.  C.  234.  Ohio.— Isaac 
Harter  Co.  v.  Pearson,  26  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  601.  Ore. — Salem  Traction  Co.  v. 
Anson,  41  Ore.  562,  67  Pac.  1015,  69 


Pac.  675.  Pa.— Etter  v.  Bailey,  8  Pa. 
442.  Vt.— McCrillis  v.  Allen,  57  Vt. 
505.  Wis.— Wells  v.  Collins,  74  Wis. 
341,  43  N.  W.  160,  5  L.  E.  A.  531 
(and  note);  Cotton  v.  Sharpstein,  14 
Wis.  226,  80  Am.  Dec.   774. 

[a]  "The  most  usual  remedies  of 
a  principal  against  his  agent  are  the 
action  of  assumpsit,  and  a  special 
action  on  the  ease;  but  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  trover  will  sometimes 
be  an  appropriate  remedy.  That  ac- 
tion may  be  maintained  whenever  the 
agent  has  wrongfully  converted  the 
property  of  his  principal  to  his  own 
use;  and  the  fact  of  conversion  may 
be  made  out,  by  showing  either  a  de- 
mand and  refusal,  or  that  the  agent 
has,  without  necessity,  sold  or  other- 
wise dispose'd  of  the  property  con- 
trary to  his  instructions.  When  an 
agent  wrongfully  refuses  to  surrender 
the  goods  of  his  principal,  or  wholly 
departs  from  his  authority  in  disposing 
of  them,  he  makes  the  property  his 
own,  and  may  be  treated  as  a  tort- 
feasor. But  there  must  be  some  ■act 
on  the  part  of  the  agent' — a  mere 
omission  of  duty  is  not  enough,  al- 
though the  property  may  be  lost  in 
consequence  of  the  neglect.  Nor  will 
trover  lie  where  the  agenf,  though 
wanting  in  good  faith,  has  acted  with- 
in the  general  scope  of  his  powers. 
There  must,  I  think,  be  an  entire  de- 
parture from  his  authority  before  this 
action  for  a  conversion  of  the  goods 
can  be  maintained."  McMorris  v. 
Simpson,  21  Wend,  (N.  Y.)  610,  614. 

16,  Walter  v.  Bennett,  16  N.  Y. 
250;  Wright  v.  Duffie,  23  Misc.  338, 
51  N.  Y.  Supp.  255;  Bogatcka  v.  Walk- 
er, 1  City  Ct.  (N.  Y.)  447.  See  supra, 
I,  A,  1. 

17.  Loveless  v.  Fowler,  79  Ga.  134, 
4  S.  E.  103,  11  Am.  St.  Eep.  407. 
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6.  Replevin.  —  Ownership  of  property  entrusted  to  the  agent  being 
in  the  principal  he  may  bring  replevin  to  recover  possession  thereof, "^^ 
but  if  the  agent  has  a  lien  on  the  goods  the  principal  cannot  bring 
replevin  until  that  lien  is  extinguished." 

B.  Agent  Against  Pbincipal. — ■!.  Assumpsit.  —  An  agent  en- 
titled to  compensation  for  services  performed  may  generally  sue  in 
assumpsit  for  quantum  meruit  where  there  is  no  express  agreement 
as  to  compensation,^"  but  where  he  has  made  sales  for  his  principal 
under  a  contract  allowing  him  commissions,  and  the  principal  has 
collected  certain  sums  of  money  as  the  proceeds  of  such  sales,  the 
agent  cannot  recover  his  commissions  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received.^^ 

Eeimbursement.  — An  agent  being  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  by  his 
principal  for  advances  made  by  him  in  the  execution  of  his  duties, 
may  sue  in  assumpsit  on  the  implied  promise  to  repay.^^ 

Indemnity.  —  Where  an  agent  is  employed  by  his  principal  to  do  an 
act  which  is  not  manifestly  illegal,  and  which  he  does  not  know  to 
be  wrong,  the  law  implies  a  promise  of  indemnity  by  his  principal 
for  such  damages  as  flow  directly  from  the  execution  of  the  agency, 
and  on  this  promise  either  ease  or  assumpsit  may  be  brought.^^ 

2.  Accounting.  —  The  mere  relation  of  principal  and  agent  is  not 
sufScient  to  entitle  the  agent  to  maintain  a  bill  for   an   accounting 


18.  Terwilliger  v.  Beals,  6  Lans. 
(N.  Y.)  403;  Hormann  v.  Sherin,  6 
S.  D.  82,  60  N.  W,  145,  claim  and 
delivery. 

19.  Terwilliger  v.  Beals,  6  Lans. 
(N.  Y.)  403;  Newhall  v.  Dunlap,  14 
Me.  180,  31  Am.  Dec.  45. 

20.1  Axis. — Spearman  v.  Texarkana, 
58  Ark.  348,  24  S.  W.  883,  22  L.  K. 
A.  855.  N.  J. — Buckman  v.  Bergholz, 
38  N.  J.  L.  531.  Eng. — ^Bower  v.  Jones, 
8  Bing.  65,  21  E.  C.  L.  447,  1  Moo. 
&  So.  140,  1  L.  J.  C.  P.  31,  131  Eng. 
Reprint  325. 

See  the  title  "Master  and  Servant;" 
and  also  "AssumpHit;"  "Work  and 
Labor." 

21.  Park  v.  Mighell,  3  Wash.  737, 
29  Pac.  556. 

22.  U.  S.— Bartlett  v.  Smith,  IS  Ted. 
263,  4  McCrary  388.  Ark.— Clifton  v. 
Boss,  60  Ark.  97,  28  S.  W.  1085.  Del. 
Massey  v.  Greenabaum  Bros.,  5  Penne. 
20,  58  Atl.  804.  Ga. — Armstrong,  Cator 
&  Oo.  V.  Pease,  66  Ga.  70;  Warren, 
Lane  &  Co.  v.  Hewitt,  45  Ga.  501. 
111.— Selz  V.  Guthman,  62  111.  App.  624. 
La; — Adam  Bros.  v.  Oteri,  36  La.  Ann. 
386;  Erwin's  Succession,  16  La.  Ann. 
132,  133.  Md. — Sosenstock  v.  Tormey, 
32  Md.  169,  3  Am.  Bep.  125.  Mass. 
Beckwith  v.  Sibley,  11  Pick.  482.  Mich. 
Lyon    V.    Sweeny,    91    Mich.    478,    51 
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N.  W.  1106;  Hatch  v.  McBrien,  83 
Mich.  159,  47  N.  W.  214.  Mo.— Harms 
V.  Wolf,  114  Mo.  A^.  387,  89  S.  W. 
1037.  N.  Y.— Bang  v.  Dovey,  11  Misc. 
350,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  154,  65  N.  Y.  St. 
301;  Moore  v.  Eemington,  34  Barb. 
427;  Mohawk  &  H.  E.  Co.  i;.  Costigan, 
2  Sandf.  Ch.  306.  N".  C— Irions  v.  Cook, 
33  N.  C.  203.  Ore.— Bartholomew  v. 
Aumack,  25  Ore.  78,  34  Pae.  817.  Pa. 
Bingaman  v.  Hickman,  115  Pa.  420,  8 
Atl.  644;  Wynkoop  v.  Seal,  64  Pa.  361. 
S.  D.— Bush  V.  Froelicli,  14  S.  D.  62, 
84  N.  W.  230.  Tex.— Whitmore  v.  Nel- 
son, 29  S.  W.  521.  Vt.— Allen  v.  Gates, 
73  Vt.  222,  50  Atl.  1092.  Wasli. 
Johnston  v.  Gerry,  34  Waph.  524,  76 
Pac.  258,  77  Pac.  503.  W.  Va.— EuflE- 
ner,  Donnally  &  Co.  v.  Hewitt,  Ker- 
ehival  &  Co.,  7  W.  Va.  585.  Eng. 
Sentance  v.  Hawley,  13  B.  C.  L.  (N. 
S.)  458,  106  E.  C.  L.  458. 

23.  Ala. — ^Moore  v.  Appletbn,  26 
Ala.  633  (as  to  take  personal  prop- 
erty which,  although  claimed  adverse- 
ly by  another,  he  has  reasonable 
ground  to  believe  belongs  to  his  prin- 
cipal); Myers  v.  Gilbert,  18  Ala.  467. 
Mp. — Gower  v.  Emery,  18  Me.  79,  as- 
sumpsit. Eng. — Adamson  v.  Jarvis,  4 
Bing.  66,  12  Moore  241,  13  E.  C.  L. 
403,  130  Eng.  Reprint  693,  declaration 
in  case,  held  good. 
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against  the  principal.^*  But  an  accounting  may  be  compelled  by  an 
agent  where  It  is  only  ancillary  to  the  main  purpose  of  an  action,^^ 
where  the  relation  between  the  parties  is  of  a  fiduciary  character,^" 
or  the  transactions  between  the  parties  are  too  complicated  for  action 
by  a  court  of  law.^' 

3.  For  Wrongful  Discharge.  —  An  agent  who  has  been  wrongfully 
discharged  may  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit  ;^^  and  where  the  agent 
has  been  employed  for  a  definite  period  of  time  at  a  stipulated  salary, 
on  his  wrongful  discharge  before  the  expiration  of  such  time  he  has 
the  choice  of  three  remedies :  To  wait  until  the  expiration  of  the  time, 
and  sue  for  the  whole  amount,  to  bring  a  quantum  meruit  for  the  time 
he  worked,  or  bring  his  action  at  once,  for  damages  for  a  breach  of 
the  contract.^* 


24.  Oal. — California  Eaisin  Grow- 
ers' Assn.  V.  Abbott,  160  Cal.  601, 
117  Pac.  767.  N.  Y.— McCuUough  v. 
Pence,  85  Hun  271,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
986,  66  N.  Y.  St.  470;  Johnston  v. 
Berlin,  35  Misc.  146,  71  N.  Y.  Supp. 
'454.  Va. — ^Davis  «.  Marshall,  114  "Va. 
193,  76  S.  E.  316,  Ann.  Gas.  1914B, 
1025.  Bog. — Padwick  v.  Hurst,  18 
Beav.  575,  23  L.  J.  Ch.  657,  18  Jur. 
763,  52  Eng.  Reprint  225;  Dinwiddie 
V.  Bailey,  6  V«s.  Jr.  J36,  31  Eng. 
Eeprint  979.  Can.^ — James  v.  Snarr,  15 
Grant  Ch.  (U.  C.)  229. 

[a]  Beason  for  Kule. — 'There  is 
no  duty  on  the  part  of  the  principal 
as  there  is  on  the  part  of  the  agent 
to  keep  an  account  of  the  dealings 
between  them,  and  there  is  no  con- 
fidence reposed  by  the  agent  in  the 
principal,  as  there  is  by  the  prin- 
cipal in  the  agent."  James  v.  Snarr, 
15  Grant  Ch.  (TJ.  C.)  229. 

Eight  of  principal  to  sue  agent  for 
accounting,  see  supra,  I,  A,  3. 

25.  California  Eaisin  Growers' 
Assn.  V.  Abbott,  160  Cal.  601,  177  Pac. 
767,  here  it  was  necessary  to  _  have 
an  accounting  in  order  to  equitably 
distribute  certain  funds  in  the  hands 
of  the  ag«nt. 

26.  TJnderhill  V.  Jordan,  72  App. 
Div.  (N.  Y.)  71,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  266, 
in  which  event  the  agent  would  be 
entitled  to  same  equitable  remedies  as 
the   principal. 

27.  TJ.  S. — Hapgood  v.  Berry,  157 
Fed.  807,  85  C.  C.  A.  171;  Fenno  v. 
Primrose,  116  Fed.  49,  where  dealings 
between  parties  were  numerous  and 
many  matters  in  dispute.  HI.— Miller 
V.  Eussell,  224  111.  68,  79  N.  E.  434; 
Buel  V.  Selz,  5  HI.  App.  116.  Mass. 
Badger  v.  McNamara,  123  Mass.  117. 


N.  J. — Hargrave  v.  Conroy,  I9  N.  J. 
Eq.  281.  S.  C— Kerr  v.  Camden  Steam- 
boat Co.,  Cheves  Eq.  189,  that  equity 
has  jurisdiction  where  an  agent  is  ■en- 
trusted' with  funds  of  his  principal, 
and  having  received  other  funds  in  the 
course  of  the  agency,  for  which  he  is 
accountable,  and  who  comes  to  render 
his  account  and  have  it  allowed  and 
himself  discharged  from  his  trust,  and 
if  any  balance  be  due  him,  that  in 
the  administration  of  complete  justice, 
it  be  decreed  him,  though  it  appear 
that  the  agent  is  not  without  a  remedy 
at  law.  Eng. — Harrington  v.  Church- 
ward, 6  Jur.  (N.  S.)  576,  29  L.  J. 
Ch.  521,  2  L.  T.  N.  S-  114,  8  Wkly.- 
Eep.   302. 

28.  Ala.— Beck  v.  West,  91  Ala. 
312,  9  So.  199.  Cal. — Brown  v.  Crown 
Gold  Milling  Co.,  150  Cal.  376,  89  Pac. 
86.  La. — LanuBse's  Syndics  v.  Pimpie- 
nella,  4  Mart.  '(N.  S.)  439.  Pa.— Jaekel 
V.  Caldwell,  156  Pa.  266,  26  Atl.  1063. 
Can. — Aldous  v.  Swanson,  14  West.  L. 
Eep.  186. 

[a]  "To  maintain  such  an  action 
it  is  necessary  that  the  complaint 
should  show  either  that  the  agency 
was  wrongfully  terminated  by  the  de- 
fendant, or  that  the  defendant  has 
in  some  respect  violated  the  agency 
contract."  Newcomb  v.  Imperial  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  51  Fed.  725. 

29.  Ga. — Britt  v.  Hays,  21  Ga.  157; 
Sogers  V.  Parham,  8  Ga.  190.  HI. 
William  Butcher  Steel  Works  v.  Atkin- 
son, 68  111.  421,  18  Am.  Eep.  560. 
Kan. — George  O.  Eichardson  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Swartzel,  70  Kan.  773,  79  Pac. 
660.  Mo. — Glover  v.  Henderson,  120 
Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175,  41  Am.  St. 
Eep.  695;  Ehrlich  v.  Aetna  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  88  Mo.  249;  Booge  v.  Pacific  E.  E., 
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C.  PRiNCBPAii  Against  Third  Persons.  —  The  owner  of  goods 
which  have  been  intrusted  to  an  agent  for  a  special  purpose,  and  have 
been  sold  by  him  wrongfully,  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  the 
purchase  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,^"  replevin,  however,  is  a  proper 
remedy  to  recover  the  goods  under  such  circumstances.^^  And  where 
the  agent  has  wrongfully  assigned  or  otherwise  disposed  of  his  prin- 
cipal's goods,  the  latter  may,  in  equity,  follow  them  into  the  hands 
of  third  persons  and  recover  the  goods  or  their  value.^^  The  principal 
may  sue  in  trover  for  the  value  of  goods  converted  by  one  to  whom 
tlje  agent  entrusted  them,^^  and  the  agent  too  may  sue  under  such 
circumstances.^*  An  action  on  the  case  may  be  maintained  in  the 
name  of  the  principal  for  false  representations  made  to  the  agent.^^ 

D.  Agent  Against  Third  Person.  —  An  agent  to  whom  the  prin- 
cipal has  entrusted  goods  may  maintain  trover  for  the  conversion  of 
such  goods  by  a  stranger  ;^°  where  the  agent  buys  property  for  his 


33  Mo.  212,  82  Am.  Dee.  160.  N".  Y. 
Moody  V.  Leverich,  4  Daly  401,  14 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  145;  Baker  v.  Angell, 
12  N.  Y.  St.  406,  46  Hun  679.  S.  C. 
Brinkley  v.  Swioegood,  65  N.  C.  626. 
Vt. — Derby  v.  Johnson,  21  Vt.  17. 
See  the  title  "Master  and  Servant." 

30.  Berkshire  Glass  Co.  v.  Wolcott, 

2  Allen  (Mass.)  227,  79  Am.  Deo.  781; 
McCormick  Harvesting  Maeh.  Co.  v. 
Waldo,  128  Mich.  135,  87  N.  W.  55. 

31.  Nickerson  v.  Darrow,  5  Allen 
(Mass.)   419. 

32.  XT.  S. — German  Sav.  Inst.  v. 
Adae,  8  Fed.  106,  1  MeCrary  501; 
Yates  V.  Curtis,  5  Mason  80,  30  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  18,127.  Ky.— Fahnestock  & 
Co.  V.  Bailey,  3  Mete.  48,  77  Am.  Dec. 
161.  N.  Y.— Keutgen  v.  Parks,  2  Sandf. 
60;  New  York  &  B.  Ferry  Co.  V. 
Moore,  18  Abb.  N.  C.  106;  Boca  v. 
Byrne,  68  Hun  502,  22  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1039,    52    N.   Y.    St.   477. 

[a]  If  agent  becomes  insolvent  oi 
bankrupt,  the  principal  may  follow 
his  property  into  the  hands  of  the 
agent's  legal  representatives  or  as- 
signees.    Fahnestock   &  Co.  v.  Bailey, 

3  Mete.    (Ky.)    48,   77   Am.   Dee.    161. 
fb]    Where  Belation  of  Creditor  and 

Debtor  Exists. — If  by  the  terms  of  a 
contract  goods  are  consigned  by  one 
person  to  another  to  sell  as  agent  upon 
commission,  the  latter  to  guarantee 
all  sales,  and  To  make  a  report  at  the 
end  of  each  sixty  days  of  the  amount 
of  sales,  and  to  pay  for  the  same, 
leas  commissions,  with  hia  sixty  day 
note,  the  proceeds  of  sales  vest  in  the 
consignee,  and  the  relation  of  debtor 
and  creditor  arises  as  to  the  proceeds 
of  the  goods  sold,  whether  the  notes 
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stipulated  for  be  executed  or  not,  and 
upon  the  insolvency  of  the  consignee 
the  consignor  is  not  entitled  to  fol- 
low such  proceeds  as  a  trust  fund,  but 
can  only  proceed  as  a  common  cred- 
itor. Aetna  Powdeu  Co.  v.  Hilde- 
brand,  137  Ind.  462,  37  N.  E.  136, 
45  Am.  St.  Eep.  194. 

33.  Ga. — ^Southern  Express  Co.  v. 
Palmer  ■&  Co.,  48  Ga.  85.  lU. — Loomis 
V.  Barker,  69  111.  360;  Bertholf  v. 
Quinlan  Bros.  &  Co.,  68  111.  297.  Ky. 
Lowry  v.  Beckner,  5  B.  Mon.  41.  Md. 
Levi  V.  Booth,  58  Md.  305,  42  Am. 
Eep.  332.  Mass. — Kingman  v.  Pierce, 
17  Mass.  247.  Mo. — White  Sewing  Ma- 
chine Co.  V.  Betting,  46  Mo.  App.  417. 
N.  Y. — Mechanics'  &  Traders'  Bank 
V.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank, 
60  N.  Y.  40;  Faulkner  v.  Brown,  13 
Wend.  63;  Gorum  v.  Carey,  1  Abb.  Pr. 
285.  Tenn. — Foster  v.  Smith,  2  Coldw. 
474,  88  Am.  Dec.  604,  608.  Tex. — Trk)- 
lett  V.  Morris,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  50, 
44  S.  W.  684.  Vt.— Waldo  v.  Peck,  7 
Vt.  434. 

See  "Trover  and  Conversion." 

34.  See  infra,  I,  D. 

[a]  A  judgment  obtained  by  either 
principal  or  agent  will  bar  an  action 
by  the  other.  Green  v.  Clarke,  12  N. 
Y.  343;  Faulkner  v.  Brown,  13  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   63. 

35.  Raymond  v.  Howland,  12  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   176. 

36.  Ga. — Mitchell  v.  Georgia  &  A. 
Ry.  Co.,  Ill  Ga.  760,  36  S.  E.  971, 
51  L.  R.  A.  622;  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v. 
Palmer  &  Co.,  48  Ga.  85.  111.— Owens 
V.  Weedman,  82  111.  409.  Ky.— See 
Donahoe  v.  McDonald,  92  Ky.  123,  17 
8.    W.   195.      Md.— Dungan   v.   Mutual 
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principal  in  his  own  name  he  may  sue  in  replevin  to  recover  the  pos- 
session thereof;^'  and  an  agent  may  bring  trespass  for  injury  to  the 
principal's  goods  while  in  his  possession.^^  An  agent  may  sue  for 
money  had  and  received  to  recover  moneys  of  his  principal  paid  by 
him  to  a  third  person  by  mistake.^^ 

E.  Third  Person  Against  Agent.  —  "Where  an  agent,  or  one  as- 
suming to  act  as  agent,  makes  an  unauthorized  contract,  the  general 
rule  is  that  he  cannot  be  held  liable  as  a  principal  in  an  action  on 
the  contract  itself,*"  the  remedy  of  the  third  person  being  an  action 


Ben.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  38  Md.  242.  Me. 
See  Hazelton  v.  Locke,  104  Me.  164, 
71  Atl.  661,  20  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  35, 
15  Ann.  Cas.  1009,  tliat  a  state  man- 
ager for  an  insurance  company  liaci 
a  special  interest  in  premiums  col- 
lected so  as  to  enable  him  to  Tjring 
trover  for  their  conversion.  Mass. 
White  V.  Dolliver,  113  Mass.  400,  18 
Am.  Eep.  502.  Mich. — Stephenson  v. 
Little,  10  Mich.  433.  N.  Y;— Faulkner 
V.  Brown,  13  Wend.  63;  Ladd  v.  Arkell, 

5  Jones  &  S.  35;  Qcorum  v.  Carey,  1 
Abb.  Pr.  285.  Pa» — Gunzburger  lu. 
Rosenthal,  226  Pa.  300,  75  Atl.  418,  26 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  840,  "in  the  present 
case  the  plaintiff  as  agent  was  in- 
trusted with  the  possession  of  the 
goods  by  his  principals,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  sale,  and  this  gave  him  a 
special  interest  in  them  which  entitles 
him  to  maintain  this  action  for  their 
converson."  Tex. — Triplett  ■».  Morris, 
18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  50,  44  S.  W.  684. 
Vt.— Edwards  v.  Edwards,  11  Vt.  587, 
34  Am.  Dec.  711.  Bng. — De  La  Chau- 
mette  v.  Bank  of  England,  9  B.  &  C. 
208,  17  E.  C.  L.  100,  7  L.  J.  K.  B. 
O.  S.  179,  109  Eng.  Eeprint  78.  Oati. 
Sanford  v.  Bowles,  9  Nova  Scotia  304. 

[sTJ  Contra,  Mitchell  v.  Georgia  & 
A.  By.  Co.,  Ill  Ga.  760,  36  S.  E. 
971,  51  L.  B.  A.  622,  where  it  is  held 
that  the  mere  fact  that  personalty  was 
intrusted  to  the  possession  of  an  agent 
did  not  give  the  agent  such  a  special 
property  in  the  personalty  as  to  en- 
able Mm  to  maintain  trover  even 
against  one  having  no  right  or  title 
to  the  property. 

[b]  Mere  servant  in  possession  of 
property  as  a  person  employed  to  take 
charge  of  and  navigate  a  boat,  cannot 
maintain   trover.     Tuthill   v.   Wheeler, 

6  Barb.   (N.  Y.)   362. 

Right  of  bailee  to  sue  for  conversion, 
see  the  title  " Personal  Property." 

37.     Douglas  v.  Wolf,  6  Kan.  8S". 

Suit  by  agent  in  his  own  name,  see 
infra,  IL 


38.  Bobinson  v.  Webb,  11  Bush 
(Ky.)    464. 

39.  See  infra,  11,  A,  4. 

40.  U.  S.— Kent  v.  Addicks,  126 
Fed.  112,  60  C.  C.  A.  660.  Cal.— Wal- 
lace V.  Bentley,  77  Cal.  19,  18  Pac. 
788,  11  Am.  St.  Eep.  231.  Conn.— See 
Taylor  v.  Shelton,  30  Conn.  122;  John- 
son V.  Smith,  21  Conn.  627.  111. — See 
Seeberger  v.  McCormiok,  178  111.  404, 
53  N.  E.  340;  Frankland  v.  Johnson, 
147  111.  520,  35  N.  E.  480,  37  Am. 
St.  Bep'.  234;  Neufeld  v.  Beidler,  37 
111.  App.  34.  la. — Doolittle  v.  Murray 
&  Co.,  134  Iowa  536,  111  N.  W.  999; 
Groeltz  v.  Armstrong,  125  Iowa  39,  99 
N.  W.  128.  Me. — Simpson  v.  Garland, 
76  Me.  203;  Stetson  v.  Patten,  2 
Greenl.  358,  11  Am.  Deo.  111.  Mass. 
Chipman  v.  Foster,  119  Mass.  189; 
Bartlett  v.  Tucker,  104  Mass.  336,  6 
Am.  Eep.  240.  Minn.' — Skaaraas  v. 
Finnegan,  32  Minn.  107,  19  N.  W. 
729;  Sheffield  v.  Ladue,  16  Minn.  388, 
10  Am.  Eep.  145.  Neb. — Brong  v. 
Spence,  56  Neb.  638,  77  N.  W.  54; 
Cole  V.  O'Brien,  34  Neb.  68,  51  N.  W. 
316,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  616.  N.  Y.— Tay- 
lor V.  Nostrand,  134  N.  Tl  108,  31 
N.  E.  246.  N.  0. — Eussell  v.  Koonce, 
104  N.  C.  237,  10  S.  E.  256.  Ohio. 
Parmer's'  Co-Op.  Trust  Co.  v.  Floyd,  47 
Ohio  St.  525,  26  %  E.  110,  21  Am. 
St.  Eep.  846,  12  L.  E.  A.  346.  Ore. 
Anderson  v.  Adanis,  43  Ore.  621,  74 
Pac.  215.  Wis.^ — Oliver  v.  Morawetz, 
97   Wis.  332,  72  N.  W.  877. 

[a]  'Contra. — In  a  few  states  it  is 
held  that  the  agent  binds  himself  as 
principal  under  such  a  contract  and 
an  action  on  the  contract,  as  though 
he  were  the  principal,  will  lie  against 
him.  Ala.— Lazarus  v.  Shearer,  2  Ala. 
718.  Ind. — Terwilliger  v.  Murphy,  104 
Ind.  32,  3  N.  E.  404.  La.— Hewitt 
V.  Eoudebush,  24  La.  Ann.  254.  Mich. 
Hallett  V.  Gordon,  128  Mich.  364,  87 
N.  W.  261;  Holland  v.  Stewart,  2  Mich. 
N.  P.  39.  N.  D. — Kennedy  v.  Stone- 
house,   13  N.  D.   232,   100   N.   W.   258, 
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for  breach  of  the  express  or  implied  warranty  of  authority,*^  or,  where 
there  has  been  fraud,  an  action  on  the  case  for  deceit.*^  Where  an 
agent  retains  possession  of  a  third  person's  goods,  replevin  M-ill  lie 
against  him.*^ 

11.  PARTIES.**  —  A.  Principal  and  Agent  as  Parties  Plaintiff. 
1.  General  Rule.  —  Where  an  agent  has  acted  within  the  scope  of  his 
employment  and  for  a  disclosed  principal,  all  actions  on  contract  con- 
cerning the  business  transacted  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
principal  and  not  in  the  name  of  the  agent,*^  for  to  enable  an  agent 


3  Ann.  Caa.  217.  N.  J.— Bay  v.  Cook, 
22  N.  J.  L.  343.  S.  C— Hamburg  Bank 
V.  Wray,  4  Strobh.  87,  51  Am.  Dee. 
659.     Vfe— Eoyce  v.  Allen,  28  Vt.  234. 

41.  Ark. — Dale  v.  Donaldson  Lumb. 
Co.,  48  Ark.  188,  2  S.  W.  703,  3  Am. 
St.  Eep.  224.  la. — Groeltz  v.  Arm- 
strong, 125  Iowa  39,  99  N.  W.  128. 
N.  y.— White  V.  Madison,  26  N.  Y. 
117,  26  How.  Pr.  481.  N.  C— Le  Eoy 
V.  Jacobosky,  136  N.  C.  443,  48  S.  E. 
796,  67  L.  R.  A.  977.  Ohio.— Farmers ' 
Co-Op.  Trust  Co.  v.  Floyd,  47  Ohio 
St.  525,  26  N.  E.  110,  21  Am.  St.  Bep. 
846,  12  L.  E.  A.  346.  Ore.— Anderson 
V.  Adams,  43  Ore.  621,  74  Pac.  215. 
W.  Va.— Haupt  v.  Vint,  68  W.  Va.  657, 
70  S.  E.  702,  34  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  518. 
Wis. — Oliver  v.  Morawetz,  97  Wis.  332. 
72  N.  W.  877.  Eng.— Simons  v.  Patch- 
ett,  7  El.  &  Bl.  568,  26  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
(N.  S.)  195,  90  B.  C.  L.  568,  3  Jur. 
(N.  S.)  742,  5  Wkly.  Eep.  500,  119 
Eng.    Eeprint   1357. 

42.  la.' — Doolittle  v.  Murray  &  Co., 
134  Iowa  536,  111  N.  W.  999.  Me. 
Noyes  v.  Loring,  55  Me.  408.  Minn. 
Skaaraas  v.  Fiunegan,  32  Minn.  107, 
19  N.  W.  729.  Neb.— Cole  v.  O'Brien, 
34  Neb.  68,  51  N.  W.  316,  33  Am. 
St.  Eep.  616.  N.  Y.— Dung  v.  Parker, 
52  N.  Y.  494.  N.  C— Le  Eoy  v. 
Jacobosky,  136  N.  C.  443,  48  S.  E.  796, 

67  L.  E.  A.  977.  Vt.— Clark  v.  Fos- 
ter, 8  Vt.  98.     W.  Va.— Haupt  v.  Vint, 

68  W.  Va.  657,  70  S.  E.  702,  34  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  518.  Wis.— Oliver  v.  Mora- 
wetz, 97  Wis.  332,  72  N.  W.  877. 

[a]  In  Massachusetts,  no  actual  in- 
tent to  defraud  is  necessary  to  bring 
this  form  of  action.  Conant  v.  Al- 
vord,  166  Mass.  311,  44  N.  E.  250; 
Long  V.  Colburn,  11  Mass.  97,  6  Am. 
Dec.  160. 

[b]  Where  one  falsely  represents 
himself  to  be  the  agent  of  another 
causing  injury  to  a  third  person  the 
latter  may  sue  in  ease  for  the  de- 
ceit,   m. — Duncan  v.  Niles,  32  111.  532, 
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83  Am.  Dec.  293.  Me. — Harper  v.  Lit- 
tle, 2  Greenl.  14,  11  Am.  Dec.  25. 
Mass.— Jefts  V.  York,  4  Cush.  371,  50 
Am.   Dee.   791. 

43.  Kimble  v.  McDermott,  154  Mo. 
App.  209,  134  S.  W.  72,  suggesting 
that  if  the  agent  retained  possession 
in  good  faith  believing  the  property 
to  be  in  his  principal,  the  action  should 
be  against  the  latter. 

44.  See  "Parties.'? 

45.  TJ.  S.— Whitney  v.  Wyman,  101 
U.  S.  392,  25  L.  ed.  1050;  Montioello 
Bank  v.  Bostwick,  71  Fed.  641;  The 
Ship  St.  Lawrence,  1  Gall.  467,  21 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,232.  Ala.— Newbold 's 
Exr.  V.  Wilson,  Minor  12;  Nabors  v. 
Shippey,  15  Ala.  293.  Cal. — Preston  v. 
Knapp,  85  Cal.  559,  24  Pac.  811;  Chin 
Kem  You  v.  Ah  Joan,  75  Cal.  124,  16 
Pac.  705;  Lineker  v.  Ayeshford,  1  Cal. 
75.  Conn. — Sullivan  v.  Shailor,  70 
Conn.  733,  40  Atl.  1054;  _Sutton  v. 
Mansfield,  47  Conn.  388;  "Potter  t;. 
Yale  College,  8  Conn.  52.  D.  C. 
Hamburg-Bremen  Fire  Ins.  Co.  ■;;.  Lew- 
is, 4  App.  Cas.  66.  Ga. — Cunningham 
»;.  Elliott,  92  Ga.  159,  18  S.  E.  365. 
Ind. — Sharp  v.  Jones,  18  Ind.  314,  81 
Am.  Dee.  359;  Peirce  v.  Euley,  5  Ind. 
69;  Harper,  17.  Eagan,  2  Blackf.  39. 
Kan. — Ward  v.  Eyba,  58  Kan.  741,  51 
Pac.  223.  Ky. — Tharp  v.  Farquar,  6 
B.  Mon.  3.  Md.— Noel  Const.  Co.  v. 
Atlas  Portland  Cetaent  Co.,  103  Md. 
209,  63  Atl.  384.  Mass.  — Terry  v. 
Brightman,  132  Mass.  318;  Eastern  E. 
Co.  V.  Benedict,  5  Gray  561,  66  Am, 
Dec.  384;  Taunton  &  S.  B.  Turnpike 
Corp.  V.  Whiting,  10  Mass.  327,  6  Am. 
Dec.  124.  Mich.— Bleau  v.  Wright,  110 
Mich.  183,  68  N.  W.  115;  Weston  v. 
Card,  96  Mich.  373,  56  N.  W.  26.  Minn. 
Moran  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Clarke,  59  Minn. 
456,  61  N.  W.  556.  Miss.— Denven 
Produce  &  Com.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  73  Miss. 
702,  19  So.  489.  Mo. — Huston  v.  Tyler, 
140  Mo.  252,  36  S.  W.  654,  41  S.  W. 
795;  Coggburn  v.  Simpson,  22  Mo.  351. 
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to  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  there  must  be  something  more 
than  the  bare  relatiojo  of  principal  and  agent.*®  To  this  general  rule 
there  are  four  exceptions  generally  recognized  by  the  courts  and  text 
writers:  First,  where  the  agent  contracts  in  his  own  name;*^  second, 
where  the  agent  does  not  disclose  his  principal,  who  is  unknown;** 
third,  where  by  the  usages  of  trade  the  agent  is  authorized  to  act  as 
owner  of  the  property;**  fourth,  where  the  agent  has  an  interest  in 
the  subject  matter  of  the  contract,  and  in  this  ease  whether  he  pro- 
fessed to  act  as  agent  or  not.^" 

2.  Where  Contract  Made  Expressly  With  Agent.  —  a.  Generally. 
Where  the  contract  is  made  in  writing,  expressly  with  the  agent,  and 
purports  to  be  a  contract  personally  with  him,  he  may  sue  in  his  own 
name  v/hether  or  not  he  was  known  to  act  as  an  agent.°^ 


TU.  J. — Kinsey  v.  HoUinshead,  2  N.  J. 
L.  380;  Todd  v.  Phifer,  1  N.  J.  L. 
414;  Brackney  v.  Shreve,  1  N.  J.  L. 
33.  N.  Y.— Bonynge  v.  Field,  81  N.  Y. 
159;  Hall  v.  Lauderdale,  46  N.  Y.  70; 
Buckbee  v.  Brown,  2]  Wend.  110.  N.  C. 
Hayes  Woolen  Co.  i".  McKinnon,  114 
N.  C.  661,  19  S.  E.  761;  Whitehead 
V.  Eeddick,  34  N.  C.  95;  Whitehead 
V.  Potter,  26  N.  C.  257.  Okla. — Eankin 
V.  Blaine  County  Bank,  20  Okla.  68, 
93  Pae.  536,  18  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  512. 
Ore. — Simon  V.  Trummer,  57  Ore.  153, 
110  Pac.  786.     Pa.' — ^Powell  v.  Eoderick, 

1  Pa.  Dist.  120,  6  Kulp  400;  Eoot  v. 
Muhr,  19  W.  N.  C.  403;  Gillett  v. 
Ball,  9  Pa.  13.  S.  0. — Coggeshall  v. 
Coggeshall,  2  Strob.  Law  51.  Tex. 
Tinaley  v.  Dowell,  87  Tex.  23,  26  S.  W. 
946;  San  Jacinto  Eice  Co.  v.  Lockett 
&  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
1046;  McGrew  v.  Norris  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  140  S.  W.  1143.  Vt.— Binney 
V.  Plumley,  5  Vt.  500,  26  Ann..  Deo. 
313.  Va. — Jones  v.  Hart's  Bxra.,  1 
Hen.  &  M.  (11  Va.)  470.  W.  Va. 
Johnson  v.  Welch,  42  W.  Va.  18,  24 
8.  E.  585.  Eng. — Pigott  v.  Thompson, 
3  Bos.  &  P.  147,  127  Eng.  Eeprint 
80. 

[a]  "In  no  form  of  process  can  a 
mere  servant  or  agent  be  permitted  to 
enforce,  in  his  own  name,  the  rights 
of  his  principal  or  master."  Bates  v. 
Overseers  of  Poor,  14  Gray  (Mass.) 
163. 

[b]  In  Louisiana,  an  agent  may  sue 
in  his  own  name  if  he  styles  himself 
as  agent,  .and  discloses  in  his  petition 
the  name  and  residence  of  his  prin- 
cipal. Eoehereau  &  Co.  v.  Lewis,  26 
La.  Ann.  581;  Willard  v.  Lugenbuhl, 
24  La.  Ann.  18;  LacoB.te  v.  De  Armas, 

2  La,  263. 


[c]  Where  there  is  an  assignment 
from  the  principal  to  the  .agent  of 
the  contract,  the  latter  may  sue  in 
his  own  name.  Weston  v.  Card,  96 
Mich.  373,  56  N.  W.  26. 

46.  Barkley  v.  Wolfakehl,  25  Misc. 
420,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  934.  And  gee 
cases  cited  in  the  previous  note. 

47.  See  infra,  II,  A,  2. 

48.  See  infra,  II,  A,  2,  c. 

49.  See  infra,  II,  A,  3. 

50.  See  infra,  II,  A,  6. 

51.  TJ.  S.— Albany  &  E.  Iron  ft 
Steel  Co.  V.  Lundberg,  121  U.  S.  451, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  958,  30  L.  ed.  982.  Ala. 
Nabors  v.  Shippey,  15  Ala.- 2f3;  New- 
bold 's  Exr.  V.  Wilson,  Minor  (Ala.)  12. 
See  also  Bryan  v.  Wilson,  27  Ala.  208. 
CaJ. — Tustin  Fruit  Assn.  v.  Earl  Fruit 
Co.,  6  Cal.  Unrep.  37,  53  Pac.  693; 
Phillips  V.  Henshaw,  5  Cal.  509.  Colo. 
Ehone  v.  Powell,  20  Colo.  41,  36  Pac. 
899.  Ga. — Spenee  v.  Wilson,  102  Ga. 
762,  29  S.  B.  713.  lU.— Mills  v.  Jen- 
sen, 75  111.  App.  644;  Stockbarger  v. 
Sain,  69  111.  App.  436.  Ind. — Eowe 
17.  Band,  111  Ind.  206,  12  N.  E.  377; 
Sharp  V.  Jones,  18  Ind.  314,  81  Am. 
Dec.  359.  la. — See  Fear  v.  Jones,  6 
Iowa  169.  Ky.— See  Tharp  v.  Far- 
quar,  6  B.  Mon.  3.  La. — Girault  V. 
Feucht,  120  La.  1070,  46  .So.  26.  Md. 
Willson  V.  Sands,  36  Md.  38.  Mass. 
Bufflngton  v.  McNally,  192  Mass.  198, 
78  N.  E.  309;  Pelton  v.  Baker,  158 
Mass.  349,  33  N.  E.  394;  Colburn  v. 
Phillips,  13  Gray  64;  BufEum  v.  Chad- 
wick,  8  Mass.  103.  Minn. — Close  v. 
Hodges,  44  Minn.  204,  46  N.  W.  335; 
Cremer  v.  Wimmer,  40  Minn.  511,  42 
N.  W.  467.  K  H.— Chandler  v.  Coe, 
54  ISr.  H.  561;  Doe  v.  Thompson,  22 
N.  H.  217.  N.  Y.— Considerant  v.  Bris- 
bane,   22    N.    Y.    389;    Dows   v.    Cobb, 
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b.  Under  Code  Practice.  —  Under  statutes  requiring  actions  to  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest  and  containing  an 
exception  in  favor  of  trustees  of  express  trusts,  executors,  and  admin- 
istrators, and  persons  in  whose  names  contracts  are  made  for  the 
benefit  of  others,  an  agent  who  has  made  a  contract  in  his  own  name 
for  his  principal  may  bring  an  action  thereon  without  joining  the 
principal.^^ 

c.  Where  Agent  Does  Not  Disclose  His  Principal.  —    (I.)    General 
Kule.  -  Where  a  person  acting  as  agent  for  another  makes  a  valid 

contract  in  his  own  name  without  disclosing  his  principal,  the  agent 
is  in  contemplation  of  law  the  real  contracting  party,  and  may  bring 
an  action  in  the  contract  in  his  own  name.^^    The  undisclosed  prin- 

12  Barb.  310.  N.  C. — Brown  v.  Mor-  523,  5  N.  E.  888;  Holmes  v.  Boyd,  90 
ris,  83  N.  C.  251.  Ohio. — Evrit  v.  Ban-  Ind.  332;  Northwestern  Conference  of 
croft,  22  Ohio  St.  172;  Marine  Ins.  XJniversalists  v.  Myers,  36  Ind.  375. 
Co.  V.  Walsh-Upstill  Coal  Co.,  23  Ohio  la. — Dorr  Cattle  Co.  v.  Jewett,  116 
Cir.  Ct.  191.  Ore. — Dubois  v.  Perkins,  Iowa  93,  89  N.  W.  109;  Brown  v. 
21  Ore.  189,  27  Pae.  1044.  Pa.— See  Sharkey,  93  Iowa  157j  61  N.  W.  364; 
Matter  of  Merrick's  Estate,  2  Ashm.  Abel  Note  Brokerage  &  B.  Co.  v.  Hurd, 
485.  Tex. — Tinsley  v.  Dowell,  87  Tex.  85  Iowa  559,  52  N.  W.  488.  Kan. 
23,  26  S.  W.  946;  Frazier  v.  Moore's  West  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  39 
Admr.,  11  Tex.  755;  Neal  v.  Andrews  Kan.  93,  17  Pac.  807,  7  Am.  St.  Bep. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  60  S.  W.  459;  San  530;  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  N.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Jacinto  Eiee  Co.  v.  Lockett  &  Co.  fTex.  Thacher,  13  Kan.  564;  Scantlin  v. 
Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W.  1046.  Vt.— Hoi-  Allison,  12  Kan.  85.  Ky.— See  Goff  v. 
den  V.  Rutland  E.  Co.,  73  Vt.  317,  50  Bolaud,  29  Ky.  L.  Eep.  172,  92  S.  W. 
Atl.  1096;  Culver  v.  Bigelow,  43  Vt.  575.  Minn. — Close  v.  Hodges,  44  Minn. 
249.  See  also  "Woodstock  Bank  v.  204,  46  N.  W.  335;  Cremer  v.  Wim- 
Downer,  27  Vt.  482,  65  Am.  Dec.  210;  mer,  40  Minn.  511,  42  N.  W.  467.  Mo. 
Johnson  v.  Catlin,  27  Vt.  87,  62  Am.  Wolfe  v.  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.,  97  Mo. 
Dec.  622.  Va.— See  Letermau  v.  Char-  473,  11  S.  W.  49,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  331, 
lottesville  Lumber  Co.,  110  Va.  769,  .  3  L.  E.  A.  539;  Snider  v.  Adams  Ex- 
67  S.  E.  281;  Virginia  Nat.  Bank  v-  press  Co.,  77  Mo.  523;  Eogers  v.  Go?- 
Nolting,  94  Va.  263,  26  S.  E.  826;  nell,  51  Mo.  466.  Neb.— Stoll  v.  Shel- 
Porter  v.  Nekervis,  4  Eand.  (25"  Va.)  i  don,  13  Neb.  207,  13  N.  W.  201.  N.  Y. 
359.  W.  Va. — See  Deitz  ■;;.  Providence-  Coffin  v.  Grand  Eapids  Hydraulic  Co., 
Washington  Ins.  Co.,  31  W.  Va.  851,  '  136  N.  Y.  655,  32  N.  E.  1076;  Pitney 
8  S.  B.  616,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  909.  Eng.  v.  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co.,  65  N.  Y.  6; 
Burrell  v.  Jones,  3  B.  &  Aid.  47,  5  Considerant  v.  Brisbane,  22  N.  Y.  389. 
E.  C.  L.  37,  106  Eng.  Eeprint  580;  N.  C— Winders  v.  Hill,  141  N.  C.  694, 
Iveson  V.  Conington,  1  B.  &  C.  160,  54  S.  E.  440.  Ohio. — Davis  v.  Har- 
8  E.  C.  L.  69,  2  D.  &  E.  307,  1  L.  J.  ness,  38  Ohio  St.  397;  Marine  Ins. 
K.  B.  O.  S.  71,  107  Eng.  Eeprint  60;  Co.  v.  Walsh-Upstill  Coal  Co.,  23  Ohio 
Hodgens  v.  Keon  (1894),  2  Ir.  E.  657;  Cir.  Ct.  191;  Arcade  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Sims  V.  Bond,  5  B.  &  Ad.  389,  27  E.  C.  Wiatt,  1  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  55,  1  Ohio  Cir. 
L.  168,  110  Eng.  Eeprint  834.  Can.  Dec.  34.  S.  D.— Hudson  v.  Archer,  4 
Coquillard  v.  Hunter,  36  U.  C.  Q.  B.  S.  D.  128,  55  N.  W.  1099. 
316;  Boss  V.  Tyson,  19  U.  C.  C.  P.  i  [a]  Such  an  agent  is  a  "trustee 
294.  I  of  an  express  trust' '  within  the  mean- 
52.  U.  S. — Albany  &  E.  Iron  &  ing  of  statute.  Snider  v.  Adams  Ex- 
Steel  Co.  V.  Lundberg,  121  U.  S.  451,  press  Co.,  77  Mo.  523;  Rogers  v.  Gos- 
7   Sup.    Ct.   958,   30'   L.    ed.   982.     Cal.  nell,  51  Mo.  466. 

West  V.  Crawford,  80  Cal.  19,  21  Pac.  i      53.     Ala.— Nabors     v.     Shippey,     15 

1123.     See    also    Winters   v.    Bush,    34  Ala.  293.     Ark. — Shelby  v.  Burrow,  76 

Cal.    136.     Dak.— McLaughlin   v.   First  Ark.    558,   89   S.   W.   464,   1   L.   E.   A. 

Nat.  Bank,  6  Dak.  406,  43  N.  W.  715.  (N.    8.)    303,   6   Ann.    Cas.    554.     Cal. 

Ind. — Landwerlen  v.  Wheeler,  106  Ind.  Tustin  Fmjt  Assn.  v.  Earl  Fruit  Co., 
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cipal  may  also  sue  on  such  contract  in  his  own  name/* 


121  Cal.  xviii,  53  Pae.  693.  Ga. 
Georgia  S.  &  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Morchman, 
121  Ga.  235,  48  S.  E.  9C1;  Eichmond 
&  D.  E.  Co.  V.  Bedell,  PZ  Ga.  501,  15 
S.   E.    676.      111.— Saladin   v.  Mitchell, 

45  111.  79;  Hewitt  v.  Torson,  124  111. 
App.  375;  Stockbarger  v.  Sain,  69  111. 
App.  436,  agent  selling  principal's 
goods  as  his  own  may  recover  the 
purchase  price.  Ind. — Eowe  v.  Eand, 
111  Ind.  206,  12  N.  E.  377;  Beard  v. 
Sloan,  38  Ind.  128  (agent  contracting 
for  purchase  of  goods  in  his  own  name 
may  sue  for  damages  for  breach  of 
the  contract);  Sharp  v.  Jones,  18  Ind. 
314,  81  Am.  Dec.  359.  Ky.— Atcher- 
Bon's  Admr.  v.  Talbot,  5  Dana  324. 
La. — Girault  v.   Peucht,   120   La.   1070, 

46  So.  26.  Md. — Anderson  v.  Stewart, 
108  Md.  340,  70  Atl.  228;  United  States 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Gildersleve,  29  Md.  232,  96 
Am.  Dec.  519.  Mass. — Buflfington  ■;;. 
McNally,  192  Mass.  198,  78  N.  E. 
309;  Ehoades  v.  Blackiston,  106  Mass. 
334,  8  Am.  Eep.  332;  Colburn  v.  Phil- 
lips, 13  Gray  64;  Tyler  v.  Freeman,  3 
Gush.  261.  Mo. — Coggburn  v.  Simpson, 
22  Mo.  351;  Keown  &  Co.  v.  Vogel, 
25  Mo.  App.  35.  Minn. — HoUiston  v. 
Ernston,  124  Minn.  49,  144  N.  W. 
415;  Close  V.  Hodges,  44  Minn.  204, 
46  N.  W.  335.  KT.  J. — Hughes  v.  Young, 
31  N.  J.  Eq.  60.  N.  Y.— Ludwig  v. 
Gillespie,  105  N.  T.  653,  11  N.  B.  835, 
1  Silv.  399;  Alsop  v.  Caines,  10  Johns. 
396.  N.  C— Barham  v.  Bell,  112  N.  C. 
131,  16  S.  E.  903.  N.  X>.— Stewart  v. 
Gregory,  Carter  &  Co.,  9  N.  D.  618, 
84  N.  W.  553.  Okla.— Stack  v.  Gudgel, 
158  Pao.  1144.  Tex. — San  Jacinto  Eice 
Co.  V.  Loekett  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
145  S.  W.  1046;  Neal  f.  Andrews 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.l,  60  S.  W.  459;  Ed- 
wards 1).  Ezell,  2  Wils.  Civ.  Cas.,  §276. 
Vt.— Camp  V.  Barber,  87  Vt.  235,  88 
Atl.  812,  Ann.  Cas.  1917A,  451;  Lap- 
ham  V.  Green,  9  Vt.  407.  Va. — Oliver 
Eefining  Co.  v.  Portsmouth  Cotton,  etc. 
Corp.,  109  Ya.  513,  64  S.  E.  56,  132 
Am.  St.  Eep.  924.  W.  ^Ta,. — Coulter  v. 
Blatehley,  51  W.  Va.  163,  41  S.  E. 
133.  Bng.— Sims  v.  Bond,  5  B.  &  Ad. 
389,  27  E.  C.  L.  168,  110  Eng.  Ee- 
print  834;  Gardiner  v.  Davis,  2  Car. 
*  P.   544,  12   E.   0.   L.   22. 

[a]  Fact  that  consideration  moves 
from  undisclosed  principal  rather  than 
from  the  agent  to  the  other  contract- 


ing  party   is   immaterial.     Colburn   v. 
Phillips,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  64.  ' 

54.  Dak. — Lloyd  v.  Powers,  4  Dak. 
62,  22  N.  W.  492.  Ga.— WoodrufE  v. 
McGehee,  30  Ga.  158.  111.— Saladin  v. 
Mitchell,  45  111.  79;  Stockbarger  v. 
Sain,  69  111.  App.  436.  la. — Darling 
V.  Noyes,  32  Iowa  96.  Ky. — Atcher- 
son's  Admr.  v.  Talbot,  5  Dana  324; 
Davies'  Exr.  v.  Graham's  Trustee,  2 
A.  K.  Marsh.  540.  I>a. — Braden  v. 
Louisiana  State  Ins.  Co.,  1  La.  220, 
20  Am.  Dec.  277.  Me.' — Pitts  v.  Mower, 
18  Me.  361,  36  Am.  Dec.  727.  Md. 
Anderson  v.  Stewart,  108  Md.  340,  70 
Atl.  228  (the  court  saying:  "It  is  too 
well  settled  to  be  disputed,  that  where 
a  contract,  not  under  seal,  is  made 
with  an  agent  in  his  own  name  for 
an  undisclosed  principal,  either  the 
agent  or  his  principal  may  sue  upon 
it,  the  only  limitation  upon  this  doc- 
trine being,  that  if  the  principal  sues 
upon  a  contract  thus  made  with  an  agent 
in  the  name  of  the  latter,  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  be  placed  in 
the  same  position  at  the  time  of  the 
disclosure  of  the  principal,  as  if  the 
agent  had  been  the  real  contracting 
party");  Baltimore  Coal  Tar  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Fletcher,  61  Md.  288;  Oelrichs 
V.  Ford,  21  Md.  489.  Mass.— Bufing- 
ton  V.  McNally,  192  Mass.  198,  78 
N.  E.  309;  National  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Allen,  116  Mass.  398;  Ehoades  v. 
Blackiston,  106  Mass.  334,  8  Am.  Eep. 
332;  Borrowscale  v.  Bosworth,  99  Mass. 
378;  Lerned  v.  Johns,  9  Allen  419. 
Mo.— Kelly  v.  Thuey,  143  Mo.  422,  45 
S.  W.  300,  overruling  Kelly  v.  Thuey, 
102  Mo.  522,  15  S.  W.  62  (which  held 
that  agent  alone  could  maintain  the 
action) ;  Clubb  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  136  Mo.  App.  1,  117  S.  W.  110; 
Odessa  Bank  v.  Jennings,  18  Mo.  App. 
651.  N.  H.— Chandler  v.  Coe,  54  N.  H. 
561.  N.  Y.— Kelly  Asphalt  Block  Co. 
V.  Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.,  211  N.  Y. 
68,  105  N.  E.  88,  L.  E.  A.  1915C,  256; 
Ludwig  V.  Gillespie,  105  N.  Y.  653, 
11  N.  E.  835,  1  Silv.  399;  NicoU  v. 
Burke,  78  N.  Y.  580,  8  Abb!  N.  C. 
213;  Schaefer  v.  Henkel,  75  N.  Y.  378, 
7  Abb.  N.  C.  1,  57  How.  Pr.  97; 
Beebee  v.  Eobert,  12  Wend.  413,  27 
Am.  Dec.  132.  N.  C. — Nicholson  c. 
Dover,  145  N.  C.  18,  58  S.  E.  444,  13 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  167;  Barham  v.  Bell, 
112   N.   C.   131,   16   S.   E.    903.      Ore. 
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(n.)  NegotiaTjle  Instruments.  —Following  the  general  rule  that  an 
action  of  a  negotiable  instrument  may  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
holder  of  the  legal  title,°^  the  agent  in  whose  name  the  legal  title  of 
a  negotiable  instrument  is  may  sue  thereon  in  his  own  name.°^  While 
it  has  been  held  that  an  undisclosed  principal  cannot  merely  by  virtue 
of  the  agency  sue  upon  a  negotiable  instrument  which  the  agent  has 
received  in  his  own  name,^'  other  authorities  are  to  the  contrary,** 
in  accordance  with  the  general  rule  permitting  the  beneficial  or  equit- 
able owner  to  sue  in  his  own  name.°' 

(III.)  Contracts  of  Guaranty  or  Indemnity.  —  Contracts  of  guaranty  or 
indemnity  being  personal  in  their  nature,  the  general  rule  does  not 
apply,  and  an  undisclosed  principal  cannot  sue  on  such  a  contract 
entered  into  by  his  agent.°° 

(IV.)  One  of  Several  Undisclosed  Principals.  —  One  of  several  undis- 
closed principals  cannot  sue  on  an  entire  contract  made  by  the  agent 
without  joining  the  other  parties  in  interest.*^ 


Kitchen  v.  Holmes,  42  Ore.  252,  70 
Pac.  830.  Tenn. — Brice  v.  King,  1 
Head  152;  Darden  v.  Oneal,  35  S.  W. 
1095.  Tex.— Hunter  v.  Adoue,  38  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  542,  86  ^.  W.  622.  Wasli. 
First  Nat.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v.  Farquhar, 
75  Wash.  67,  135  Pae.  619.  W.  Va. 
Coulter  V.  Blatchley,  51  W.  Va.  163, 
41  S.  E.  133.  Eng. — Sims  v.  Bond,  5 
B.  &  Ad.  389,  27  E.  C.  L.  168,  110 
Eng.  Reprint  834;  Bickerton  v.  Bur- 
rell,  5  M.  &  S.  383,  105  Eng.  Reprint 
1091. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  identity  of 
the  principal  has  been  concealed  be- 
cause of  the  belief  that,  if  it  were 
disclosed,  the  contract  would  not  be 
made,  does  not  authorize  an  exception 
to  the  rule.  Kelly  Asphalt  Block  Co. 
V.  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.,  211  N. 
Y.  68,  105  N.  E.  88,  L.  R.  A.  1915C, 
256. 

[b]  Fact  that  the  principal  is  a 
resident  of  another  state,  does  not 
prevent  undisclosed  principal  from 
suing.  Barham  v.  Bell,  112  N.  0.  131, 
16  S.  E.  903. 

Bight  of  principal  to  control  action 
of  agent,  see  infm,  II,  A,  9. 

55.    See  4  Standard  Proc.  229. 

66.  U.  S.— Pacific  Guano  Co-  «.  Holle- 
man,  12  Fed.  61,  4  Woods  462.  Ala. 
Goodman  v.  Walker,  30  Ala.  482,  68 
Am.  Dec.  134.  Ga. — Austell  v.  Rice, 
5  Ga.  472.  la.— Cottle  v.  Cole,  20  Iowa 
481.  La. — Zapata  v.  Cifreo,  26  La. 
Ann.  87.  Mass. — Buffum  v.  Chadwick, 
8  Mass.  103.  Neb.— Stoll  v.  Sheldon, 
13  Neb.  207,  13  N.  W.  201.  N.  Y. 
Fish  V.   Jacobsohn,  5  Bosw.  514.    Pa. 

Vol.  XXI 


Pearce  v.  Austin,  4  Whart.  489,  34  Am. 
Dec.  523.  Tenn. — Coeke  v.  Dickens,  4 
Yerg.  29,  26  Am.  Dee.  214.  Can- 
McDonald  V.  Smaill,  25  Nova  Scotia 
440. 

[a]  Mere  depositary  of  a  note  can- 
not sue  on  it.  Woodsum  v.  Cole,  69 
Cal.  142,  10  Pae.  331. 

57.  U.  S. — ^Van  Ness  v.  Forrest,  8 
Cranch  30,  3  L.  ed.  478.  N.  H.— Chand- 
ler V.  Coe,  54  N.  H.  561.  N.  Y.— Pentz 
V.  Stanton,  10  Wend.  271,  25  Am.  Dec. 
558.  Vt.— Bank  of  United  States  v. 
Lyman,  1  Blatchf .  297, '  2  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  924,  20  Vt.  666,  affirmed  in  12 
How.  225,  13  L.  ed.  965.  Eng.— Fenn 
V.  Harrison,  3  T.  E.  757,  100  Eng.  Re- 
print 842. 

58.  Ind. — Nave  v.  Hadley,  74  Ind. 
155.  Mass. — National  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Allen,  116  Mass.  398  (promissory  note, 
non-negotiable  in  form);  Fairfield  v. 
Adams,  16  Pick.  381.  See  also  Fuller 
V.  Hooper,  3  Gray  334,  341.  Wash. 
First  Nat.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v.  Farqu- 
har,  75  Wash.  667,  135  Fac.  619;  Stin- 
son  V.  Sachs,  8  Wash.  391,  36  Pae. 
287. 

59".    See  4  Standard  Proc.  23. 

60.  IlL — ^Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Die- 
fendorf,  90  111.  396.  Mo.— Mitchell  & 
Bro.  V.  Railton,  45  Mo.  App.  273.  B.  I. 
King  V.  Batterson,  13  R.  I.  117,  43 
Am.  Rep.  13. 

61.  ni.— -Delaware,  L.  &  W.  B.  Co 
V.  Thayer,  41  111.  App.  192.  Mass. 
Roosevelt  v.  Doherty,  129  Mass.  301, 
37  Am.  Rep.  366.  N.  H. — Bryant  v. 
Wells,  56  N.  H.  152,  here  a  house  was 
rented   by   the  agent   of   two   owners 
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d.  Contracts  Under  Seal. — 'In  those  jurisdictions  where  the  dis- 
tinction between  sealed  and  unsealed  instruments  is  still  observed, 
a  principal  cannot  sue  on  a  contract  under  seal  entered  into  by  the 
agent  in  his  own  name;°^  the  agent  making  the  contract  under  his 
own  name  and  seal  is  the  only  one  who  can  sue  thereon.'*  This  rule 
applies  though  the  contract  is  not  required  to  be  under  seal  to  be 
valid.^*  If,  however,  the  contract  appears  on  its  face  to  have  been 
intended  as  the  contract  of  a  designated  principal  the  principal  may 
sue  thereon.^^ 

3.    Custom  or  Usage  of  Trade.  —  Where  by  the  usage  of  trade,  or 


who  were  tenants  in  common  and 
whose  names  were  undisclosed.  Held 
that  one  of  owners  having  a  two- 
thirds  interest  could  not  bring  action 
for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the 
property,  but  both  must  sue  jointly. 
R.  I. — H.  Midwood's  Sons  Co.  v. 
Alaska-Portland  Packers'  Assn.,  28  E. 
I.  303,  13  Am.  &  Eng.  Ann.  Gas.  954, 
the  court  saying:  "We  find  that  in 
cases  of  suit  by  an  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal upon  a  contract  made  by  his 
agent  for  his  benefit,  a  plain  dis- 
tinction is  drawn  between  cases  where 
the  undisclosed  principal  is  the  sole 
party  in  interest  .  .  .  and  cases 
where  there  are  several  undisclosed 
principals  under  the  contract  and 
their  orders  have  been  'lumped'  by 
the    factor    or    agent    in    making    the 

But  see  St.  Louis,  K.  0.  &  N.  Ey. 
Co.    V.    Thacher,    13    Kan.    564. 

62.  V.  S. — Clarke  v.  Courtney,  5 
Pet.  319,  8  L.  ed.  140;  Moline  Mal- 
leable Iron  Co.  V.  York  Iron  Co.,  83 
Ted.  66,  27  C.  C.  A.  442,  53  IT.  S. 
App.  580.  Ark. — Hearshy  v.  Hichox, 
12  Ark.  125.  T>.  C.^Niehols  v.  Beal- 
mear,  36  App.  Cas.  352.  111.— Walsh 
V.  Murphy,  167  111.  228,  47  N.  E.  354; 
Harms  v.  McCormick,  132  111.  104,  22 
N.  E.  511;  Moore  v.  House,  64  111.  162; 
Stockbarger  v.  Sain,  69  111.  App.  436. 
Ky. — See  Violett  v.  Powell's  Admr.,  10 
B.  Mon.  347,  52  Am.  Dec.  548;  Neff 
«.  Baden,  3  B.  Mon.  468.  Md..— Balti- 
more Coal  Tar  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Fletcher, 
61  Md.  288.  Mass. — New  England 
Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  De  Wolf,  8  Pick. 
56.  N.  J.— Sheldon  v.  Dunlap,  16  N.  J. 
L.  245.  N.  Y.— Elliott  v.  Brady,  192 
N.  Y.  221,  85  N.  E.  69,  127  Am.  St. 
Eep.  898,  18  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  600; 
Buffalo  Catholic  Inst.  v.  Bitter,  87  N. 
Y.  250;  Nicoll  v.  Burke,  78  N.  Y.  580, 
8  Abb.  N.  C.  213;  Briggs  v.  Partridge, 
64  N.  Y.   357,  21   Am.  Eep.   617;   An- 


derson V.  Conner,  43  Misc.  384,  87  N. 
Y.  Supp.  449.  N.  O. — Barham  v.  Bell, 
112  N.  C,  131,  16  S.  E.  903.  See 
also  United  States  v.  Blount,  4  N".  C. 
181.  Pa. — Hopkins  v.  MehafEy,  11  Serg. 
&  E.  126;  Cocke  v.  Dickens,  4  Yerg. 
29,  35,  26  Am.  Dec.  214.  See  also 
Seyfert  v.  Bean,  83  Pa.  450.  R.  I. 
Providence  v.  Miller,  11  E.  I.  272,  23 
Am.  Eep.  453.  Tex. — Kempner  v.  Dil- 
lard,  100  Tex.  505,  101  S.  W.  437,  123 
Am.  St.  Eep.  822. 

63.  Ark. — Hearshy  v.  Hichox,  12 
Ark.  125.  111. — Equitable  L.  Assur. 
Soc.  V.  Smith,  25  HI.  App.  471.  N.  J. 
Loeb  V.  Barris,  50  N.  J.  L.  382,  13 
Atl.  602.  N.  Y.— Schaefer  v.  Henkel, 
75  N".  Y.  378,  7  Abb.  N.  C.  1,  57  How. 
Pr.  97;  Melcher  v.  Kreiser,  28  App. 
Div.  362,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  249;  Cleary 
V.  Heyward,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  334.  Pa. 
Lancaster  v.  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co., 
153  Pa.  427,  26  Atl.  251.  See  also 
Hopkins  v.  Mehaffy,  11  Serg.  &  E. 
126.  Teun. — Cocke  v.  Dickens,  4  Yerg. 
29,  26  Am.  Dec.  214.  Va.— Oliver  Ee- 
fining  Co.  v.  Portsmouth  Cotton  Oil 
Eef.  Corp.,  109  Va.  513,  64  S.  E.  56, 
132  Am.  St.  Eep.  924.  Eng.— Sims  v. 
Bond,  5  B.  &  Ad.  389,  27  E.  C.  L. 
168,  110  Eng.  Eeprint  834;  Berkeley 
V.  Hardy,  5  B.  &  C.  355,  11  E.  C.  L. 
495,  108  Eng.  Eeprint  132,  2  Eng.  Eul. 
Cas.  274. 

64.  Briggs  v.  Partridge,  64  N.  Y. 
357,  21  Am.  Eep.  617;  Smith  v.  Pierce, 
45  App.  Div.  628,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  1011; 
Anderson  v.  Connor,  43  Misc.  384,  87 
N.  Y.  Supp.  449.  See  Lancaster  v. 
Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.,  153  Pa.  427, 
26  Atl.  251,  that  an  unauthorized  and 
unnecessary  addition  of  a  seal  to  a 
simple  contract  will  be  treated  as  sur- 
plusage and  will  not  affect  the  rule 
permitting  an  undisclosed  principal  to 
sue. 

65.  Providence  v.  Miller,  11  E.  I. 
272,  23  Am.  Eep.  453. 
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the  general  course  of  business  the  agent  is  authorized  to  act  as  the 
owner  or  as  a  principal  contracting  party,  although  his  character  as 
agent  is  known,  he  may  sue  on  the  contract  in  his  own  name.** 

4.  Money  Paid  by  Mistake.  —  An  agent  who  by  mistake  pays  money 
of  his  principal  to  a  third  person,  may  sue  in  his  own  name  for  money 
had  and  received,"'  or  the  principal  may  sue  therefor.** 

5.  Actions  Affecting  Real  Estate.  —  A  mere  agent  or  caretaker  for 
the  owner  of  lands  cannot  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  affect- 
ing the  property;  the  action  must  be  by  the  principal.*'  However, 
if  the  agent  hold  the  property  in  trust  he  may  maintain  an  action 
without  joining  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  brought.'" 

6.  Where  Agent  Has  Special  Interest.  —  Where  the  agent  has  made 
a  contract,  in  the  subject  matter  of  which  he  has  a  special  interest  or 
property,  whether  he  professed  at  the  time  to  be  acting  for  himself 
or  not,  he  may  bring  an  action  thereon  in  his  own  name.'^ 


66.  Ala. — Nabors  v.  Shippey,  15 
Ala.  293.  Ind. — Kowe  v.  .  Rand,  111 
Ind.  206,  12  N.  E.  377.  Md.— Willson 
V.  Sands,  36  Md.  38.  N.  Y.— Meyer  v. 
riegel,  7  Eobt.  122,  34  How.  Pr.  434; 
Alsop  V.  Gaines,  10  Johns.  396.  Tex. 
Tinsley  v.  Dowellj  87  Tex.  23,  26 
S.  W.  946;  San  Jacinto  Kice  Co.  v. 
Lockett  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145 
S.  W.  1046.  Eng.— Provincial  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Leduc,  L.  R.  6  P.  C.  224,  43  L.  J. 
P.  C.  49,  31  L.  T.  N.  S.  142,  22  Wkly. 
Rep.  929;  Drinkwater  v.  Goodwin,  1 
Cowp.  251,  98  Eng.  Reprint  1070.- 

67.  Parks  v.  Pogleman,  97  Minn. 
157,  105  N.  W.  560,  114  Am.  St. 
Rep.  703,  4  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  363; 
Stevenson  v.  Mortimer,  2  Cowp.  805, 
98  Eng.  Reprint  1372;  Holt  v.  Ely,  1 
El.  &  Bl.  795,  72  E.  C.  L.  795,  17  Jur. 
892,   118   Eng.    Reprint   634. 

68.  Stevenson  v.  Mortimer,  2  Cowp. 
805,  98  Eng.  Reprint  1372;  Ancher  v. 
Bank  of  England,  2  Dougl.  638,  99 
Eng.  Reprint  404. 

69.  Fla. — King  v.  Gwynn,  14  Fla. 
32,  cannot  maintain  in  his  own  name 
an  action  to  enjoin  the  collection  of 
taxes  alleged  to  be  illegally  imposed 
on  the  land.  Ga. — Chatfield  v.  Clark, 
123  Ga.  867,  51  S.  E.  743;  Cunning- 
ham V.  Elliott,  92  Ga.  159,  18  S.  E. 
365,  while  under  statute  agent  may 
sue  in  principal's  name  to  remove 
obstructions  he  cannot  institute  such 
a  proceeding  in  his  own  name  either 
individually  or  as  agent.  Pa. — Com. 
ex  ret  Laning  v.  Wilkes-Barre  Gas  Co., 
6  Kulp  328,  agency  for  management 
of  property  gives  agent  no  right  to 
sue.  Tex.— HoUoway  v,  HpUoway,  30 
Tex.  164. 

yo}.  xxi 


[a]  Under  a  power  of  attorney  to 
sell  lauds,  and  to  pay  debts,  and  to 
do  all  and  singular  such  acte  as  his 
principal  could  do  and  perform  in  per- 
son, an  attorney  in  fact  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  in  his  own  name,  to 
disembarrass  the  title  of  his  principal 
of  clouds  or  incumbrances  which  may 
have  supervened  to  impair  their  value 
or  prevent  their  sale.  Robson  v.  Tait, 
13  Tex.  272. 

70.  Gofe  V.  Boland,  29  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
172,  92  S.  W.  575;  Johnston  v.  O'Shea, 
118  Mo.  App.  287,  94  S.   W.  783. 

71.  Ala.^ — Beyer  &  Co.  v.  Bush  & 
Sons,  50  Ala.  19;  Bryan  v.  Wilson,  27 
Ala.  208.  Ark.— Beller  v.  Block,  19 
Ark.  566;  Hearshy  v.  Hichox,  12  Ark. 
125.  Conn. — Treat  v.  Stanton,  14  Conn. 
445;  Potter  v.  Yale  College,  8  Conn. 
52.  G-a. — Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v. 
Bedell,  88  Ga.  591,  15  S.  E.  676; 
Groover,  Stubbs  &  Co.  v.  Warfield,  50 
Ga.  644;  Field  v.  Price,  50  Ga.  135. 
ni.— Hills  V.  McMunn,  232  111.  488,  83 
N.  E.  963;  Warder  v.  White,  14  111. 
App.  50.  la. — ^Pear  v.  Jones,  6  Iowa 
169;  Farwell  v.  Tyler,  5  Iowa  535. 
Ky. — Graham  &  Co.  v.  Duckwall,  Fitch 
&  Co.,  8  Bush  12;  Atcherson's  Admr. 
V.  Talbot,  5  Dana  324.  La. — ^Lacoste 
V.  De  Armas,  2  La.  263.  Mass. — Thomp- 
son V.  Kelly,  101  Mass.  291,  3  Am.  Rep. 
353;  Borrowscale  v.  Bogworth,  99  Mass. 
378.  Mo.— Johnston  v.  O'Shea,  118 
Mo.  App.  287,  94  S.  W.  783;  Morrell 
V.  Koerner-Parker  Lumb.  Co.,  51  Mo. 
AptD.  592.  N.  H.— Pinkham  v.  Benton, 
62  N.  H.  687;  Porter  v.  Raymond,  53 
N.  H.  519;  Barnes  v.  Union  Mut.  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  45  N.  H.  ,21.  N.  Y.— Fitz- 
hugh  y,   yfim&n,  9   N.   Y.    559,    Seld. 
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7.  Actions  for  Tort  of  Third  Person.  —  A  principal  may  sue  for 
an  injury  to  his  property  by  one  to  whom  his  agent  has  intrusted  it." 
So  too,  a  principal  may  recover  for  damages  suffered  because  of  fraud 
practiced  on  the  agent.''^  If  an  agent  is  induced  by  fraud,  deceit,  or 
misrepresentation  of  a  third  person,  to  purchase  or  sell  goods  of  his 
principal  and  thereby  he  sustains  a  personal  loss,  he  may  maintain 
the  appropriate  action.''*  'As  before  stated  either  the  principal,'^  or 
the  agent,''^'  may  maintain  trover  against  a  third  person  to  recover  the 
former's  goods.  An  agent  in  possession  of  goods  may  maintain  tres- 
pass for  any  injury  to  the  goods." 

8.  After  Termination  of  Agency.  —  An  agent  depositing  money 
of  his  principal  in  his  own  name  as  agent  cannot  maintain  an  action 
for  it  in  his  own  name  after  his  agency  ceases. '^ 

9.  Control  of  Agent's  Action  by  Principal.  —  The  agent's  right  to 
sue  is  subordinate  to  and  liable  to  the  control  of  the  principal,  where 
the  latter  has  a  right  to  sue,  and  the  principal  may  supersede  it  by 
suing  in  his  own  name,  or  otherwise  suspend  or  extinguish  it,^*  subject 
to  any  special  lien  or  right  which  the  agent  may  have  acquired.*" 


Notes  250.  N.  C— Whitehead  v.  Pot- 
ter, 26  N.  C.  257.  Ohio.— Evrit  «;.'Ban- 
croft,  22  Ohio  St.  172.  Ore.— Simon 
V.  Trummer,  57  Ore.  153,  110  Pac.  786. 
Pa. — Steamboat  Co.  v.  Atkins  &  Co., 
22   Pa.   522.     Tex. — Tinsley  v.   Dowell, 

87  Tex.  23,  26  S.  W.  946;  San  Jacinto 
Eioe  Co.  V.  Loekett  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  145  S.  W.  1046;  Triplett  v. 
Morris,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  50,  44  S.  W. 
684.    Vt. — Camp  v.  Barber,  87  Vt,  235, 

88  Atl.  812,  Ann.  Cas.  1917A,  451. 
Bng. — Hudson  v.  Granger,  5  B.  &  Aid. 
27,  7  B.  C.  L.  27,  106  Eng.  Reprint 
1103;  Davies  v.  Wilkinson,  4  Bing. 
573,  13  E.  C.  L.  642,  130  Eng.  Eeprint 
889;  Anderson  v.  Martindale,  1  East 
497,  102  Eng.  Eeprint  191. 

[a]  Illustration. — An  agent,  under 
a  contract  with  manufacturers  provid- 
ing that  if  he  sell  their  machines  on 
other  than  specified  terms  he  should 
be  charged  as  purchaser  thereof,  be- 
comes the  owner  of  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion .against  a  defendant  for  the  price 
of  one  of  the  machines  in  such  cir- 
cumstances, and  may  sue  in  his  own 
name.  Palmer  v.  Banfield,  86  Wis. 
441,  56  N.  W.  1090. 

72.  U.  S. — New  Jersey  Steam  Nav. 
Co.  V.  Merchants  Bank,  6  How.  344, 
12  L.  ed.  465.  Ala.— Southern  E.  Co. 
»-.  Jones,  132  Ala.  437,  31  So.  501. 
Ga. — Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co.  v. 
James,  117  Ga.   832,  45   S.  B.   223. 

73.  Ind. — Pattison  v.  Barnes,  26  Ind. 
209  (procuring  payment  by  agent  of 
alleged  debt  of  principal);  Cramer  v. 


Wright,  15  Ind.  278,  representation  as 
to  land  sold.  la. — Perkins  v.  Evans, 
61  Iowa  35,  15  N.  W.  584,  a  public 
officer  who  knowingly  makes  a  false 
entry  on  his  books  showing  that  cer- 
tain lands  have  been  redeemed  from 
a  tax  sale  is  liable  to  one  who  pur- 
chases the  property,  his  agent  relying 
on  the  false  entry.  Mass. — Tuckwell 
V.  Lambert,  5  Cush.  23.  Mo. — United 
States  Mtg.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Crutcher, 
169  Mo.  444,  69  S.  W.  380.  N.  Y. 
Eaymond  v.  Howland,  12  Wend.  176; 
Allen  V.  Addington,  7  Wend.  9;  Arm- 
strong V.  Tufts,  1  Bdm.  Sel.  Cas.  367. 
Wis. — Ward  v.  Borkenhagen,  50  Wis. 
459,  7  N.   W.  340. 

74.  Story  on  Agency,  §415. 

75.  See  supra,  I,  C. 

76.  See  supra,  I,  D. 

77.  See  supra,  I,  D. 

78.  Miller  v.  State  Bank,  57  Minn. 
319,    59    N.    W.    309. 

79.  U.  S. — Walter  v.  Eoss,  2  Wash. 
C.  C.  283,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,122. 
lU. — Warder  v.  White,  14  111.  App. 
50.  Ind.— Eowe  v.  Band,  111  Ind.  206, 
12  N.  B.  377.  Masa.- Ehoades  v. 
Blackiston,  -106  Mass.  334,  8  Am.  Eep. 
332.  Tex. — Hunter  v.  Adoue,  38  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  542,  86  S.  W.  622.  Vt. 
Edwards,  v.  Golding,  20  Vt.  30.  Va. 
Leterman  v.  Charlottesville  Lumb.  Co., 
110  Va.  769,  67  S.  E.  281.  Can. 
Wurzburg  v.  Webb,  19  Nova  Scotia 
414. 

80.  lU.— Warder  v.  White,  14  111. 
App.  50,     "The  right  of  the  principal 
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B.  PRiNciPiJj  AND  Agent  asPaeties  Defendant.  —  1.  General 
Rule.  —  When  a  third  person  institutes  an  action  on  a  contract  made 
by  the  agent  for  his  principal,  the  principal,  and  not  the  agent,  must 
generally  be  made  the  defendant,*^  and  unless  the  agent  has  some 
beneficial  interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  agency  he  should  not 
be  joined  as  a  party.*^ 


to  sue  is  paramount  to  that  of  the 
agent  and  in  cases  where  either  may 
Tiring  the  action,  the  former,  by  giv- 
ing notice  to  the  other  contracting 
party,  puts  an  end  to  the  agent's 
right  of  action,  except  in  cases  where 
the  agent  has  a  lien  upon  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action  equal  to  the 
claim  of  the  principal."  Ind. — Eowe 
V.  Rand,  111  Ind.  206,  12  N.  B.  377. 
Mass.' — Ehoades  v.  Blackiston,  106 
Mass.  334,  8  Am.  Rep.  332.  Tex. 
Hunter  v.  Adoue,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
542,   86   S.    W.   622. 

81.  U.  S.— Baldwin  v.  Black,  119 
U.  S.  643,  7  Sup.  Ct.  326,  30  L.  ed. 
530;  Whitney  v.  Wyman,  101  V.  S. 
392,  25  L.  e'a.  1050;  TJnited  States  v. 
Bevan,  Crabbe  324,  24  Ped.  Cas.  No. 
14,588.  Ala. — Nabors  v.  Shippey,  15 
Ala.  293.  Cal. — Lander  v.  Castro,  13 
Cal.  497;  Shaver  v.  Ocean  Min.  Co., 
21  Cal.  45;  McDonald  v.  Bear  River, 
etc.  "Water  &  M.  Co.,  13  Cal.  220. 
Conn.- — Hewitt  v.  Wheeler,  22  Conn. 
557;  Ogden  v.  Raymond,  22  Conn.  379, 
58  Am.  Dee.  429;  Shelton  v.  Darling, 
2  Conn.  435.  Ga. — ^Fleming  v.  Hill. 
62  Ga.  751;  Tiller  v.  Spradley,  3P  6a. 
35.  111.— Seery  v.  Socks,  29  til.  313; 
Brainard  v.  Turner,  4  111.  App.  61; 
Dunton  v.  Chamberlain,  1  111.  App. 
361.  Ind. — McHenry  v.  Duffield,  7 
Blackf.  41;  Pitman  v.  Kiutner,  .'3 
Blackf.  250,  33  Am.  Deo.  469.  la. 
Sternburg  v.  Callanan,  14  Iowa  251, 
Ky. — Coopter  v.  Eatliflf,  116  S.  W.  748. 
La.— Honore  v.  White,  1  Mart.  (N.  S.) 
219.  Me.— Teele  v.  Otis,  66  Me.  329; 
Batchelder  v.  MoKenney,  36  Me.  555. 
Md.— MeClernan  v.  Hall,  33  Md.  293. 
Mass. — Cabot  v.  Shaw,  148  Mass.  459, 
20  N.  B.  99;  Goodenough  v.  Thayer, 
132  Mass.  152;  New  England  Marine 
Ins.  Co.  1}.  De  Wolf,  8  Pick.  56.  Mich. 
Banks  i\  Cramer,  109  Mich.  16?,  66 
N.  W.  946;  Bailey  v.  Cornell,  66  Mich. 
107,  33  N.  W.  50.  Mo.— Klffstermann 
V.  Loos,  58  Mo.  290.  N.  J. — Stephen's 
1/'.  Bacon,  7  N.  J.  L.  1;  Shotwell  v. 
McKown,  5  N.  J.  L.  973;  Tuttle  v. 
Avres,  3  N.  .T.  L.  257.  N.  Y.— Whit- 
ford  V.  Laidler,  94  N.  T.  145,  46  Am. 
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Rep.  131;  Langley  v.  Warner,  3  N.  T. 
327;  Meeker  v.  Claghorn,  44  N.  T. 
349.  N.  O.— Cape  Pear  Bank  v.  Wright, 
48  N.  C.  376;  Potts  v.  Lazarus,  4 
N.  C.  180.  Tex. — Johnson  v.  Arm- 
strong, 83  Tex.  325,  18  S.  W.  594,  29 
Am.  St.  Rep.  648.  Vt. — Proctor  v. 
Webber,  1  D.  Chip.  371.  Va.— Board 
of  Public  Works  v.  Gannt,  76  "Va.  455. 
Wash. — McKinley  v.  Mineral  Hill 
Consol.  Min.  Co.,  46  Wash.  162,  89 
Pac.  495;  Wilson  v.  Wold,  21  Wash. 
398,  58  Pae.  223,  75  Am.  St.  Rep. 
846.  W.  "Va. — Johnson  v.  Welch,  42 
W.  Va.  18,  24  S.  E.  585.  Wis.— Klaus 
V.  Green  Bay,  34  Wis.  628;  Charboneau 
V.  Henni,  24  Wis.  250.  Eng. — ^Bam- 
ford  V.  Shuttleworth,  11  Ad.  &  El. 
926,  39  E.  C.  L.  488,  113  Eng.  Re- 
print 666;  Stephens  v.  Badcack,  3  Barn. 
&  Ad.  354,  23  B.  C.  L.  160,  1  L.  J. 
K.  B.  75,  110  Eng.  Reprint  133;  Bowen 
V.  Morris,  2  Taunt.  374,,  127  Eng.  Re- 
print 1122.  Caai. — Williams  v.  Neilson, 
3  Brit.  Col.  613. 

[a]  "The  rule,  it  is  believed,  is 
universal,  that  a  known  agent  is  not 
responsible  to  third  persons  for  acts 
done  by  him  in  pursuance  of  an  author- 
ity rightfully  conferred  upon  him. 
The  very  notion  of  an  agency  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  supposition  that  what 
a  man  may  lav/fuUy  do  by  a  sub- 
stitute, when  performed,  is  done  by 
himself;  and  the  individuality  of  the 
agent  so  far  is  morged  in  that  of 
the  principal."  Colvin  v.  Holbrbok,  2 
N.  Y.   126. 

82.  Ark. — Gartland  v.  Nunn,  11 
Ark.  720.  Cal.— West  v.  Crawford,'  80 
Cal.  19,  21  Pac.  1123;  Hooper  v.  Flood, 
54  Cal.  218;  Powell  v.  Ross,  4  Cal. 
197.  la. — Paton  v.  Lancaster,  38  Iowa 
494;  Lyon  v.  Tevis,  8  Iowa  79.  N.  Y. 
Walsh  V.  National  Broadway  Bank,  13 
Misc.  3,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  998,  67  N.  Y. 
St.  848;  Lewis  v.  Greider,  49  Barb.  606; 
Boyd  V.  Vanderkemp,  1  Barb.  Ch.  273. 
N.  C. — Ayers  v.  Wright,  43  N.  C.  229. 
Eng. — Le  Texier  v.  Anspach,  15  "Ves. 
Jr.  159,  33  Eng.  Reprint  714;  Taylour 
V.  Rochfort,  2  "Ves.  Sen.  281,  28  Eng. 
Reprint  182. 
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2.  Agency  Coupled  With  Interest.  —  Where  the  agency  is  one 
coupled  with  an  interest  the  agent  may  be  joined  with  the  principal 
as  a  party  defendant  so  that  full  relief  may  be  given.*^ 

3.  Agents  of  Corporations.  —  Where  suit  is  brought  in  equity 
against  a  corporation  and  discovery  is  sought,  agents  or  ofBcers  of 
the  corporations  familiar  with  the  facts  may  be  joined  as  parties  de- 
fendant to  obtain  their  answers  under  oath.^*  A  more  complete  dis- 
cussion of  this  subject  will  be  found  elsewhere  in  this  work.*^ 

4.  Where  Agency  Undisclosed.  —  Generally  one  dealing  with  an 
agent  of  an  undisclosed  principal  may,  after  disclosure,  sue  either** 


And  see  cases  cited  infra,  II,  B,  2. 

[a]  The  improper  joinder  of  an 
agent  will  not  affect  the  jurisdiction 
of  United  States  courts  on  ground  of 
adverse  citizenship,  but  such  party  may 
be  dropped  from  the  caae.  Wood  v. 
Davis,  18  How.  (U.  S.)  467,  15  L.  ed. 
460;  Insurance  Co.  of  NortE  America 
V.  Svendsen,  74  Fed.  346;  Reeves  v. 
Corning,  51  Fed.  774;  Brown  v.  Mur- 
ray, Nelson  &  Co.,  43  Fed.  614;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  37  Fed. 
657,  2  L.  E.  A.  469. 

83.  XJ.  S.' — Wilson  v.  Oswego,  151 
U.  S.  56,  14  Sup.  Ct.  259,  38  L.  ed. 
70;  Scoutt  V.  Keck,  73  Fed.  900,  20 
C.  C.  A.  103.  Ky. — Martin  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.,  95  Ky.  612,  26 
S.  W.  801.  Iia. — Delaney  v.  Eoehereau, 
34  La.  Ann.  1123,  44  Am.  Eep.  456; 
Ledoux  V.  Cooper,  2  La.  Ann.  586. 
Me. — Eichardson  v.  Kimball,  28  Me. 
463.  Md. — Hambleton  v.  Ehind,  84 
Md.  456,  36  Atl.  597,  40  L.  E.  A. 
216.  Mass. — ^Gilmore  v.  Driscoll,  122 
Mass.  199,  23  Am.  Eep.  321;  Edgerly 
V.  WhaXan,  106  Mass.  307;  Bell  v. 
Josselyn,  3  Gray  309,  63  Am.  Dec. 
741.  Mich. — Cascarella  v.  National 
Grocer  Co.,  151  Mich.  15,  114  N.  W. 
857;  Chapel  v.  Smith,  80  Mich.  100, 
45  N.  W.  69.  Minn. — Hedin  v.  Min- 
neapolis Medical  &  Surgical  Inst.,  62 
Minn.  146,  64  N.  W.  158,  54  Am.  St. 
Eep.  628,  35  L.  E.  A.  417.  Mo.— Orcutt 
V.  Century  Bldg.  Co.,  201  Mo.  424,  99 
S.  W.  1062,  8  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  929; 
Harriman  v.  Stowe,  57  Mo.  93.  N.  H. 
Page  V.  Parker,  40  N.  H.  47.  N.  J. 
Bocchino  v.  State,  67  N.  J.  L.  •f67, 
51  Atl,  487;  Horner  v.  Lawrence,  37 
N.  J.  L.  46.  N.  y.— Cobb  v.  Dows,' 
10  N.  T.  335;  Schmidt  v.  Dietericht,  1 
Edw.  Ch.  119;  Suydam  v.  Moore,  8 
Barb.  358;  Coon  v.  Froment,  25  App. 
Div.  250,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  305;  Wil- 
liams V.  Merle,  11  Wend.  80,  25  Am. 
Dec.  604.     Ohio.— Clark  v.  Fry,  8  Ohio 


St.  358,  72  Am.  Dec.  590;  Henshaw  v. 
I  Noble,  7  Ohio  St.   226.     Pa.— Hindson 

V.  Markle,  171  Pa.  138,  33  Atl.  74; 
,  New    York    &    W.    Printing    Tel.    Co. 

V.  Dryburg,  35  Pa.   298,   78  Am.  Dec. 

338.     Tenn. — Erwin    v.    Davenport,    9 

Heisk.  44;   Eoberts  v.  State,  7  Coldw. 

359.      Tex.— Texas    &     P.     E.     Co.     v. 

Eastin,   100   Tex.   556,   102   S.   W.   105; 

Labadie  v.  Hawley,  61  Tex.  177,  48  Am. 

Eep.   278;    Triplett  v.   Morris,   18   Tex. 

Civ.   App.   50,   44   S.    W.   684.      Wash. 

Lough  V.  John  Davis  &  Co.,  35  Wflsh. 

449,   77  Pac.   733.     Wis. — Greenberg  v. 

Whitcomb  Lumber  Co.,  90  Wis.  225,  63 

N.    W.    93,   48    Am.    St.    Eep.    911,    28 

L.   E.  A.   439.     Eng. — Lane  v.   Cotton, 

12    Mod.    472,    88    Eng.    Eepriut    1458; 

Pearson   v.   Graham,   6  Ad.   &   El.   899, 

33  E.  C.  L.  468,  2  N.  &  P.  ffSS,  W.  W. 

&  D.  691,  7  L.  J.  Q.  B.  247,  112  Eng. 

Eeprint  344. 

84.  Many  v.  Beekman  Iron  Co.,  9 
Paige  (N.  Y.)  188;  Vermilyea  v.  Ful- 
ton Bank,  1  Paige  (N.  Y.)  37;  Fulton 
Bank  v.  Sharon  Canal  Co.,  1  Paige 
(N.  Y.)  219;  Le  Texier  v.  Anspach, 
15  Yes.  Jr.  159,  33  Eng.  Eeprint  714; 
Dummer  v.  Chippenham  Corp.,  14  Ves. 
Jr.  245,  249,  33  Eng.  Eeprint  515; 
Fenton  v.  Hughes,  7  Ves.  Jr.  287,  32 
Eng.  Eeprint  117;  Wych  v.  Meal,  3 
P.  Wms.  311,  24  Eng.  Eeprint  1078. 

Biscovery  generally,  see  7  Standard 
Proc.   498. 

85.  See  5  Standard  Proc.  605,  et 
seq. 

86.  XT.  S.— Ford  v.  Williams,  21  How. 
287,  16  L.  ed.  36;  Priehard  v.  Budd, 
76  Fed.  710,  22  C.  C.  A.  504,  42  U.  S. 
App.  186;  Moore  v.  Sun  Printing  & 
Pub.  Assn.,  101  Fed.  591,  41  C.  C.  A. 
506;  Pope  v.  Meadow  Spring  Distilling 
Co.,  20  Fed.  35.  Ark.— Bryant  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Crist,  87  Ark.  434,  112  S.  W. 
965.  Oal.— Bergtholdt  v.  Porter  Bros. 
Co.,  114  Cal.  681,  46  Pac.  738;  Dash- 
away  Assn.  V.  Rogers,  79  Cal.  211,  21 
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the  principal  or  the  agent,  or  may  join  them  both  f  if  both  be  si^ed  the 
plaintiff  will  be  required,  before  judgment,  to  elect  which    he    will 


Pac.  742;  MeKee  v.  Cunningham,  2 
Cal.  App.  684,  84  Pac.  260.  Colo. 
Melntosh-Huntington  Co.  v.  Rice,  13 
Colo.  App.  393,  58  Pac.  358.  Conn. 
J.  B.  Owens  Pottery  Co.  v.  TurnbuU 
Co.,  75  Conn.  628,  54  Atl.  1122;  Mer- 
rill V.  Kenyon,  48  Conn.  314,  40  Am. 
Eep.  174;  Jones  v.  Aetna  Ins.  Co.,  14 
Conn.  501.  Ga. — Baldwin  v.  Garrett, 
111  Ga.  876,  36  S.  E.  966;  Allison  v. 
Sutlive,  99  Ga.  151,  25  S.  E.  11;  Simp- 
son V.  PatapBco  Guano  Co.,  99  Ga. 
168,  25  S.  E.  94.  Haw.— Matter  of 
Levinho,  11  Hawaii  110.  111.— Walsh 
V.  Murphy,  167  HI.  228,  47  N.  E.  354; 
West  Chicago  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Morrison, 
Adams  &  Allen  Co.,  160  111.  288,  43 
N.  E.  393;  Fishhaok  v.  Brown,  16  111. 
74;  Koch  V.  Willi,  63  111.  144.  Ind. 
Tomlinson  v.  Collett,  3  Blackf.  436.  la. 
Lull  V.  Anamosa  Nat.  Bank,  110  Iowa 
537,  81  N.  W.  784;  Steele-Smith  Gro 
eery  Co.  v.  Potthast,  109  Iowa  413,  80 
N.  W.  517.  Kan.— New  York  Life 
Ina.  Co.  V.  Martindale,  75  Kan.  142, 
88  Pac.  559,  121  Am.  St.  Eep.  362, 
12  Ann.  Cas.  677,  21  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1045;  Powle  V.  Ontealt,  64  Kan.  352, 
67  Pac.  889;  Edwards  v.  Gildemeister, 
61  Kan.  141,  59  Pac.  259;  Freund  v. 
Hixon,  6  Kan.  App.  919,  49  Pac.  640. 
Ky. — Wilson  V.  Thompson,  1  Mete.  123, 
126;  Ware  v.  Long,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
696,  69  S.  W.  797;  Henry  Vogt  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Lingenfelser,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
38,  62  S.  W.  499.  La. — Brewster  v. 
Saul,  8  La.  296;  Hyde  v.  Wolf,  4  La. 
234,  23  Am.  Dec.  484.  Me.— Upton 
V.  Gray,  2  Greenl.  373;  Maxcy  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Burnham,  89  Me.  538,  36  Atl. 
1003,  56  Am.  St.  Bep.  436.  Md.— New 
York  County  Bank  v.  Stein,  24  Md. 
447;  Mayhew  v.  Graham,  4  Gill  339; 
Henderson  v.  Mayhew,  2  Gill  393,  41 
Am.  Dec.  434.  Mass. — Eaymond  v. 
Crown  &  Eagle  Mills,  2  Mete.  319; 
Eastern  E.  Co.  v.  Benedict,  5  Gray 
561,  66  Am.  Dec.  384;  Huntington  v. 
Knox,  7  Cush.  371;  Lerned  v.  Johns, 
9  Allen  419.  Mich. — Schweyer  v.  Jones. 
152  Mich.  241,  115  N.  W.  974;  Hillman 
V.  Hulett,  149  Mioh.  289,  112  N.  W. 
918;  Erohlich  v.  Carroll,  127  Mich. 
561,  86  N.  W.  1034.  Minn.- Lindquiat 
V.  Dickson,  98  Minn.  369,  107  N.  W. 
958,  6  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  729,  8  Ann. 
Cas.  1024;  J.  B.  Streeter,  Jr.,  Go.  v. 
Janu,  90  Minn.  393,  96  N.  W.   1128; 
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Wm.  Lindeke  Land  Co.  v.  Levy,  76 
Minn.  364,  79  N.  W.  314.  Miss.— Sim- 
mons Hardware  Co.  v.  Todd,  79  Miss. 
163,  29  So.  851.  Mo.— Weber  v.  Col- 
lins, 139  Mo.  501,  41  S.  W.  249;  Eich- 
ardson,  Mellier  &  Co.  v.  Farmer,  36 
Mo.  35,  88  Am.  Dec.  129;  Higgins  v. 
Dellinger,  22  Mo.  397.  Neb. — Jones 
V.  Wattles,  66  Neb.  533,  92  N.  W.  765; ' 
Lamb  v.  Thompson,  31  Neb.  448,  48 
N.  W.  58.  N.  H.— Chandler  v.  Coe, 
54  N.  H.  561.  N.  J.— Greenberg  v. 
Palmjeri,  71  N.  J.  L.  83,  58  Atl.  297; 
Yates  V.  Eepetto,  65  N.  J.  L.  294,  47 
Atl.  632;  Elliott  v.  Bodine,  59  N.  J. 
L.  567,  36  Atl.  1038.  N.  Y.— Taintor 
V.  Prendergast,  3  Hill  72,  38  Am.  Dee. 
618;  Duvall  V.  Wood,  3  Lans.  489; 
Spencer  v.  Fi«ld,  10  _Wend.  87;  Beebee 
V.  Eobert,  12  Wend.  413,  27  Am.  Deo. 
132.  N.  C— Eounsaville  v.  North 
Carolina  Home  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  138  N.  C. 
191,  50  S.  E.  619.  '  N.  D.— Patrick  & 
Co.  V.  Grand  Porks  Mercantile  Co.,  13 
N.  D.  12,  99  N.  W.  55.  Ohio.— Harper 
V.  Tiffin  Nat.  Bank,  54  Ohio  St.  425, 
44  N.  E.  97.  Ore.^Du  Bois  v.  Perkins, 
21  Ore.  189,  27  Pac.  1044.  Pa.— Hub- 
bard V.  Ten  Brook,  124  Pa.  291,  16 
Atl.  817,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  585,  2  L.  E. 
A.  823;  McKiuney  v.  Stephens,  17  Pa. 
Super.  125;  Euane  v.  Murray,  26  Pa. 
Super.  187;  Eice  v.  Fidelity  &  Casualty 
Co.,  1  Lack.  Leg.  N.  111.  S.  O. 
Bacon  v.  Sondley,  3  Strobh.  L.  542, 
51  Am.  Dec.  646;  Macon  Episcopal 
Church  V.  Wiley,  2  Hill  Ch.  584,  30 
Am.  Dee.  386.  S.  D. — Garvin  v.  Pet- 
tee,  15  S.  D.  266,  88  N.  W.  573.  Tex. 
Sessums  v.  Henry,  38  Tex.  37;  Sanger 
V.  Warren  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  40  S.  W. 
840;  Pittsburgh  Plate  Glass  Co.  v. 
Eoquemore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  88  S.  W. 
449.  Vt.— Coverly  v.  Braynard,  28  Vt. 
738.  Wash.- Belt  v.  Washington  Water 
Power  Co.,  24  Wash.  387,  64  P,ac.  525; 
Harp«r  v.  Sinclair,  7  Wash.  372,  35 
Pac.  61.  W.  Va.— Poole  &  Co.  v.  Eice, 
9  W.  Va.  73.  Bng.— Gaskell  v.  Gos- 
ling, 1  Q.  B.  (1896)  669,  74  L.  T. 
N.  S.  674;  Smethurst  v.  Mitchell,  1 
El.  &  El.  622,  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  2fl,  102 
E.  C.  L.  622,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  978,  7  Wkly. 
Eep.  226,  120  Eng.  Eeprint  1043; 
Browning  v.  Provincial  Ins.  Co.,  28 
L.  T.  N.  S.  21,  21  Wkly.  Rep.  587,  L.  E. 
5  P.  C.  263. 
87.    TO.. — Mussenden    v.    RaifEe,    131 
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hold.^^  The  fact  that  the  contract  is  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds 
to  be  in  writing,  does  not  affect  the  general  rule,**  but  where  the 
agent  has  in  his  own  name  indorsed  or  signed  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment,"" or,  in  some  states,  where  the  contract  entered  into  by  the 


111.  App.  456.  Ky. — Violett  v.  Powell's 
Admr.,  10  B.  Mon.  347,  52  Am.  Deo. 
548.  Mass. — See  Weil  v.  Eaymond,  142 
Mass.  206,  7'  N.  E.  860.  Minn.— Gay 
V.  Kelley,  109  Minn.  101,  123  N.  W. 
295,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  742.  Mo. 
Sessions  v.  Block,  40  Mo.  App.  569. 
N.  Y.— Tew  V.  Wolfsohn,  38  Misc.  54, 
76  N.  Y.  Supp.  919,  {afvrmed,  77  App. 
Div.  454,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  286,  33  Civ. 
Proc.  278);  Mattlage  v.  Poole,  15  Hun 
556.  See  also  McLean  v.  Sextou,  44 
App.  Div.  520,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  871. 
Pa. — ^Lancaster  v.  Knickerbocker  Ice 
Co.,  153  Pa.  427,  26  Atl.  251.  S.  C. 
Yoiing  V.  Garlington,  31  S.  C.  290,  9 
S.  E.  960.  Tex. — Pittsburg  Plate  Glass 
Co.  V.  Eoquemore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
88  S.  W.  449;  Ash  v.  Beck  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  68  S.  W.  53. 

But  see  Belt  v.  Washington  Water 
Power  Co.,  24  Wash.  387,  64  Pac.  525. 

88.  111. — Mussenden  v.  Eaiffe,  131 
111.  App.  456.  Minn. — Gay  v.  Kelley, 
109  Minn.  101,  123  N.  W.  295,  26 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  742,  will  be  required 
to  elect  at  close  of  evidence,  not  at 
commencement  of  trial.  Mo.— Sessions 
V.  Block,  40  Mo.  App.  569.  N.  Y. 
Tew  V.  Wolfsohn,  38  Misc.  54,  76  N. 
Y.  Supp.  919  (affirmed,  77  App.  Div. 
454,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  286,  33  Civ.  Proc. 
278);  Mattlage  v.  Poole,  15  Hun  556. 
Tex. — ^Pittsburg  Plate  GlagB  Co.  v. 
Eoquemore  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  88  S.  W. 
449. 

[a]  Entering  judgment  against 
agent  upon  his  default  precludes  fur- 
ther action  against  the  undisclosed 
principal,  even  though  the  judgment 
against  the  agent  is  subsequently  set 
aside.  Cross  &  Co.  v.  Matthews,  91 
L.  T.  N.  S.  500. 

89.  XJ.  S.— Ford  v.  Williams,  21  How. 
287,  16  L.  ed.  36;  Exchange  Bank  v. 
Hubbard,  62  Fed.  112,  10  C.  C.  A. 
295.  111. — Daugherty  v.  Heckard,  189 
111.  239,  59  N.  E.  569.  Kan.— Mertz 
V.  Hubbard,  75  Kan.  1,  88  Pae.  529, 
121  Am.  St.  Eep.  352,  8  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  733,  12  Ann.  Cas.  485;  Butler  v. 
Kaulback,  8  Kan.  668.  Mass.— Hunter 
V.  Giddings,  97  Mass.  41,  93  Am.  Dec. 
54;  Eastern  E.  Co.  v.  Benedict,  5  Gray 
561,  66  Am.  Dec.  384;  Huntington  v. 
Knox,   7   Cush.   371;   Lerned  v.  Johns, 


9  Allen  419.  Minn. — Wm.  Lindeke 
Land  Co.  v.  Levy,  76  Minn.  364,  79 
N.  W.  314.  Mo.— Weber  v.  Collins, 
139  Mo.  501,  41  S.  W.  249;  Haubelt 
Bros.  V.  Eea  &  Page  Mill  Co.,  77  Mo. 
App.  672.  N.  H.— Chandler  v.  Cde,  54 
N.  H.  561.  N.  jr.— Borcherling  v.  Katz, 
37  N.  J.  Eq.  150.  N.  Y.— Coleman  v. 
Elmira  First  Nat.  Bank,  53  N.  Y.  388, 
394;  Dykers  v.  Townsend,  24  N.  Y. 
57;  Barry  v.  Eansom,  12  N.  Y.  462 
Gates  V.  Brower,  9  N.  Y.  205,  59  Am, 
Dee.  530,  Seld.  Notes  181.  Pa.— Brod 
head  v.  Eeinbold,  200  Pa.  618,  50  Atl, 
229,  86  Am.  St.  Eep.  735;  Hubbert 
V.  Borden,  6  Whart.  79.  Va. — Wad 
dill  V.  Sebree,  88  Vt.  1012,  14  S.  B, 
849,  29  Am.  St.  Eep.  766.  Eng.— Hig- 
gins  V.  Senior,  8  M.  &  W.  834,  11  L.  J, 
Ex.  199;  Trueman  v.  Loder,  11  Ad 
&  El.  589,  9  L.  J.  Q.  B.  165,  39  E, 
C.  L.  319,  3  P.  &  D.  567,  113  Eng, 
Eeprint  539. 

90.  U.  S.— Cragin  v.  Lovell,  109  TJ, 
S.  198,  3  Sup.  Ct.  132,  27  L.  ed.  903 
Dessau  v.  Hours,  1  McAll.  20,  7  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  3,825.  Colo. — Heaton  v.  My- 
ers, 4  Colo.  59,  Conn. — Pease  v.  Pease, 
35  Conn.  131,  95  Am.  Dec.  225.  Ga. 
Graham  v.  Campbell,  56  Ga.  258.  See 
also  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Centra)  Bank, 

I  Ga.  418,  44  Am.  Dee.  665.  Ind. 
Kenyon  v.  Williams,  19  Ind.  44.  la. 
Thurston  v.  Moura,  1  G.  Gr.  231. 
Kan. — New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mar- 
tindale,  75  Kan.  142,  88  Pac.  559,  121 
Am.  St.  Eep.  362,  21  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1045,  12  Ann.  Cas.  677.  Mass.— Slaw- 
son  V.  Loring,  5  Allen  340,  81  Am. 
Dec.  750,;  Bank  of  British  North 
America  v.  Hooper,  5  Gray  567,  66  Am. 
Deo.  396.  Neb.— Lewis  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  177,  95  N.  W. 
355.  N.  H.— Chandler  v.  Coe,  54  N.  H. 
561.  N.  Y. — Eanger  v.  Thalmann,  84 
App.  Div.  341,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  846; 
Manufacturers'  &  Traders'  Bank  v. 
Love,  13  App.  Div.  561,,  43  N.  Y.  Supp. 
812;  Cortland  Wagon  Co.  v.  Lynch, 
82  Hun  173,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  325,  63 
N.  Y.  St.  774.  Ohio.— Anderton  v. 
Shoup,  17  Ohio  St.  125;  Collins  v. 
Buckeye  State  Ins.  Co.,  17  Ohio  St. 
215,  93  Am.  Dee.  612.  R.  I.— Manufac- 
turers' &  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Follett, 

II  E.   L   92,   23  Am.   Eep.   418.     Tex. 

Vol.  XXI 


552 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT 


agent  is  under  seal,'^  the  undisclosed  principal  cannot  be  sued  upon  it. 
5.  To  Recover  Money  Paid  to  Agent.  —  An  action  by  a  third  per- 
son to  recover  money  paid  to  an  agent  may.  be  brought  against  the 
agent  so  long  as  he  has  not  paid  the  money  to  his  principal  or  done 
some  act  equivalent  thereto,^^  but  when  the  agent  has  in  good  faith 
paid  the  money  over  to  his  principal,  or  done  some  equivalent  act,  an 
action  to  recover  the  amount  must  be  brought  against  the  principal.®' 


Sanger  v.  Warren,  91  Tex.  472,  44 
S.  W.  477,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  913;  Mc- 
Gregor V.  Hudson  (Tex.  Civ.  Ap'p.), 
30  S.  W.  489.  Vt.— Arnold  v.  Sprague. 
34  Vt.  402.  Va.— Early  v.  Wilkinson, 
9  Gratt.  (50  Va.)  68.  W.  Va.— Band 
V.  Hale,  3  W.  Va.  495,  100  Am.  Dec. 
761.  Eng.  — Siffkin  v.  Walker,  3 
Campb.  308,  11  E.  E.  715;  Nicholson 
V.  Eicketts,  2  El.  &  El.  497,  105  E. 
C.  L.  496,  29  L.  J.  Q.  B.  55,  1  L.  T. 
N.  S.  544,  121  Eng.  Eeprint  187. 

91.  U.  S. — ^Badger  Silver  Min.  Co. 
V.  Drake,  88  Fed.  48,  31  C.  C.  A.  378, 
58  U.  S.  App.  129.  Colo.— Melntoih- 
Huntington  Co.  v.  Eice,  13  Colo.  App. 
393,  58  Pao.  358.  Ga. — Lenney  v.  Fin- 
ley,  118  Ga.  718,  45  S.  E.  593;  Hayes 
V.  Atlanta,  1  Ga.  App.  25,  57  S.  E. 
1087.  ni.— Walsh  v.  Murphy,  167  111. 
228,  47  N.  E.  354.  Mass.— First  Bap- 
tist Church  of  Sharon  v.  Harper,  191 
Mass.  196,  77  N.  E.  778.  Minn.— J.  B. 
Streeter,  Jr.,  Co.  v.  Janu,  90  Minn. 
393,  96  N.  W.  1128.  N.  J.— B'orcEer- 
ling  V.  Katz,  37  N.  J.  Eq.  150;  Beck 
V.  Eagle  Brewery,  30  Atl.  1100.  N.  Y. 
Henricus  n.  Bnglert,  137  N.  Y.  488, 
33  N.  E.  550.  Pa. — See  Hopkins  v. 
Mehaflfy,  11  Serg.  &  E.  126.  R.  I. 
Providence  v.  Miller,  11  E.  I.  272,  23 
Am.  Eep.  453.  Tex. — Sanger  v.  War- 
ren, 91  Tex.  472,  44  S.  W.  477,  66 
Am.  St.  Eep.  913;  Sanger  v.  Warren 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  40  S.  W.  8?0. 

92.  TT.  S. — Elliott  v.  Swartwout,  10 
Pet.  137,  9  L.  led.  373;  Penhallow  v. 
Doane,  3  Dall.  87,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
10,925,  1  L.  ed.  521;  Wallis  v.  Shelly, 
30  Fed.  747.  Ala. — Eufaula  Grocery 
Co.  V.  Missouri  Nat.  Bank,  118  Ala. 
408,  24  So.  389;  Upchurch  v.  Nors- 
worthy,  15  Ala.  705.  Del.— Griffith  v. 
Johnson,  2  Harr.  177.  Ga. — McDonald 
V.  Napier,  14  Ga.  89;  Law  v.  Nunn, 
3  Ga.  90.  m. — Metropolitan  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  182 
111.  367,  55  N.  E.  360,  74  Am.  St. 
Eep.  180;  Smith  v.  Binder,  75  111.  492. 
Ky. — ^Pool  V.  Adkisson,  1  Dana  110. 
Mass. — Cabot  v.  Shaw,  148  Mass.  459, 
20  N.  E.  99;   Jefts  v.  York,  10  Cush. 
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392;   Garland  v.  Salem  Bank,  9  Mass. 

408,  6  Am.  Dec.  86.  Mich. — Granger 
V.  Hathaway,  17  Mich.  500.  '  Minn. 
Shepard  v.  Sherin,  43  Minn.  382,  45 
N.  W.  718.  Miss.— O'Connor  v.  Clop- 
ton,  60  Miss.  349.  Mo.— Martin  v.  Al- 
len, 125  Mo.  App.  636-,  103  ».  W.  138. 
N.  J. — Hauenatein  v.  Euh,  73  N.  J.  L. 
98,  62  Atl.  184.  N.  Y.— Mowatt  v. 
McLelan,  1  Wend.  173;  La  Farge  v. 
Kneeland,  7  Cow.  456.  Tenm. — Embry 
V.  Galbreath,  110  Tenn.  297,  75  S.  W. 
1016;  Metcalf  v.  Denson,  4  Baxt.  565; 
Galbraith  v.  Gaines,  10  Lea  568.  Vt. 
Gray  v.  Otis,  11  Vt.  628.  Wash.— Wil- 
son V.  Wold,  21  Wash.  398,  58  Pae. 
223,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  846.  Eng.— Cox 
V.  prentice,  3  M.  &  S.  344,  105  Eng. 
Eeprint  641;  Sadler  v.  Evans,  4  Burr. 
1984,  Bull.  133,  98  Eng.  Eepriht  34; 
Kleinwort  v.  Dunlop  Eubber  Co.,  97 
L.  T.  N.  S.  263. 

93.  U.  S.— United  States  Bank  v. 
Washington  Bank,  6  Pet.  8,  8  L.  ed. 
299;  United  States  v.  Pinover,  3  Fed. 
305.  Ala.— Gulf  City  Const.  Co.  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  121  Ala.  621, 
25  So.  579.  Ga.— Law  v.  Nunn,  3  Ga. 
90.  111. — Shipherd  v.  Underwood,  55 
111.  475;  Gray  v.  Callender,  81  111.  App. 
547.  Mass. — Cabot  v.  Shaw,  148  Mass. 
459,  20  N.  E.  99;  Appleton  Bank  v.  Mc- 
Gilvray,  4  Gray  518,  64  Am.  Dee,  92. 
Mich. — Miller  v.  Seeley,  90  Mich.  218, 
51  N.  W.  366;  Granger  v.  Hathaway, 
17  Mich.  500.  Mo. — Winningham  v. 
Fancher,  52  Mo.  App.  458;  Crippen, 
Lawrence  ^  Co.  v.  American  Nat. 
Bank,  51  Mo.  App.  508.  Neb.— Huff- 
man V.  Newman,  55  Neb.  713,  76  N.  W. 

409.  N.  Y.— National  City  Bank  v. 
Westcott,  118  N.  Y.  468,  23  N.  E. 
900,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  771;  Colvin  v. 
Holbrook,  2  N.  Y.  126.  Pa.— Hoben- 
sack  V.  Hallman,  17  Pa.  154;'  Gable 
V.  Crane,  27  Pa.  Super,  56.  R.  I. 
Phetteplace  v.  Bucklin,  18  E.  I.  297, 
27  Atl.  211.  Wash.— Tripple  v.  Little- 
field,  46  Wash.  156,  89  Pac.  493.  W.  Va. 
Smith  V.  Bond,  25  W.  Va.  387.  Eng. 
Stephens  v.  Badcock,  3  B.  &  Ad.  354, 
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6,  In  Actions  Ex  Delicto.  —  a.  Torts  Generally.  —  Where  both 
principal  and  agent  engage  in  the  commission  of  a  tort  they  may  be 
sued  either  severally  or  jointly  as  in  the  case  of  actions  against  any 
joint  tortfeasors;^*  and  even  where  the  act  of  the  agent  is  not  par- 
ticipated in  by  the  principal,  if  it  is  done  in  the  course  of  the  agent's 
employment,  generally  the  principal,  as  well  as  the  agent,  may  be 
made  a  party  defendant,^"  though  some  authorities  hold  that  they  can- 


23  E.  C.  L.  160,  1  L.  J.  K.  B.  75,  110 
Eng.  Eeprint  133. 

And  see  the  cases  cited  under  the 
previous  note. 

94.  U.  S. — Washington  Gaslight  Co. 
V.  Lansden,  172  U.  S.  534,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
296,  43  L.  ed.  543.  Ala. — ^Luling  v. 
Shepherd,  112  Ala.  588,  21  So.  352; 
Perminter  v.  Kelly,  18  Ala.  716,  54 
Am.  Dec.  177.  Colo. — Miller  v.  Staples, 
8  Colo.  App.  93,  32  Pae.  81.  Dak. 
Nichols  V.  Bruns,  5  Dak.  28,  37  N.  W. 
752.  Fla. — Wheeler  v.  Baars,  33  Fla. 
696,  15  So.  584.  Ga. — Menken  v.  At- 
lanta, 78  Ga.  668,  2  S.  B.  559.  111. 
Walker  v.  Haughey,  25  111.  App.  135; 
Dally  V.  Young,  3  111.  App.  39.  Ind. 
Shearer  v.  Evans,  89  Ind.  400;  Berg- 
hofE  V.  McDonald,  87  Ind.  549;  Mc- 
Naughton  v.  Elkhart,  85  Ind.  384. 
la. — Byford  v.  Girton,  90  Iowa  661,  57 
N.  W.  588.  Ky. — Pool  v.  Adkisson, 
1  Dana  110.  Md.— Hambleton  v.  Ehind, 
84  Md.  456,  36  Atl.  597,  40  L.  E.  A. 
216.  Mass. — Bell  v.  Josselyn,  3  Gray 
309,  63  Am.  Dec.  741.  Mich.— Webei 
V.  Weber,  47  Mich.  569,  11  N.  W.  389. 
N.  H. — ^Page  v.  Parker,  40  N.  H.  47. 
N.  J. — ^Horner  v.  Lawrence,  37  N.  J, 
L.  46;  Newman  v.  Fowler,  37  N.  J 
L.  89.  N.  y.— Bruff  v.  Mali,  36  N.  Y. 
200,  34  How.  Pr.  338;  Phelps  v.  Wait, 
30  N.  Y.  78;  Hecker  v.  De  Groot,  15 
How.  Pr.  314.  Ohio.— Clark  v.  Fry,  8 
Ohio  St.  358,  72  Am.  Dee.  590.  Wis. 
Greenberg  v.  Whitcomb  Lumber  Co., 
90  Wis.  225,  63  N.  W.  93,  48  Am.  St. 
Eep.  911,  28  L.  E.  A.  439.  Eng.— Swift 
V.  Winterbotham,  L.  E.  8  Q.  B.  Cases 
244;  Petrie  v.  Lamont,  1  C.  &  M.  93, 
41  E.  C.  L.   57. 

See  the  titles  '  'Master  and  Servant; 
"Parties." 

[a]  "In  torts  the  relation  of  prin- 
cipai  and  agent  does  not  exist;  they 
are  all  wrongdoers  and  may  be  sued 
jointly  or  separately."  Berghoffl  v. 
McDonald,  87  Ind.  549. 

[b]  Forcible  entry  and  detainer 
committed  by  agent,  though  committed 
by  him  for  his  principal,  renders  agent 


liable  in  action.  Luling  v.  Shepherd, 
112  Ala.  588,  21  So.  352. 

[c]  Defense  that  agent's  act  was 
not  authorized  or  ratified  to  be  availed 
of  must  be  pleaded  by  the  principal. 
Byford  1}.  Girton,  90  Iowa  661,  57  N. 
W.  588. 

95.  Washington  Gas  Light  Co.  v. 
Lansden,  172  U.  S.  534,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
2<96,  43  L.  ed.  543;  Philadelphia  & 
E.  E.  Co.  V.  Derby,  14  How.  468,  480, 
14  L.  ed.  502,  507;  Harris  v.  Louis- 
ville, N.  0.  &  T.  E.  Co.,  35  Fed.  116; 
Heenrich  v.  Pullman  Palace-Gar  Co., 
20  Fed.  100.  Ala.— Eobinson  &  Co.  v. 
Greene,  148  Ala.  434,  43  So.  797.  Ark. 
St.  Louis  Southwestern  E.  Co.  v.  Fur- 
low,  81  Ark.  496,  99  S.  W.  689;  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Grant,  75 
Ark.  579,  88  S.  W.  580,  1133;  Dug- 
gins  V.  Watson,  15  Ark.  118,  60  Am. 
Dec.  560.  Cal. — Turner  v.  North  Beach 
&  M.  E.  Co.,  34  Cal.  594;  Castro ville 
Co-Operative  Creamery  Co.  v.  Col,  6 
Cal.  App.  533,  92  Pac.  648.  Conn. 
Thames  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Housatonio 
E.  Co.,  24  Conn.  40,  63  Am.  Dec.  154; 
Church  V.  Mansfield,  20  Conn.  284. 
D.  C.— Pickford  v.  Talbot,  28  App.  Cas. 
498.  Ga. — Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Guilmartin,  88  Ga.  797,  «00,  15  S.  B. 
831,  17  L.  E.  A.  322;  Crockett  Bros. 
V.  Sibley,  3  Ga.  App.  554,  60  S.  E. 
326;  Century  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Lewkowitz, 
1  Ga.  App.  636,  57  S.  E.  1036.  111. 
Oxford  V.  Peter,  28  111.  434;  Chicago, 
St.  P.  &  Fond  Du  Lac  E.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Carthy, 20  111.  385,  71  Am.  Dec.  285; 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Parks,  18 
111.  460,  68  Am.  Dec.  562;  Moir  v.  Hop- 
kins, 16  111.  313,  63  Am.  Dec.  312; 
Armstrong  v.  Cooley,  10  111.  509.  Ind. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Kirk, 
102  Ind.  399,  1  N.  E.  849,  52  Am. 
Eep.  675;  Grand  Eapids  &  I.  E.  Co. 
V.  King,  41  Ind.  App.  701,  83  N.  E. 
778;  Ogle  v.  Hudson,  30  Ind.  App.  539, 
66  N.  E.  702.  la. — Ehomberg  v.  Ave- 
narius,  135  Iowa  176,  112  N.  W.  548. 
Kan.— Clark  v.  Folscroft,  67  Kan.  446, 
73  Pac,  86.  Ky. — University  of  Louis- 
ville  V.   Hammock,    127    Ky.   564,    106 
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not  be  joined  in  the  same  action  under  such  circumstances,  the  prin- 
cipal being  liable  only  because  of  the  doctrine  of  respondeat  superior.'^ 

b.  Action  Based  on  Fraud.  —  If  the  action  be  based  on  fraud  in 
which  the  agent  participated,  the  agent  is  properly  made  a  defend- 
ant where  costs  may  be  recovered  against  him  if  no  other  relief.'' 

C.  Amendments  as  to  Parties.  —  Whether  the  principal  may  be 
substituted  by  amendment  as  the  sole  party,  in  place  of  the  agent, 
is  governed  by  general  rules  elsewhere  treated  ;°*  some  authorities'* 


S.  W.  219,  128  Am.  St.  Eep.  355,  14 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  784;  Singer  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Stephens,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  946, 
53  S.  W.  525.  La.— Lut2  c.  Forbes,  13 
La.  Ann.  609.  Me. — Stickney  v.  Mun- 
roe,  44  Me.  195.  Md.— Deck  v.  Balti- 
more &  O.  E.  Co.,  100  Md.  168,  59 
Atl.  650,  108  Am.  St.  Eep.  399;  New 
England  Mut.  Life  lua.  Co.  v.  Swain, 
100  Md.  558,  60  Atl.  469;  B&ltimore 
&  Ohio  E.  Co.  V.  Blocher,  27  Md.  277. 
Mass. — White  v.  Apsley  Eubber  Co., 
194  Mass.  97,  80  N.  E.  500,-  8  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  484;  Allen  v.  Fuller,  182 
Mass.  202,  65  N.  E.  31.  Mich.— Cleve: 
land  V.  Newsom,  45  Mich.  62,  7  N.  W. 
222.  Minn. — Eggleston  v.  Advance 
Thresher  Co.,  96  Minn.  241,  104  N.  W. 
891;  Crandall  v.  Boutell,  95  Minn.  114, 
103  N.  W.  890;  Larson  v.  Fidelity  Mut. 
Life  Assn.,  71  Minn.  101,  73  N.  W. 
711.  Miss. — Eivers  v.  Yazoo  &  M.  E. 
Co.,  90  Miss.  196,  43  So.  471,  9  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  931.  Mo.— Barree  v.  Cape 
Girardeau,  197  IT).  382,  95  S.  "W.  330, 
114  Am.  St.  Eep.  763,  6  L.  R.  A.  (N., 
S.)  1090;  Milton  v.  Missouri  Pac.  E. 
Co.,  193  Mo.  46,  56,  91  S.  W.  949,  4 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  282;  Garretzen  v. 
Duenckel,  50  Mo.  104,  11  Am.  Eep. 
405;  Canfleld  v.  Chicago,  E.  L  &  P. 
Ey.  Co.,  59  Mo.  App.  354.  N.  Y.— Fifth 
Ave.  Bank  v.  Forty-Second  St.  &  G. 
St.  Ferry  E.  Co.,  137  N.  Y.  231,  33 
N.  E,  378,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  712,  19 
L.  E.  A.  331;  Lee  v.  Sandy  Hill,  40 
N.  Y.  442;  Mali  v.  Lord,  30  N.  Y. 
381,  100  Am.  Dec.  448;  Watson  v.  Ben- 
nett, 12  Barb.  196;  Wright  v.  Wilcox, 
19  Wend.  343,  32  Am.  Dec.  507.  N.  C. 
Jackson  V.  American  Tel.  &  T.  Co.,  139 
N.  C.  347,  51  8.  E.  1015,  70  L.  E.  A. 
738;  Huntley  v.  Mathias,  90  N.  C.  101, 
47  Am.  Eep.  516.  Pa. — Flower  v.  Penn- 
sylvania R.  Co.,  69  Pa.  210,  8  Am. 
Eep.  251;  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B,  E. 
Co.  V.  Brannen,  1  Sad.  369,  2 
Atl.  429.  S.  O.— Mitchell  v.  Leech, 
69  S.  0.  413,  48  S.  E.  290,  104  Am. 
St.  Eep.  811,  66  L.  E.  A.  723;  Hutch- 
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ison  V.  Eock  Hill  Beal  Estate  &  L. 
Co.,  65  S.  C.  45,  43  S.  E.  295;  Eueker 
V.  Smoke,  37  S.  C.  377,  16  S.  E.  40, 
34  Am.  St.  Eep.  758;  Eeynolds  v. 
Witte,  13  S.  C.  5,  36  Am.  Eep.  678. 
Tex. — SefEel  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  65  S.  W.  897.  W.  Va. 
McDonald  v.  Cole,  46  W.  Va.  186,  32 
S.  E.  1033;  Hall  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  E. 
Co.,  44  W.  Va.  36,  28  S.  E.  754,  67 
Am.  St.  Eep.  757,  41  L.  E.  A.  669. 
Eng. — Eoe  v.  Birkenhead,  etc.  E.  Co., 
21  L.  J.  Ex.  9,  7  Exch.  36,  6  Eailw. 
Cas.  795;  Citizens'  Life  Assur.  Go.  v. 
Brown,  90  L.  T.  N.  S.  739.  Can. 
Graham  v.  British  Canadian  Loan,  etc. 
Co.,   12  Manitoba   244. 

96.  See  the  titles  "Master  and 
Servant,"  and  "Parties,"  where  tnis 
matter   is   more   fully   treated. 

97.  XT.  S. — Donovan  v.  Campion,  85 
Fed.  71,  29  C.  C.  A.  30;  Smith  v. 
Green,  37  Fed.  424.  Ark. — Shaver  v. 
Lawrence,  44  Ark.  225;  Gartland  v. 
Nunu,  11  Ark.  720.  la.— Stringfield 
V.  Graff,  22  Iowa  438;  Lyon  v.  Tevis, 
8  Iowa  79.  Eng. — Le  Texier  v.  Anspach, 
15  Ves.  Jr.  159,  33  Eng.  Eeprint  714. 

98.  See  the  titles  "New  Cause  of 
Action  or  Defense;"   "  Parties." 

99.  Ind. — Bell  v.  Corbin,  136  Ind. 
269,  36  N.  E.  23,  holding  that  where, 
during  the  progress  of  an  action,  it 
is  discovered  that  the  husband,  who  ia 
a  party  defendant  to  an  action,  was 
acting  merely  as  agent  for  the  wife, 
she  may  be  substituted  as  defendant 
in  his  place,  and  answers  filed  by 
hini  will  stand  as  the  wife's  answers 
without  any  change  of  the  names  or 
refiling.  IT.  H. — Boudreau  v.  Eastmaii, 
59  N.  H.  467,  the  court  saying:  "As 
neither  the  course  nor  the  result  of 
the  trial  would  have  been  affected  by 
such  an  amendmen  if  it  had  been 
made  before  the  trial,  it  may  be  made 
now  without  a  new  trial."  Pa. — Adams 
V.  Edwards,  115  Pa.  211,  8  Atl.  425. 
But  see  Campbell  v.  Wasserman  £ 
Bras.,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  381.    Tex.— Craw 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT 


555 


permit  it,  but  others  do  not.^  If  the  principal  was  not  liable,  for 
the  act  of  the  agent  sued  on,  at  the  time  the  action  was  commenced 
he  cannot  be  added  as  a  party  defendant  by  amendment  when  he 
ratifies  the  act  after  the  action  is  brought.^ 

III.  PLEADING.  —  A.  Declaration  oe  Complaint.  —  1.  De- 
claring on  Contract  or  Act  of  Agent.  —  a.  Generally.  —  In  an  action 
by  or  against  a  principal  on  a  contract  or  act  of  the  agent,  the  con- 
tract or  act  may  be  declared  on  as  being  made  or  done  by  the  prin- 
cipal,^ or  as  by  the  principal  through  the  agent.*  According  to  some 
decisions,  where  the  act  is  alleged  to  have  been  ^done  by  the  principal 
through  a  designated  agent,  the  authority  of  the  agent  to  do  the  act 
in  question  should  be  alleged,^  and  where  it  is  sought  to  hold  the  prin- 


ford  V.  Grain,  19  Tex.  14ff.  Va. 
National  Bank  v.  Nolting,  94  Va.  263, 
26  S.  E.  826. 

[a]     Where  suit  by  agent  of  undis- 
closed principal  the  pleadings  may  be 
amended  to  substitute  the  principal  as 
plaintiff,    even    after    trial.      Boudreau 
-v.    Eastman,    59    N.    H.    467. 

1.  Gill  V.  Tison,  61  Ga.  161;  Tiller 
V.  Spradley',  39  Ga.  35.  See  also  Bich- 
mond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v.  Bedell,  88  Ga. 
591,  15  S.  E.  676;  Crescent  Furniture 
Co.  V.  Eaddatz,  28  Mo.  App.  210. 

2.  Burns  v.   Campbell,  71  Ala.   271. 

3.  U.  S. — The  Bank  of  Metropolis 
1'.  Guttschliek,  14  Pet.  19,  10  L.  ed. 
335;  Sherman  v.  Comstoek,  ,2  McLean 
19,  21  Fed.  Gas.  No.  12,764.  Ala.— Mc- 
Geever  v.  Harris,  148  Ala.  ,503,  41  So. 
930.  Ariz. — Boot  v.  Fay,  5  Ariz.  19, 
43  Pac.  527.  Cal.^Goetz  v.  Goldbaum, 
103  Cal.  xvii,  37  Pac.  646;  Cochran  v. 
Goodman,  3  Cal.  244.  Fla. — St.  An- 
drew's Bay  Land  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  4 
Fla.  192,  54  Am.  Dec.  340.  111.— Meera 
V.  Stevens,  106  111.  549;  Harding  v. 
Parshall,  56  HI.  219.  tnd.— Day  v. 
Henry,  104  Ind.  324,  4  N.  E.  44; 
Devol  V.  Halstead,  16  Ind.  287;  Cold 
V.  Laurencebay  Lumber  Co.,  44  Ind. 
App.  122,  88  N.  E.  720.  la.— Call  v. 
Hamilton  County,  62  Iowa  448,  17  N. 
W.  667;  Poole  v.  Hintrager,  60  Iowa 
180,  14  N.  W.  223.  Mich.— Eegents 
of  Mich.  University  v.  Detroit  Young 
Men's  Soc,  13  Mich.  138.  Minn. 
Stees  V.  Kranz,  32  Minn.  313,  20  N.  W. 
241-  Weide  v.  Porter,  22  Minn.  429. 
Mo.— Slevin  v.  Eeppy,  46  Mo.  606. 
Neh. — Hare  v.  Winterer,  1  Neb.  XJnof. 
854,  96  N.  W.  179;  Johnson  County 
V.  Chamberlain  Banking  House,  74 
Neb.  549,  104  N.  W.  1061.  KT.  Y. 
Moore  v.  McClure,  8  Hun  557;  Dela- 
field  V.  Kinney,  24  Wend.  345.  Ore. 
Kitchen   v.    Holmes,    42    Ore.    252,   70 


Pac.  830.  Tex. — Lewis  v.  Alexander, 
51  Tex.  578;  Baldwin  v.  Polti,  45  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  638,  101  S.  W.  543.  W.  Va. 
Black  Lick  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Camp  Const. 
Co.,  63  W.  Va.  477,  60  S.  E.  409.  Wis. 
Burnham  v.  Milwaukee,  69  Wis.  379,  34 
N.    W.    389. 

[a]  Fraud  of  agent  may  be  pleaded 
as  fraud  of  the  principal.  Bennett  v. 
JudBon,  21  N.  Y.  238. 

4.  U.  S.— Childress  v.  Emory,  8 
Wheat.  642,  5  L.  ed.  705.  Ala.— West- 
ern Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Garthright,  151 
Ala.  413,  44  So.  212;  McGeever  v.  Har- 
ris, 148  Ala.  503,  41  So.  930;  Mont- 
gomery &  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Trebles,  44  Ala. 
255.  Colo. — Hooaac  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.- 
V.  Donat,  10  Colo.  529,  16  Pac.  157. 
Fla. — See  Duval  Inv.  Co.  v.  .Stockton, 
54  Fla.  296,  45  So.  497.  Ga.— See  Burk- 
halter  v.  Perry,  127  Ga.  438,  56  S.  E. 
631,  119  Am.  St.  Eep.  343.  III.- In- 
surance Co.  of  North  America  v.  Mc- 
Dowell, 50  111.  120,  99  Am.  Dec.  497; 
State  Board  of  Education  v.  Greene- 
baum  &  Sons,  39  111.  609.  Kam.— Maier 
V.  Eandolph,  33  Kan.  340,-  6  Pac.  625. 
S.  C— Long  V.  Schmidt,  18  S.  C.  604. 
W.  Va. — Black  Lick  Lumb.  Co.  ■;;.  Camp 
Const.  Co.,  63  W.  Va.  477,  60  S.  E. 
409.  Eng. — Nicholson  v.  Croft,  2  Burr. 
1188,  97  Eng.  Eeprint  781. 

[a]  Allegation  that  plaintiff  bought 
of  one  B.  acting  as  defendant's  agent 
is  only  another  form  of  declaring  that 
he  had  purchased  from  the  defendant, 
and  is  sufficiently  certain  to  prevent 
any  misapprehension  of  its  meaning, 
and  is  good  on  demurrer.  Cochran  v. 
Goodman,  3  Cal.  244. 

5.  See  the  following:  Ala. — May  v. 
Kelly,  27  Ala.  497.  Also  Childress  v. 
Miller,  4  Ala.  447.  Fla. — Duval  Ihv. 
Co.  V.  Stockton,  54  Fla.  296,  45  So. 
497.  Ga.— Burkhalter  v.  Perry,  127 
Ga.    438,   56    S.   E.    631,    119    Am.   St. 
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cipal  for  the  acts  of  a  sub-agent,  the  power  of  the  agent  to  make  the 
delegation  of  his  authority  must  be  alleged.*  If  agency  is  to  be  al- 
leged it  is  sufficient  to  set  forth  the  facts  constituting  the  agency, 
without  an  express  allegation  of  agency,^  but  if  the  facts  alleged  show 
there  was  no  agency  a  general  allegation  of  agency  will  be  disre- 
garded.' 

The  name  of  the  agent  through  whom  it  is  alleged  the  principal  acted 
need  not,  be  pleaded,'  though  it  seems  the  agent  must  sometimes  be 
identified  to  a  certain  extent.^" 

b.  On  Tort  Comndited  iy  Agent.  —  Following  the  rule  heretofore 
stated  as  to  the  manner  of  declaring  against  the  principal  on  con- 
tracts executed  by  an  agent,^^  in  a  suit  against  a  principal  for  a 
tortious  act  of  his  agent  the  act  may  generally  be  alleged  to  have  been 
done  by  the  principal,  or  by  the  principal  through  his  agent."    But 


Bep.    343.     N.   Y.— Oxford   First   Nat. 
Bank  v.  Turner,  24  N.  T.  Supp.  793. 

But  see  Childress  v.  Emory,  8  "Wheat. 
(U.  S.)   642,  5  L.  ed.  705. 

[a]  Averment  that  act  done  at  re- 
quest of  agent  of  defendant  does  not 
amount  to  averment  that  act  was  done 
at  request  of  defendant.  Wells  v. 
Pacific  E.  E.,  35  Mo.  164.  See,  how- 
ever, Slevin  v.  Beppy,  46  Mo.  606, 
that  the  question  of  authority  in  such 
a  case  is  one  of  evidence,  not  of 
pleading. 

[b]  Illustration. — In  declaring 
against  the  principal,  on  a  bill  ac- 
cepted by  his  agent,  the  agent's 
authority  to  accept  must  be  averred; 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  allege  that  he 
was  the  agent,  and  as  such  agent  ac- 
cepted for  the  principal.  May  v. 
Kelly,   27  Ala.   497. 

6.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Cunningham,  1 
Ala.  249.  Ark. — Kellogg  &  Co.  v.  Nor- 
ris,  10  Ark.  18.  Ind. — Lucas  v.  Eader, 
29  Tnd.  App.  287,  64  N.  E.  488.  Tex. 
McCormiek  &  Bro.  v.  Bush,  38  Tex. 
314. 

7.  Brown  v.  Commercial  Fire  Ins. 
Oo.,  S6  Ala.  189,  5  So.  500. 

8.  Everett  v.  Drew,  129  Mass.  150. 

9.  Todd  V.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
Co.,  37  Minn.  358,  35  N.  W.  5;  Lee 
V.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  34 
Minn.  225,  25  N.  W.  399;  Texas  &  St. 
L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Eosa  &  Co.,  62  Tex. 
447;  Fort  Worth  &  E.  G.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Lindsay,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  244,  32  S. 
W.  714. 

[a]  Illustration.— If  the  petition 
alleges  that  the  work  w£.s  done  at 
the  request  of  a  defendant  railway 
company,  it  is  sufficient,  and  need  not 
State  evidence  of  the  fact  by  averring 
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the  name  of  the  agent  or  servant  of 
the  company  who  contracted  for  or  di- 
rected the  work.  Texas  &  St.  L.  By. 
Co.  V.  Boss  &  Co.,  62  Tex.  447. 

10.  Atlanta  Ice  &  Coal  Co.  v. 
Beeves,  136  Ga.  294,  71  S.  E.  421,  36 
L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  1112.  "Where  a  cor- 
poration is  sued  for  the  tortious  acta 
of  its  agents  or  servants,  it  is  en- 
titled to  such  notice  as  will  serve  to 
identify  the  person  in  connection  with 
the  transaction  out  of  which  the  cause 
of  action  arises.  This  does  not  mean 
that  the  name  of  such  agent  must  be 
given,  or  the  particular  designation  of 
his  official  relation  with  the  company, 
if  the  allegations  sufficiently  show  the 
person  intended.  The  defendant  is  a 
domestic  corporation,  sued  in  the 
county  of  its  residence,  and  is  in- 
formed that  the  agent  alleged  to  have 
given  assurance  of  the  dismissal  of 
the  suit  was  that  one  in  charge  of 
its  office.  This  sufficiently  identifies 
the  person  referred  to." 

[a]  See  Schellens  v.  Equitable  Life 
Assur.  Soc,  32  Hun  (N.  Y.)  235,  that 
where  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  a  cor- 
poration made  false  representations 
through  its  officers  and  agents,  the 
names  of  such  officers  or  agents  should 
be  indicated. 

11.  See  supra,  III,  A,  1,  a. 

12.  V.  a. — The  Bank  of  Metropolis 
V.  Guttschlick,  14  Pet.  19,  10  L.  ed. 
335.  lU.— Meers  v.  Stevens,  106  111 
549.  Ind. — ^Day  v.  Henry,  104  Ind. 
324,  4  N.  E.  44.  N".  Y.— King  v.  Fitch, 
2  Abb.  Dec.  508,  1  Keyes  432;  People 
V.  Lewis,  138  App.  Div.  673,  122  N.  T. 
Supp.  1025;  Gaflfney  v.  Colville,  8  Hill 
567.  Eng. — Mackay  v.  Commercial 
Bank,  43  L.  J.  P.  C.  31,  L.  E.  5  P.  C. 
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in  an  action  based  on  fraud  or  misrepresentations  by  the  agent  of  the 
defendant,  it  must  be  alleged  that  the  agent  had  authority  to  commit 
the  fraud  or  make  the  representations." 

c.  Where  Agent  Ostensible  Principal.  —  A  'contract  in  writing 
which  appears  on  its  face  to  be  the  personal  contract  of  the  agent 
should  be  declared  on  as  being  made  by  the  principal  through  his  duly 
authorized  agent.^* 

d.  Contract  Containing  Words  Descriptio  Personae.  —  A  contract 
containing  words  indicative  of  agency  which  are  descriptive  of  the 
plaintiff,  may  be  declared  on  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  or  if  the 
words  of  description  be  added  they  will  be  disregarded." 


394,  30  L.  T.  N.  S.  180;  Wheatley  v. 
Patrick,  6  L.  J.  Exch.  193;  Brucker 
V.  Fromont,  6  L.  E.  659,  101  Eng.  Re- 
print 758. 

[a]  Names  of  the  agents,  (1)  of 
the  corporation  who  did  the  act  need 
not  be  set  forth  in  the  complaint. 
Todd  V.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ey;  Co., 
37  Minn.  358,  35  N.  W.  5.  (2)  So 
where  the  act  is  alleged  to  have  been 
done  by  the  principal  through  his 
agent,  a  motion  to  make  more  definite 
and  certain,  by  supplying  the  name 
of  the  agent,  will  not  lie.  Lee  v.  Min- 
neapolis &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  34  Minn. 
225,  25   N.   W.   399. 

[b]  Allegations  That  Defendant 
Committed  Trespass)  Through  Agent. 
Cooper  V.  Slaughter,  175  Ala.  211,  57 
So.  477. 

13.  HI. — Baker  v.  Williams,  31  111. 
499;  Golden  v.  Knox,  31  HI.  498;  Good- 
rich V.  Eeynolds,  Wilder  &  Co.,  31  111. 
490,  83  Am.  Dee.  240.  Minn. — Clark 
V.  Lovering,  37  Minn.  120,  33  N.  W. 
776;  Davies  v.  Lyon,  36  Minn.  427, 
31  N.  W.  688.  N.  J. — Kennedy  v.  Mc- 
Kay, 43  N.  J.  L.  288,  39  Am.  Eep.  581. 
Pa.— Keefe  v.  Sholl,  181  Pa.  90,  37 
Atl.  116;  Pennsylvania  Cent.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Kniley,  2  Pearson  229. 

[a]  The  names  of  the  agents  should 
be  disclosed  in  the  pleading,  where  a 
party  pleads  fraud  and  misrepresenta- 
tions by  the  agent  of  the  payee  in 
obtaining  the  note  sued  upon.  Amer- 
ican Nat.  Bank  v.  Cruger  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  44  S.  W.  1057.  See  also  Tal- 
madge  v.  Sanitary  Security  Co.,  2  App. 
Div.  43,  37  N.  T.  Supp.  177. 

14.  U.  S. — Seeber  v.  Commercial 
Nat.  Bank,  77  Fed.  957.  Ala.— Chap- 
man V.  Lee's  Admr.,  47  Ala.  143.  Neb. 
See  Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Con- 
oughy,  54  Neb.  123,  74  N.  W.  422. 
N.  H. — Chandler  «.  Coe,  54  N.  H.  561. 
N.  if.— Buffalo  Catholic  Inst.  v.  Bitter, 


87  N.  Y.  250;  Arnold  v.  Bernard,  8 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  116.  S.  C— Harris 
V.  Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.,  31  S.  C. 
87,  9  S.  E.  690;  Tarver  v.  Garlingfon, 
27  S.  C.  107,  2  S.  E.  846,  13  Am.  St. 
Eep.  628.  Wash. — Lawson  v.  Sprague, 
51   Wash.  286,  98  Pac.  737.. 

[a]  Form  of  Allegation. — The  plain- 
tiff claims  of  the  defendant  three 
thousand  dollars  as  damages  for 
breach  of  a  contract  entered  into  by 
and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant, on  or  about  ,  wTiieh 

was  duly  executed  by  the  said  plain- 
tiff and  the  said  defendant,  Susan 
Lee,  by  and  in  the  name  of  John  Lee, 
who  was  then  and  there  her  duly  ap- 
pointed agent,  with  full  and  complete 
authority  from  her  to  execute  the 
same  for  her;  by  which  said  contract, 
etc.  Chapman  v.  Lee's  Admr.,  47  Ala. 
143. 

[b]  In  Louisiana  where  an  agent 
of  an  undisclosed  agency  sues  on  the 
contract  he  must,  in  his  petition,  set 
forth  the  name,  surname,  and  place 
of  residence  of  the  principal.  See 
Willard  v.  Lugenbuhl,  24  La.  Ann. 
18. 

15.  Ala. — Castleberry  v.  Fennell,  4 
Ala.  642.  Cal.— See  Zeigler  v.  Wells, 
Fargo  &  Co.,  28  Cal.  263.  aa.-^Mc- 
Duffie  V.  Irvine,  91  Ga.  748,  17  S.  E. 
1028;  Owsley  &  Son  v.  Woolhopter,  14 
Ga.  124;  Davies  v.  Byrne,  10  Ga.  329. 
Md. — Graham  v.  Fahnestock,  5  Gill 
215.  Mass.— Buflum  v.  Chadwick,  8 
Mass.  103.  Neb. — Andres  v.  BCridler, 
47  Neb.  585,  66  N.  W.  649.  N.  J.— See 
Terhune  v.  Parrott,  59  N.  J.  L.  16, 
35  Atl.  4.  Tenn. — Whiteside  v.  But- 
ton, 2  Coldw.  94;  Eutherford  v.  Mitch- 
ell, Mart.  &  Y.  261.  Va.— Porter  v. 
Nekervis,  4  Eand.  (25  Va.)  359;  Mc- 
Williams  v.  Willis,  1  Wash.  (1  Va.) 
199. 

[a]    niustration. — Where  a  bill  sin- 
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2.  Actions  by  Principal  Against  Agent.  —  a.  Generally.  —  A  com- 
plaint against  an  agent  to  recover  the  value  of  goods  sold  on  credit 
contrary  to  instructions  need  not  allege  an  express  contract  that  the 
agent  should  not  sell  on  credit.^* 

b.  Allegation  of  Demand. — ^A  complaint  against  an  agent  to  re- 
cover money  received  by  him  for  the  principal  should  allege  a  de- 
mand on  the  agent,^'  or  show  facts  excusing  demand.^*  Where  a  de- 
mand is  not  necessary  none  need  be  alleged.^*  The  failure  to  allege 
a  demand  may  be  cured  by  the  answer,  as  where  it  contains  a  denial 
ef  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent  between  the  parties.^" 

c.  To  Recover  Money  Received  on  Sale  of  Land,  -r-  A  complaint  to 
recover  from  an  agent  money  received  from  the  sale  of  the  principal's 
land  need  not  allege  that  the  agency  contract  was  in  writing,  as  the 
action  is  not  on  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land.^^ 

d.  For  Negligent  or  Unauthorized  Conduct.  —  A  complaint  by  a 
principal  for  the  negligence  of  his  agent  should  allege  the  agency ,^^ 


gle  is  described  in  the  declarastion,  as 
made  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff, 
by  the  name  and  description  of  J.  D. 
F.  agent  for  G.  A.  K.  or  bearer,  the 
suit  is  properly  brought,  and  the  words 
agent,  etc.,  will  be  considered  merely 
as  descriptio  personae.  Castleberry  v. 
Fennell,   4   Ala.    642. 

16.  Maloney  v.  Barr,  27  W.  Va.  381, 
it  being  sufficient  to  allege  that  the 
sale  was  made  in  violation  of  instruc- 
tions whereby  the  goods  were  lost  to 
the  principal. 

For  fonn  of  complaint,  see  „  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  994. 

17.  Ind. — Heddens  v.  Younglove,  46 
Ind.  212;  Black  v.  Hersch,  18  Ind.  342, 
81  Am.  Dec.  362;  Jones  «.  Gregg,  17 
Ind.  8'4;  Philipps  v.  Wills,  2  Ind.  325; 
English  V.  Devarro,  5  Blackf.  588. 
Mont. — Judith  Inland  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Williams,  36  Mont.  25,  91  Pac.  1061; 
Anderson  v.  Hulmne,  5  Mont.  295,  5 
Pac.  865.  N.  C— Lamb  v.  Ward,  114 
N.  C.  255,  19  S.  E.  230;  Porter  v. 
Grimsley,  98  N.  C.  550,  4  S.  E.  529, 
allegation  that  defendant  has  refused 
to  pay  over  the  money  "though  often 
requested  to  do  so,"  is  a  sufficient  al- 
legation of  demand. 

[a]  Demand  Will  Not  Be  Presumed. 
Anderson   v.    Hulmne,   5   Mont.    295,   5 

,  Pac.  865. 

[b]  Failure  to  allege  demand  can- 
not be  reached  by  general  demurrer, 
according  to  Dever  v.  Branch,  18  Tex. 
615. 

[c]  After  verdict  the  failure  to  al- 
lege demand  may  be  taken  advantage 
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of   by   motion   in  arrest   of  judgment 
Heddens  v.  Tounglove,  46  Ind.   212. 

18.  Black  V.  Hersch,  18  Ind.  842,  81 
Am.  Dec.  362. 

19.  Bunger  v.  Roddy,  70  Irid.  26; 
Bronnenburg  v.  Einker,  2  Ind.  App.  391, 
28   N.   E.    568. 

[a]  Suit  Against  Administrator. 
"We  waive  any  discussion  as  to 
whether  a  special  demand  would  have 
"been  necessary  before  bringing  suit  in 
this  case  against  Farquar,  were  he  still 
alive.  It  is  suf&cient  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case  to  say,  that,  in  our  opin- 
ion, a  demand  against  his  administra- 
tor would  have  been  a  useless  cere- 
mony. All  claims  against  an  estate, 
whether  contingent  or  absolute,  have 
to  be  filed  against  it  in  the  proper 
court,  and  the  filing  of  /Such  a  claim 
as  the  -one  "before  us  constitutes  a  suf- 
ficient demand  against  the  administra- 
tor. ' '    Wright  V.  Jordan,  71  lud.  1. 

20.  Lamb  v.  Ward,  114  N.  C.  255, 
19  S.  E.  230;  Waddell  v.  Sw,ann,  91 
N.  C.  108.  And  see  Wiley  v.  Logan, 
95  N.  C.  358,  where  it  is  said:  "A 
demand  is  not  required  where  the 
agency  is  denied,  or  a  claim  set  up 
exceeding  the  amount  collected,  or  the 
agent's  responsibility  is  disputed  in 
the  answer. ' ' 

21.  Ferguson  v.  Ramsey,  41  Ind. 
511. 

22.  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sabine,  6  Mc- 
Lean 393,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.   97. 

[a]  Need  not  be  express  allegation 
of  agency,  sufficient  to  show  facts  con- 
stituting the  agency.  Shaffer  v.  Cor" 
son,   141  Pa.  256,  21   Atl.   647. 
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a  negligent  failure  to  perform  the  duties  imposed  on  him,^^  and  the 
damage  to  plaintiff.^*  Ratification  by  the  principal  of  an  unauthorized 
act  need  not  be  negatived.^'* 

e.  Tort  Actions.  —  Where  the  action  is  in  the  nature  of  trover 
against  an  agent,,  allegation  of  the  receipt  of  the  goods  from  the  plain- 
tiff by  defendant  takes  the  place  of  an    allegation    of    ownership.^^ 

f .  Suits  for  Accounting.  —  (I.)  Allegations  Generally.  —  The  general 
rule  that  the  pleading  must  specifically  aver  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  accounting  is  sought,^'  applies  to  suits  for  an  accounting  by  a 
principal  against  his  agent.^^  Thus  if  the  ground  on  which  the  inter- 
ference of  equity  is  sought  is  the  fiduciary  relationship  of  the  parties,^'' 
or  that  the  account  is  too  complicated  for  a  court  of  law,^"  facts  show- 
ing the  existence  of  such  ground  must  be  set  forth.  So  if  the  ground 
be  that  discovery  is  sought,  the  bill  must  show  that  a  discovery  is 
indispensable  to  complainant's  recovery  against  defendant.^^ 

(n.)  Allegation  of  Demand.  —  Following  the  general  rule,^^  a  prior 
demand  for  an  accounting,'^  or  facts  excusing  demand,'*  must  gen- 
erally be  alleged. 

3.  Actions  by  Agent  Against  Principal.'^  —  The  declaration  or 
complaint,  in  an  action  by  an  agent  against  his  principal  for  com- 
pensation, or  for  damages  for  a  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
principal,  should  allege  facts  showing  the  contract  of  employment, 
and  performance  thereof  on  the  part  of  plaintiff,'^  and  should  also 


23.  Ga. — Forlaw  v.  Augusta  Naval 
Stores  Co.,  124  Ga.  261,  52  S.  E.  898. 
Ind. — See  Bronnenburg  v.  Einker,  2 
Ind.  App.  391,  28  N.  E.  568.  Kan. 
Marbourg  v.  McCormiek,  23  Kan.  38; 
Welch  D.  Walker,  10  Kan.  App.  373, 
59  Pae  1096.  Ore. — Pennoyer  v.  Wil- 
lis, 32  Pac.  57.  Pa. — Shaffer  v.  Corson, 
141  Pa.  256,  21  Atl.  647, 

[a]  "Express  allegation  of  injury 
to  plaintiff  by  negligence  of  defend- 
ant not  necessary  in  an  action,  for  the 
negligence  of  an  agent  in  loaning 
money  intrusted  to  him  when  the  com- 
plaint alleges  that  the  loan  was  made 
to  an  insolvent  person  and  is  utterly 
worthless.  Bronnenburg  v.  Rfnker,  2 
Ind.   App.   391,   28   N.   E.   568. 

24.  Norwich  Union  T.  Ins.  Soo.  v. 
McAlister,  35  New  Bruns.  691. 

25.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Westhope  v. 
Messner,  25  N.  D.  263,  141  N.  W. 
999. 

26.  Frick  v.  Freudenthal,  45  Misc, 
348,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  344. 

27.  See  1  Standard  Proc.  289. 

28.  Ga.— Hlges  v.  Dexter,  73  Ga. 
362.  Ind. — Barton  v.  Barton,  52  Ind. 
App.  319,  100  N.  E.  688.  N.  Y.— New 
York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  52 
Misc.  189,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  771.  S.  O. 
Robson    &   Son   V,   Sanders  Bros.,   25 


8.  C.  116.  Tenn.  —  Henderson  v, 
Mathews,  1  Lea  34.  Wash. — Eunyan 
V.  Russell,  3  Wash.   665,   29  Pae.   348. 

29.  Conger  v.  Judson,  69  App.  Div. 
121,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  504;  New  York 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Hamilton,  52  Misc.  189, 
102  N.  Y.  Supp.  771;  Hemings  v.  Pugh, 
4  Giffard  456,  9  L.  T.  N.  S.  283,  12 
Wkly.  Eep.,  44,  66  Eng.  Eeprint  785. 
r  30.  Ala. — Halsted  v.  Eabb,  8  Port. 
63.  Kan. — Eoss  v.  Noble,  6  Kan.  App. 
361,  51  Pac.  792.  Wis.— Eippe  v.  Stod- 
gill,  61   Wis.  38,  20  N.  W.  645. 

Also  '1  Standard  Proc.  289. 

31.  Coquillard  v.  Suydam,  8  Blackf. 
(Ind.)    24. 

32.  See   1   Standard  Proc.   289. 

33.  Bushnell  v.  McCauley,  7  Cal. 
421;  Haaland  v.  Miller,  67  Ore.  340. 
136  Pac.   9. 

34.  Haaland  v.  Miller,  67  Ore.  346, 
136  Pae.  9. 

35.  Action  by  broker,  see  the  title 
"Factors  and  Brokers." 

36.  Ala. — Union  Eefining  Co.  v.  Bar- 
ton, 77  Ala.  148.  Ark.- Stifft  v.  Stie- 
wel,  91  Ark.  445,  125  S.  W.  1008,  18 
Ann.  Gas.  597.  Ind. — Wheeler  &  Wil- 
son Mfg.  Co.  V.  Worrall,  80  Ind.  297, 
Ky. — Tyler  v.  Woerner,  158  Ky.  710, 
166  S.  W.  178.  N.  Y.— Chesbrough  v. 
New  York  &  E.  K.   Co.,   26  Barb.   9, 
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allege  either  a  nonpayment  of  the  money  demanded  or  facts  from 
which  its  nonpayment  can  be  fairly  inferred,"  or  should  allege  facts 
showing  a  breach  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.**  Where 
the  declaration  is  in  case,  for  indemnity  for  damages  recovered  against 
the  agent  for  taJdng  property  by  the  direction  of  the  principal,  it  must 
allege  that  the  taking  by  the  agent  was  without  knowledge  that  it 
was  a  trespass, ''^  and  must  show  a  breach  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
of  his  duty  to  indemnify.*"  The  agent  in  suing  for  commissions  or 
other  compensation  may  declare  on  the  common  counts.*^  Where 
counts  for  breach  of  contract  and  quantum  meruit  are  joined,  an 
election  may  be  required.*^ 

4,  Amendment.*^  —  One  suing  as  an  agent  may  be  permitted  to 
amend  so  as  to  sue  in  his  own  right,**  and  a  complaint  alleging  that 
a  contract,  the  breach  of  which  is  the  wrong  complained  of,  was  made 
by  the  defendant  as  agent,  may  be  amended  by  striking  out  the  word 
"  agent.  "*°  In  an  action  of  replevin,  a  complaint  which  alleges  that 
the  plaintiff  was  the  agent  for  the  owner  of  the  property  and  as  such 
entitled  to  possession,  may  be  amended  to  allege  that  plaintiff  is  the 
owner.*' 

B.  Plea,  Answee,  and  Cross-Bill.  —  1.  Plea  or  Answer  Gen- 
erally.—  An  act  of  an  agent  relied  on  as  a  defense  may  be  alleged 
as  the  act  of  the  principal  without  naming  the  agent.*'  Where  an 
agent  declares  on  the  common  counts  on  a  promise  made  to  him  for 
the  benefit  of  his  principal,  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit  puts  in  issue 


13  How.  Pr.  557;  Rosenthal  v.  Rubin, 
148  App.  Div.  44,  132  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1053;  Mitchell  v.  Follett  Lime  Record- 
ing Co.,  142  App.  Div.  687,  127  N.  T. 
Supp.  709;  Gee  v.  Pendas,  66  App.  Div. 
566,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  247. 

Allegation  of  contract  and  perform- 
ance, see  the  title  "Implied  and  Ex- 
press Agreements." 

37.  Wheeler  &  Wilson  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Worrall,  80  Ind.  297;  Gee  v.  Pehdas, 
66  App.  Div.  566,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  247. 
See  the  title  "Payment." 

38.  AJa. — Union  Refining  Co.  v.  Bar- 
ton, 77  Ala.  148.  Ind. — Wheeler  & 
WilBon  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Worrall,  80  Ind. 
297.  Neb. — ^Westinghouse  Go.  v.  Til- 
den,  56  Neb.  129,  76  N.  W.  416. 

39.  Moore  «.  Appleton,  26  Ala.  633, 
638;  Hoggan  v.  Cahoon,  26  Utah  444, 
73  Pac.  512,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  837. 

40.  Moore  v.  Appleton,  26  Ala.  633; 
Hoggan  V.  Cahoon,  26  Utah  444,  73 
Pac.   512,   99   Am.   St.   Rep.   837. 

41.  Bibb  V.  Allen,  149  U.  S.  481,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  950,  37  L.  ed.  819;  Solly  v. 
Weiss,  8  Taunt.  371,  4  B.  C.  L.  189, 
2  Moore  420,  129  Eng.  Reprint  426. 
See  the  title  "Master  and  Servant" 

42.  Bhrlich  v.  Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co., 
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88   Mo.    249. 
Counts." 


the  title   "Several 


43.  Amending  to  substitute  prin- 
cipal for  agent  as  party,  see  supra, 
11)   C. 

44.  Cirwithin  v.  Mills,  2  Marv 
(Del.)  232,  43  Atl.  151  (amendment 
allowed  at  trial  on  payment  of  cost* 
and  a  continuance  to  .adverse  party); 
McDuffie  V.  Irvine,  91  Ga.  748,  17 
S.  E.  1028,  that  a  declaration  in  the 
name  of  E.  D.,  "agent  for  the  Georgia 
Music  House,"  is  amendable  by  strik- 
ing out  the  descriptive  terms  follow- 
ing the  plaintiff's  name.  See  also 
Hearn  v.  Gower,  1  Ga.  App.  265,  57 
S.  E.  916.  See  generally  the  title 
"New  Cause  of  Action  or  Defense." 

45.  Hearn  v.  Gower,  1  Ga.  App.  265, 
57  S.   E.  916. 

46.  Messenger  v.  Northcutt,  26  Colo. 
527,  58  Pac.  1090,  a  new  cause  of 
action  is  not  thereby  set  up  and  the 
same  evidence  might  be  introduced 
under   either  pleading. 

47.  Ind.— Crowder  v.  Reed,  80  Ind.. 
1.  la. — Higbee  v.  Trumbauer,  112  Iowa 
74,  83  N.  W.  812.  Minn.— Davenport 
V.  Ladd,  38  Minn.  545,  38  N.  W,  622. 
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the  right  of  the  agent  to  maintain  the  action  in  his  own  .name.*'  An 
agent  who  is  sued  under  a  contract,  executed  on  behalf  of  his  prin- 
cipal, when  he  is  not  personally  liable  need  not  specially  plead  the 
facts  but  may  rely  on  a  general  denial  or  general  issue.**  In  an  action 
by  the  agent  for  his  compensation,  a  defense  of  gross  negligence  and 
unskillfulness  on  his  part  may  be  shown  under  the  general  issue.^" 
The  invalidity  of  the  agency  contract  as  against  public  policy  need 
not  ordinarily  be  pleaded.*^ 

Affirmative  defenses  must  be  specially  pleaded,  thus  the  defenses  that 
an  agent  was  employed  by  both  parties  to  a  transaction,"^  that  the 
agency  was  undisclosed  and  payment  under  the  contract  was  made  in 
good  faith  to  the  agent  as  principal,''  or  that  defendant  acted  only  as 
agent  in  the  contract  sued  on,"*  must  be  specially  pleaded. 

2.  Issue  of  Agent's  Authority  To  Execute  Contract.  —  a.  Gen- 
erally.—  In  an  action  against  the  principal,  a  plea  of  the  general  issue 
or  general  denial  will  raise  the  question  of  the  agent's  authority  to 
execute  the  contract  sued  on."" 

b.  Denial  Under  Oath  Where  Written  Instrument  Sued  on.  —  Under 
statutes  requiring  a  verified  denial  of  written  instruments  set  out  in 
the  pleadings,"®  the  authority  of  the  agent  to  execute  a  written  con- 
tract purporting  to  be  made  by  him  and  properly  pleaded,  must  be 
denied  under  oath."'    This  rule  has  been  applied  where  the  contract 


48.  Nabors  v.  Shippey,  15  Ala.  293. 

49.  Ind. — See  Pitman  v.  Kintner,  5 
Blackf.  250,  33  Am.  I>ec.  469.  Minm. 
Scone  V.  Amoa,  38  Minn.  79,  35  N.  W. 
575.  Mo. — See  Turner  v.  Thomas,  10 
Mo.  App.  338.  N.  Y. — Merritt  v. 
Briggs,  57  N.   T.   651. 

50.  Harvey  v.  Cook,  24  111.  App. 
134. 

51.  Oscanvan  v.  Winchester  Repeat- 
ing Arms  Co.,  103  U.  S.  261,  26  L. 
ed.  539;  Pape  v.  standard  Oil  Co.,  5 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  252.  See  the 
title   "Illegality,  How  Pleaded." 

52.  Minn. — MacFee  v.  Horan,  40 
Minn.  30,  41  N.  W.  239.  Mo.— Eeese 
V.  Garth,  36  Mo.  App.  641.  Mont. 
Childs  V.  Ptomey,  17  Mont.  502,  43 
Pac.  714.  Neb. — Quick  v.  Sac'hsse',  31 
Neb.  312,  47  N.  "W.  935.  N.  Y.— Smith 
V.  Soosen,  24  Miso.  706,  53  N.  Y.  Supp. 
806;  Bonwell  v.  Auld,  9  Misc.  65,  29 
N.  Y.  'Supp.  15,  59  N.  Y.  St.  679.  Tex. 
Tres  Palacios  Eiee  &  Irr.  Co.  v.  Eid- 
man,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  542,  93  S.  W. 
698;  Rail  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  3  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  557,  22  S.  W.  865. 

53.  Hutchinson  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Henry, 
44  Mo.  App.   263. 

54.  Ala. — ^Dr,ake  v.  Flewellen  &  Co., 
33  Ala.  106;  Harwood's  Exrs.  v.  Humes, 
9  Ala.  659.  Ky.— Martin  v.  Kennedy, 
28  Ky.  L.  Rep.  966,  90  S.  W.  975.    N.  T. 

M 


White   V.    Skinner,    13    Johns.    307,    7 
Am.   Dec.   381. 

55.  La. — Barriere  &  Co.  v.  Fortier, 
23  La.  Ann.  274.  Mo. — Swearingen  v. 
Knox,  10  Mo.  32;  Wahrendorff  v. 
Whitaker,  1  Mo.  205.  N.  Y.— See 
Finkelstein  v.  Waldo,  21  Misc.  460,  47 
N.  Y.  Supp.  590,  holding  that  it  may 
be  shown  under  the  general  issue  that 
the  alleged  agent  was  an  independent 
contractor. 

[a]  Averment  of  want  of  authority- 
is  not  new  matter.  Helena  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Roeky  Mountain  Tel.  Co.,  20  Mont. 
379,  51  Pae.  829,  63  Am.  St.  Rep. 
628. 

[b]  Proof  of  revocation  of  author- 
ity of  agemt  may  be  introduced  under 
a  general  denial  and  need  not  be 
specially  pleaded.  Hier  v.  Grant,  47 
N.  Y.  278. 

56.  See  7  Standard  Peoc.  57. 

57.  Ala.— Mobile  &  M.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Gilmer,  85  Ala.  422,  5  So.  138;  Oxford 
Iron  Co.  V.  Spradley,  46  Ala.  98;  Bryan 
V.  Wilson,  27  Ala.  208.  Colo. — Lee  v. 
Grimes,  4  Colo.  185;  Barrett  Min.  Co. 
V.  Tappan,  2  Colo.  124.  Ga. — Haber- 
sham V.  Lehman,  63  6a.  380.  lU. 
Schuyler  County  v.  Missouri  Bridge  & 
Iron  Co.,  "SSff  HI.  348,  100  N.  E.  239; 
Goodrich  v.  Reynolds,  Wilder  &  Co., 
31  HI.  490,  83  Am.  Dee.  240;  Mclnfire 
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is  alleged  to  have  been  executed  by  defendant  through  his  agent, 
though  the  instrument  does  not  purport  on  its  face  to  have  been  so 
executed.^*  A  denial  properly  verified  under  such  statutes  puts  in 
issue  not  only  the  signatures  of  the  agents  but  their  authority  in  the 
premises.^^ 

3.  Cross-Bill  or  Cross-Complaint,'"'  —  In  a  suit  against  him  for  an 
accounting,  an  agent  may  cross-complain  for  the  agreed  compensation."^ 

C.  Pleading  Ratification.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  ratification 
of  an  act  of  an  agent  need  not  be  specially  pleaded,"^  so  a  reply 
setting  up  ratification  constitutes  no  departure  from  a  cause  of  action 
against  a  principal  on  an  act  done  by  an  agent/^  and  allegations  in 
an  answer  that  plaintiff  did  not  ratify  certain  epnduct  of  his  agent, 
state  no  new  matter  calling  for  denial  by  replication  but  only  traverse 
the  general  allegation  of  the  complaint  of  due  execution  by  the  plain- 
tiff. °*  Where  the  facts  stated  make  an  averment  of  ratification  neces- 
sary, it  may  be  alleged  in  terms  without  stating  the  facts  as  to  the 
ratification."^ 

IV.  TRIAL. —^  A.  Variance.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  variance 
are  applied  in  actions  involving  principal  and  agent.""     Where  the 


V.  Preston,  10  111.  48,  48  Am.  Bee. 
321;  Delahay  v.  Clement,  3  111.  575. 
Ind. — Denny  v.  North  Western  Chris- 
tian University,  16  Ind.  220;  Nimmon 
V.  Worthington,  1  Ind.  376,  Smith  226. 
la. — Clark  V.  Des  Moines,  19  Iowa 
199,  87  Am.  Dec.  423.  La. — See  Bayly 
V.  Givens,  29  La.  Ann.  546.  Miss. 
Cook  V.  Martin,  5  Smed.  &  M.  379; 
Ellis's  Admr.  v.  Planters'  Bank,  7  How. 
235.  Mo. — Patrick  v.  BoonvDle  Gaa 
Light  Co.,  17  Mo.  App.  462.  Tex. 
Brashear  v.  Martin,  25  Tex.  202;  Hern- 
idon  V.  Ennis,  18  Tex.  410;  Eeid  v. 
Eeid,  11  Tex.   585. 

[a]  Rule  applies  to  executois  and 
admiiiistrators,  and  the  authority  of 
the  agent  of  a  deceased  principal  can 
only  be  raised  by  a  sworn  plea  as  re- 
quired by  statute.  Ellis's  Admr.  v. 
Planters'   Bank,   7   How.    (Miss.)    235. 

58.  Alabama  Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Brain- 
ard,  35  ATa.  476. 

59.  Central  v.  Brown,  2  Colo.  703. 

60.  See  the  titles  "CtosSnBill;" 
' '  Cross-Complaint. ' ' 

61.  la. — Clark  -c.  Lee,  21  Iowa  274. 
N.  J. — Hutchinson  v.  Van  Voorhis,  54 
N.  J.  Eq.  439,  35  Atl.  371.  Vt. 
Sowles  V.  Hall,  73  Vt.  55,  50  Atl.  550. 

62.  Cal. — Blood  v.  La  Serena  Land, 
etc.  Co.,  113  Cal.  221,  41  Pac.  1017, 
45  Pae.  252;  Goetz  v.  Goldbaum,  103 
Cal.  xvii,  37  Pac.  646.  Colo. — Hoosac 
Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Donat,  10  Colo. 
529,  16  Pac.  157;  Smyth  v.  Lynch,  7 
Colo.   App.   383,   43   Pac.   670.     Conn. 
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Plumb  V.  Curtis,  66  Conn.  154,  33  Atl. 
998.  la. — Higbee  v.  Trumbauer,  112 
Iowa  74,  83  N.  W.  812;  Smith  v.  Des 
Moines  Nat.  Bank,  107  Iowa  620,  78 
N.  W.  238;  Long  v.  Qsborn,  91  Iowa 
160',  59  N.  W.  14.  Kan.— Aultman 
Thrashing  &  Engine  Co.  v.  Knoll,  71 
Kan.  109,  79  Pao.  1074.  Mo.— Me- 
Lachlin  v.  Barker,  64  Mo.  App.  511. 
Neb. — Johnston  f.  Milwaukee  &  W. 
Inv.  Co.,  49  Neb.  68,  68_  N.  W.  383 
(evidence  of  ratification  admissible 
under  general  denial);  Bigler  v.  Baker 
40  Neb.  325,  58  N.  W.  1026,  24  L.  E. 
A.  255.  N.  y.— Hoyt  v.  Thompson's 
Exr.,  19  N.  Y.  207;  Merritt  v.  Bissell, 
84  Hun  194,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  559. 
Wis. — Hubbard  v.  Williamstown,  61 
Wis.   397,  400,   21  N.   W.   295. 

63.  McLachlin  v.  Barker,  64  Mo. 
App.  511.  See  generally  the  title  "De- 
parture." 

64.  Hoosac  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v. 
Donat,  10  Colo.  529,  16  Pac.  157. 

65.  Harding  v.  Parshall,  56  111. 
219. 

66.  See  the  title  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

[a]  For  examples  of  material  vari- 
ance, see  the  following  eases:  B.  C. 
Hamburg-Bremen  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Lewis,  4  App.  Gas.  66.  Mass. — Parsons 
i;.  Phelan,  134  Mass.  109.  Mich.- Pepp- 
ier v:  Eatz,  38  Mich.  96.  N.  Y.- Leland 
V.  Crane,  1  Wend.  490. 

[b]  Immaterial  variance,  see  the 
following:   Cal. — Sommer  v.   Smith,  90 
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contract  is  directly  charged  as  that  of  the  principal,  evidence  that 
it  was  made  by  a  duly  authorized  agent  does  not  constitute  variance.^' 
Thus  an  allegation  of  payment  in  an  answer  is  supported  by  proof 
of  payment  to  an  agent,^*  and  an  allegation  of  notice  to  a  party,  by 
proof  of  notice  to  an  authorized  agent.^^  However,  an  allegation  that 
a  contract  was  made  by  the  defendant  through  an  agent  is  not  sus- 
tained by  proof  of  a  contract  in  person  by  the  defendant.'"  An  al- 
legation that  a  contract  was  made  by  the  defendant  is  not  sustained 
by  proof  of  a  contract  showing  on  its  face  that  defendant  was  the 
mere  agent  of  another  in  its  execution.''^ 

In  tort  actions,  where  an  injury  is  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the 
principal,  it  is  supported  by  evidence  that  the  act  was  done  by  the 
agent.'^ 

B.  Pkovince  op  Judge  and  Jury.  —  1.  Generally.  —  The  general 
rules  as  to  what  questions  are  for  the  court  and  what  are  for  the 
jury,"  apply  to  actions  affecting  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent. 
Thus  where  there  is  a  conflict  of  the  evidence,'*  or,  there  being  no 


Cal.  260,  27  Pac.  208.  Kan. — Davis 
V.  Lawreace,  52  Kan.  383,  34  Pae. 
1051.  Mass. — ^Durgin  v.  Somers,  117 
Mass.  55.  Mo. — Clydesdale  Horse  Co. 
V.  Bennett,  52  Mo.  App.  333.  N.  Y. 
Poirer  v.  Fisher,  8  Basw.  258. 

67.  Ala.— Powell  v.  Wade,  109  Ala. 
95,  19  So.  500,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  915. 
Cal. — Bibb  v.  Bancroft,  81  Cal.  xix,  22 
Pae.  484.  HI. — Meers  v.  Stevens,  106 
111.  549.  Ind. — Fraser  v.  Spofford,  5 
Blackf.  207.  la. — Poole  v.  Hintrager, 
60  Iowa  180,  14  N.  W.  223.  Mich. 
Mink  V.  Morrison,  42  Mieh.  567,  4  N. 
W.  302,  action  on  account  stated  is 
supported  by  evidence  that  the  ac- 
count was  stated  either  with  the  de- 
fendant or  with  an  authorized  agent. 
Minn. — Weide  v.  Porter,  22  Minn.  429. 
Mo. — Slevin  v.  Eeppy,  46  Mo.  606; 
Clydesdale  Horse  Co..  v.  Bennett  & 
Son,  52  Mo.  App.  333.  Mont.— Helena 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Eocky  Mountain  Tel. 
Co.,  20  Mont.  379,  51  Pac.  829,  63 
Am.  St.  Eep.  628.  N.  Y. — Moore  v. 
McClure,  8  Hun  557.  Eng. — Mortimer 
V.  McCallan,  6  M.  &  W.  58,  9  L.  J. 
Ex.  73,  4  Jur.  172;  Gladwell  v.  Steg- 
gall,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  733,  8  Scott  60, 
35  E.  C.  L.  391,  8  L.  J.  C.  P.  361, 
132  Eng.  Eeprint  1283. 

[a]  Rule  the  Same  in  Equity. 
Meers  v.  Stevens,  106  111.  549. 

68.  Wolcott  V.  Smith,  15  Gray 
(Mass.)    537. 

69.  Colo. — McDermott  v.  Grimm,  4 
Colo.  App.  39,  34  Pae.  909.  Minn. 
Marshall  ».  Gilman,  52  Minn.  88,  53 
N.  W.  811.  S.  C— Black  v.  Childs,  14 
S.    C.    312. 


70.  Bigler  v.  Baker,  40  Neb.  325, 
58  N.  W.  1026,  24  L.  E.  A.  255. 

71.  Smelser  v.  Wayne,  etc.  Turn- 
pike Co.,  82  Ind.  417;  Lawton  v.  Swi- 
hart,  10  Ind.  562. 

72.  Hamilton  v.  Eich  Hill  Coal  Min. 
Co.,  108  Mo.  364,  18  S.  W.  977;  Draper 
V.  Fitzgerald,  30  Mo.  App.  518; 
Brucker  v.  Fremont,  6  T.  E.  659,  101 
Eng.  Eeprint  758. 

73.  See  the  title  "Province  Of 
Judge  and   Jury." 

74.  U.  S.— StoU  V.  Loving,  112  Fed. 
885,  50  C.  C.  A.  576.  Ala.— Mont- 
gomery Bank  v.  Plannett's  Admr.,  37 
Ala.  222.  Ark. — Doss  v.  Long  Prairie 
Levee  Dist.,  96  Ark.  451,  132  S.  W. 
443.  ^  Ga. — Cave  v.  Lougee,  134  Ga. 
135,  67  S.  E.  667;  Jackson  v.  Gallagher, 
128  Ga.  321,  57  S.  E.  750;  Pyle  v. 
Booz,  10  Ga,  App.  760,  73  S.  E.  1085. 
Mass. — Kinsman  v.  Kershaw,  119  Mass. 
140.  Mich. — Lesher  v.  Loudon,  85 
Mich.  52,  48  N.  W.  278;  Saginaw,  T. 
&  H.  R.  Go.  V.  Chappell,  56  Mich.  190, 
22  N.  W.  278.  Mo.— Smith  v.  Stokes, 
76  Mo.  178.  N.  J.— Sandford  v.  Miller, 
80  N.  J.  L.  411,  78  Atl.  177.  N.  Y. 
Isaaesen  v.  Andrews,  64  App.  Div.  408, 
72  N.  Y.  Supp.  177;  Bostwick  v.  Mutual 
Redemption  Bank,  25  How.  Pr.  314. 
N.  C— Latham  v.  Field,  163  N.  C.  356, 
79  S.  E.  865;  Sneed  v.  Smith,  61  N.  C. 
595.  N".  D. — Morris  v.  Bradley,  20  N. 
D.  646,  128  N.  W.  118.  Pa.— Bergner 
V.  Thompson,  74  Pa.  168.  S.  D.— Sher- 
man V.  Port  Huron  Engine,  etc.  Co., 
13  S.  D.  95,  82  N.  W.  413.  Tex. 
Campbell  v.  Crowley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
56  S,  W.  373. 
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conflict  in  the  evidence,  if  different  conclusions  may  reasonaoly  be 
drawn  from  the  evidence,''^  the  question  is  for  the  jury.  On  the  other 
hand  if  there  is  no  conflict  in  the  evidence  and  but  one  conclusion  can 
be  reasonably  drawn  therefrom,  the  matter  is  for  the  court.'^ 

2.  Existence  of  Agency.  —  The  existence  of  the  relationship  of 
principal  and  agent  between  two  parties  is  usually  one  of  fact  for 
the  jury's  determination,  subject  to  appropriate  instructions.'^'    Where, 


75.  Mich.  —  Fontaine  Crossing  & 
Electrical  Co.  v.  Rauoh,  117  Mich.  fOl, 

75  N.  W.  1063.  Neh. — Thomson  v. 
Shelton,  49  Neb.  644,  68  N.  W.  1055; 
Soufhern  Pine  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Fries,  1 
Neb.  (Unof.)  691,  96  N.  W.  71.  N.  Y. 
Leinkauf  v.  Lombard,  Ayres  &  Co., 
12  App.  Div.  302,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  391, 

76  N.  Y.  St.  391.  Ore.— Connell  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin, 28  Ore.  230,  42  Pac.  218. 
S.  D.— Eeid  v.  Kellogg,  8  S.  D.  596,  67 
N.  W.  687;  South  Bend  Toy  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Dakota  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  3  8.  D. 
205,  52  N.  W.  866.  Wis.— Parr  v. 
Northern  Electrical  Mfg.  Co.,  117  Wis. 
278,  93  N.  W.  1099. 

76.  Ala. — McClung's  Exra.  v.  Spots- 
wood,  19  Ala.  165.  Oolo. — Lester  v. 
Snyder,  12  Colo.  App.  351,  55  Pac.  613. 
111. — Halladay  v.  Underwood,  90  111. 
App.  130;  St.  Louis  Southwestern  E. 
Co.  V.  Elgin  Condensed  Milk  Co.,  74 
111.  App.  619.  Ind.— Michigan  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  44  Ind.  App. 
180,  86  N.  E.  503.  Ky. — German  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Goodfriend,  30  Ky.  L.  Rep.  218, 
«7  S.  W.  1098;  Hoskins  v.  Morton, 
25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1089,  77  S.  W.  195. 
Iia. — Mouton  V.  Thibodeaux,  16  La. 
131.  Blich.— Ripley  v.  Case,  86  Mich. 
261,  49  N.  W.  46.  Minn.— State  v. 
Fellows,  98  Minn.  179,  107  N.  W.  542, 
108  N.  W.  825;  Tarbox  v.  Cruzen,  68 
Minn.  44,  70  N.  W.  860.  Miss.— Hol- 
comb  V.  McCutchen,  30  So.  754.  N.  J. 
Eyle  V.  Manchester  Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn., 
74  N.  J.  L.  840,  67  Atl.  87;  Belcher 
17.  Manchester  Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn.,  74 
N.  J.  L.  833,  67  Atl.  399.  N.  Y. 
Franklin  Bank  Note  Co.  v.  Mackey, 
158  N.  Y.  140,  52  N.  E.  737;  Clafliu 
V.  Lenheim,  66  N.  Y.  301;  Leinkauf 
V.  Lombard,  Ayres  &  Co.,  12  App.  Div. 
302,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  391,  76  N.  Y. 
St.  391.  N.  C— Covington  v.  New- 
berger,  99  N.  C.  523,  6  S.  E.  205.  Ore. 
Simonds  v.  Wrightman,  36  Ore.  120, 
58  Pac.  1100.  Pa.— Elliott  v.  Wana- 
HLaker,  155  Pa.  67,  25  Atl.  826;  Fee 
V.  Adams  Express  Co.,  38  Pa.  Super. 
83;  Langenheim  v.  Anschutz-Brad- 
(berry  Co.,  2    Pa.    Super.    885.      Tenn. 
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Wilcox  V.  Hines,  100  Tenn.  524,  43 
S.  W.  781,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  761.  Vtaii. 
McCornick  v.  Queen  of  Sheba  Gold 
Min.  &  Mill.  Co.,  23  Utah  71,  63  Pac. 
820.  Can. — Dominion  Coal  Co.  v.  Kings- 
well  Steamship  Co.,  33  Nova  Scotia 
499. 

77.  XX.  S. — Quinlan  &  Co.  v.  Hol- 
brook,  162  Fed.  272,  89  C.  C.  A.  252; 
New  England  Mtg.  Security  Co.  v.  Gay, 
33  Fed.  636.  Ala.— Merchants '  Bank 
1!.  Acme  Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.,  170  Ala. 
443,  54  So.  58;  Mobile,  J.  &  K.  C.  E. 
Co.  V.  Odom,  169  Ala.  507,  53  So. 
765;  South  &  North  Alabama  E.  R. 
Co.  V.  Henlein,  52  Ala.  606,  23  Am. 
Eep.  578.  Ark. — Short  &  Co.  v.  John- 
son, 89  Ark.  279,  116  S.  W.  658;  Vahl- 
berg  V.  Keaton,  51  Ark.  534,  11  S.  W. 
878,  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  73,  4  L.  R.  A. 
462.  Colo. — Schoelkopf  v.  Leonard,  8 
Colo.  159,  6  Pae.  209.  Conn.— Bloeh 
V.  De  Lucia,  80  Conn.  716,  66  Atl. 
769.  Del. — State  v.  Foster,  1  Penne. 
289,  40  Atl.  939.  Ga.— Terry  v.  Inter- 
national Cotton  Co.,  138  Ga.  656,  75 
S.  E.  1044;  Palmour  v.  Roper,  119  Ga. 
10,  45  S.  E.  790;  Whitman  v.  Boiling, 
47  Ga.  125.  Haw. — Eobinson  v.  Sreso- 
vich,  5  Hawaii  618.  Idaho. — Morgan 
V.  Neal,  7  Idaho  629,  65  Pac.  66,  97 
Am.  St.  Eep.  264.  111.— Preet  v.  Amer- 
ican Electrical  Supply  Co.,  257  111.  248, 
100  N.  E.  933;  Haukinson  v.  Lombard, 
25  111.  572,  79  Am.  Dec.  348;  Lyons 
V.  Hammond  El.  Co.,  139  111.  App.  495. 
Ind. — Indiana  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hartwell,  100 
Ind.  566;  Barton  v.  Barton,  52  Ind. 
App.  537,  100  N.  E.  870;  American 
Car  &  F.  Co.  v.  Smock,  48  Ind.  App. 
359,  91  N.  E.  749,  93  N.  E.  78.  la. 
Hoger  V.  Hart,  159  Iowa  234,  140 
N.  W.  356;  Moyers  v.  Fogarty,  140 
Iowa  701,  119  N.  W.  159;  Hughbanks 
V.  Boston  Inv.  Co.,  92  Iowa  267,  60 
N.  W.  640.  Kan. — Schick  v.  Warren 
Mtg.  Co.,  82  Kan.  90,  107  Pac.  536. 
Ky.— Loughbridge  v.  Ball,  118  S.  W. 
321.  Me.— Copeland  v.  Hall,  29  Me.  93. 
Md. — Darrin  v.  Whittingham,  107  Md. 
46,  68  Atl.  269;  Fifer  v.  Clearffeld  &■ 
C.  Coal  &  Cok?  Co.,  103  Md.  1,  62  Atl, 
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however,  the  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  a  finding  of  the 
relation  the  matter  should  not  be  left  to  the  jury."  Whether  the  acts 
of  the  parties  and  circumstances  of  the  transaction  create  an  agency 
by  estoppel  is  generally  for  the  jury.''" 


1122;  Morrison  v.  Whiteside,  17  Md. 
452,  79  Am.  Dee.  661.  Mass. — Whit- 
tier  V.  Child,  174  Mass.  36,  54  N.  E. 
344;  Ayer  v. 'E.  W.  Bell  Mfg.  Co.,  147 
Maas.  46,  16  N.  E.  754;  Lovell  v.  Wil- 
liams, 125  Mass.  439.  IVIich. — Eeel- 
man  v.  Grosfend,  140  Mich.  681,  104 
JSr.  W.  331;  Mail  &  Exp.  Co.  v.  Wood, 
140  Mich.  505,  103  N.  W.  864;  Wilhelm 
V.  Voss,  118  Mich.  106,  76  N.  W.  308. 
Minn. — Bartleson  v.  VanderhofE,  96 
Minn.  184,  104  N.  W.  820;  Jensen  v. 
Weide,  42  Minn.  59,  43  N.  W.  688. 
Mo. — ^Berkson  v.  Kansas  City  Cable  By. 
Co.,  144  Mo.  211,  45  S.  W.  1119;  Black 
Eiver  Lumber  Co.  v.  Warner,  93  Mo. 
374,  6  S.  W.  210;  Handlan-Buck  Mfg. 
Co.  •;;.  State  Electrical  Co.,  184  Mo. 
App.  247,  168  S.  W.  785.  Neb.— Crilly 
V.  Euyle,  87  Neb.  367,  127  N.  W.  251; 
New  England  Mtg.  Sec.  Co.  v.  Addison, 
15  Neb.  335,  18  N.  W;  76;  Southern 
Pine  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Fries,  1  Neb.  (Unof.) 
691,  96  N.  W.  71.  If.  J.— Manchester 
Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn.  v.  Allee,  81  N.  J. 
L.  605,  80  Atl.  466;  Scull  v.  Skillton, 
70  N.  J.  L.  792,  59  Atl.  457;  Columbia 
Delaware  Bridge  Co.  v.  Geisse,  38  N. 
J.  L.  39,  affirmed,  38  N.  J.  L.  580. 
N.  Y. — Greenwood  v.  Shumacker,  82 
N.  Y.  614;  Delafield  v.  J.  K.  Armsby 
Co.,  99  App.  Div.  622,  90  N.  Y.  Supp. 
998;  Leinkauf  v.  Lombard,  Ayres  & 
Co.,  12  App.  Div.  302,  42  N.  Y.  Supp. 
391,  76  N.  Y.  St.  391.  N.  D.— First 
Nat.  Bank  of  Knox  v.  Bakken,  17  N. 
D.  224,  116  N.  W.  92.  Okla.— Iowa 
Dairy  Separator  Co.  v.  Sanders,  40 
Okla.  656,  140  Pac.  406;  Yukon  Mills 
&  G.  Co.  V.  Imperial  Eoller  Mills  Co., 
34  Okla.  817,  127  Pac.  422;  Midland 
Sav.  &  Loan  Co.  v.  Sutton,  30  Okla. 
448,  120  Pac.  1007.  Ore.— Neppaeh  v. 
Oregon  &  C.  E.  Co.,  46  Ore.  374,  80 
Pac.  482;  Connell  v.  McLoughlin,  28 
Ore.  230,  42  Pac.  218;  Glenn  v.  Sav- 
age, 14  Ore.  567,  13  Pac.  442.  Pa. 
Carter  v.  Moss,  210  Pa.  612,  60  Atl. 
310;  East  Birmingham  Farmers',  etc. 
Bank  v.  Pittsburg  Third  Nat.  Bank, 
165  Pa.  500,  30  Atl.  1008;  Union  Ee- 
fining  &  Storing  Co.  v.  Bushuell,  88 
Pa.  89.  S.  C. — Dickert  v.  Farmers' 
Mut.  Assur.  Assn.,  52  S.  C.  412,  29 
S.  E.  786;  Campbell  v.  Chiles,  2  Mill 
Const.    251.     Tenn. — Wilcox   v.    Hines, 


100  Tenn.  524,  45  S.  W.  781,  66  Am. 
St.  Eep.  761.  Tex. — Bradstreet  Co.  v. 
Gill,  72  Tex.  115,  9  8.  W.  753,  13  Am. 
St.  Eep.  768,  2  L.  E.  A.  405;  String- 
fellow  V.  Brazelton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
142  S.  W.  937;  Ward  v.  Powell  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  127  S.  W.  851.  Utah.— Mc- 
Corni'ck  v.  Queen  of  Sheba  Gold  Min. 
&  Mill.  Co.,  23  Utah  71,  63  Pac.  820. 
Vt.'— Taplin  V.  Marcy,  81  Vt.  428,  71 
Atl.  72.  Wash.- — Moore  v.  Blackburn, 
67  Wash.  117,  120  Pac.  875;  Anderson 
V.  Globe  Nav.  Co.,  57  Wash.  502,  107 
Pac.  376;  Novelty  Mill  Co.  v.  Heinzer- 
ling,  39  Wash.  244,  81  Pac.  742.  Wis. 
Garlick  v.  Morley,  147  Wis.  397,  132 
N.  W.  601.  Eng. — Durrell'  v.  Evans, 
1  H.  &  C.  174,  7  L.  T.  N.  S.  97,-  10 
Wkly.  Eep.  665;  Johnston  v.  Sumner, 
3  H.  &  N.  261,  27  L.  J.  Ex.  341,  4 
Jur.  (N.  S.)  462,  6  Wkly.  Eep.  5'74. 
Can. — Macaulay  v.  Proctor,  2  Grant 
Ch.  (U.  C.)  390;  Waddell  v.  Gilder- 
sleeve,  16  U.  C.  C.  P.  565;  De  Blaquiere 
V.  Becker,  8  U.  C.  C.  P.  167. 

78.  Ala.— McClung's  Exrs.  v.  Spots- 
wood,  19  Ala.  165.  Colo. — Lester  v. 
Snyder,  12  Colo.  App.  351,  55  Pac. 
613.  Conn.— Griffin  v.  Kutinsky,  82 
Conn.  693,  74  Atl.  1068.  Del.— Coe  v. 
Johnson,  6  Houst.  9.  111. — St.  Louis 
Southwestern  E.  Co.  v.  Elgin  Condensed 
Milk  Co.,  74  111.  App.  619.  Md.— Na- 
tional Mechanics'  Bank  v.  National 
Bank,  36  Md.  5.  N.  Y.— Sanlord  v. 
Fountain,  49  Misc.  301,  99  N.  Y.  Supp. 
234.  Pa.— Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Chris- 
tian, 211  Pa.  534,  60  Atl.  1087;  Lamb 
V.  Irwin,  69  Pa.  436;  McElroy  v.  Glenn 
Kline   Lumb.    Co.,   37   Pa.   Super.   393. 

79.  Conn. — Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Keon,  76  Conn.  508,  57  Atl.  109.  Idaho. 
Morgan  v.  Neal,  7  Idaho  629,  65  Pac. 
66,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  264.  Mich.— Mc- 
Clure  V.  Murphey,  126  Mich.  134,  85 
N.  W.  462.  Mo.— Hackett  v.  Van 
Frank,  105  Mo.  App.  384,  79  S.  W. 
1013;  Ferneau  v.  Whitford,  39  Mo. 
App.  311.  N.  Y. — Goodwin  v.  Sommer, 
49  Misc.  552,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  960.  KT.  D. 
First  Nat.  Bank  of  Fargo  v.  Min- 
neapolis &  N.  Elev.  Co.,  11  N.  D. 
280,  91  N.  W.  436.  Pa.— Fisher  v. 
O'Donnell,  153  Pa.  619,  26  Atl.  293. 
Wis. — Par-  v.  Northern  Electrical  Mfg. 
Co.,  117  Wis.  278,  93  N.  W.  1099. 
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3.  Ratification.  —  Ratification  is  ordinarily  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury  to  determine.^"  Thus  whether  a  contract  has  been  ratified 
by 'silent  acquiescence  is  for  the  jury.*^  But  if  the  eddence  clearly 
shows  a  ratification,^^  or  there  is  no  evidence  of  ratification,^^  the 
matter  should  not  be  left  to  jury. 

4.  Scope  and  Extent  of  Agent's  Authority.  —  Whether  a  particular 
act  was  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  conferred  on  the  ageiit  is 
usually  for  the  jury,  where  the  evidence  is  conflicting  or  such  that 
different  inferences  might  reasonably  be  drawn  therefrom.^*    What  is 


80.  U.  S.— Hansen  v.  Boyd,  161  U.  S. 
'397,  16  Sup.  Ct.  571,  40  L.  ed.  746; 
Aetna  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Ladd,  135  Fed. 
636,  68  C.  C.  A.  274;  Findlay  v.  Pertz, 
74  Fed.  681,  20  C.  0.  A.  662,  43  U.  S. 
App.  383.  Ala.— Abbot  v.  May,  50  Ala. 
97;  Gimon  v.  Terrell,  38  Ala.  208.  Cal. 
Kraft  V.  "Wilson,  104  Cal.  xvn,  37  Pae. 
790.  Ga.— Burr  &  Co.  v.  Howard,  58 
Ga.  564;  Byrne  v.  Doughty,  13  Ga.  46. 
111. — Chicago  Edison  Co.  v.  Fay,  164 
HI,  323,  45  N.  E.  534.  la.— Eobinson 
V.  Chapline,  9  Iowa  91.  Me. — Bryant 
V.  Moore,  26  Me.  84,  45  Am.  Dec.  96. 
Mass. — American  Min.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Con- 
verse, 175  Mass.  449,  56  N.  E.  594. 
Mo. — Hesse  v.  Travelers'  Protective 
Assn.,  72  Mo.  App.  598;  Hance  V. 
Wabash  &  W.  Ey.  Co.,  62  Mo.  App. 
60.  Mont.— Trent  v.  Sherlock,  26  Mont. 
85,  66  Pae.  700.  N.  Y.— Stokes  v. 
Maekay,  140  N.  Y.  640,  649,  35  N.  E. 
786.  Pa. — East  Birmingham  Farmers', 
etc.  Bank  v.  Pittsburg  Third  Nat.- Bank, 
165  Pa.  500  30  Atl.  1008;  Garrett  v. 
Gonter,  42  Pa.  143.  S.  D.— Quale  v. 
Hazel,  19  S.  D.  483,  104  N.  W.  215. 
Tex.- Hill  V.  Bess  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
40  S.  W.  202;  Campbell  v.  Jenkins,  34 
S.  W.  673.  Va-^Hortons  v.  Townes,  6 
Leigh  (33  Va.)  47.  Wis. — Cooper  i: 
Schwartz,  40  Wis.  54;  ^aveland  v. 
Green,  40  Wis.  431.  Eng. — Lewis  v. 
Read,  13  M.  &  W.  834,  14  L.  J.  Ex. 
295. 

[a]  "Some  confusion  has  arisen  in 
the  minds  of  text  writers  as  to  whether 
the  question  of  ratification  is  a  ques- 
tion of  law  or  fact,  because  courts 
have  decided  in  some  instances  as  a 
matter  of  law  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  any  ratification.  But  in  that 
respect,  ratification  is  like  any  other 
fact  sought  to  be  proved.  Whether 
there  is  any  evidence  legally  suffi- 
cient tending  to  establiBh  it  must  al- 
ways be  a  question  of  law,  but 
whether  in  case  there  is  such  evidence, 
the  evidence  does  prove  it  must  alwavs 
remain    a   question    of   fact."     Bank 
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of  Commerce  v.  Bernero,  17  Mo.  App. 
313,  318. 

81.  See  Deland  v.  Dixon  Nat.  Bank, 
111  111.  323  (where  it  was  held  that 
although  silence  is  strong  evidence  of 
ratification  an  instruction  that  silence 
was  ratification  was  erroneous) ;  Iron 
City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fifth  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  47  8.  W.  533. 

82.  Wright  v.  Vineyard  M.  E. 
Church,.  72  Minn.  78,  ,74  N.  W.  1015; 
Twentieth  Century  Co.  v.  Quilling,  136 
Wis.  481,  117  N.  W.   1007. 

83.  Mich.— Eapid  Hook  &  Eye  Co.  v. 
De  Euyter,  117  Mich.  1547,  76  N.  W. 
76.  Neb. — Nebraska  Wesleyau  Univer- 
sity V.  Parker,  52  Neb.  453,  72  N.  W. 
470.  Pa. — See  Sword  v.  Eeformed  Con- 
gregation Keneseth  Israel,  29  Pa. 
Super.  626.  Tex.  —  Suderman-Dolson 
Co.  V.  Eodgers,  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  67, 
104  S.  W.  193;  Meyer  Bros.  Drug  Co. 
V.  Tucker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  34  S.  W. 
786.  Wis.— Heath  v.  Paul,  81  Wis.  532, 
51   N.    W.   876. 

84.  U.  S. — Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v. 
State  Nat.  Bank,  '10  Wall.  604,  19  L. 
ed.  1008;  Lamon  v.  Speer  Hardware 
Co.,  198  Fed.  453,  119  0.  C.  A.  1; 
I<add  V.  Aetna  Indemnity  Co.,  128 
Fed.  298.  Ala. — Birmingham  M.  E.  Co. 
■».  Tennessee  Coal,  etc.  Co.,  127  Ala. 
137  28  So.  679;  La  Fayette  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Tucker,  124  Ala.  514,  27  So.  447; 
Lytle  V.  Bank  of  Dothan,  121  Ala. 
215.  26  So.  6.  Ark.— St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Clark,  90  Ark.  504,  119 
S.  W.  825;  Brockman  Com.  &  Cold 
Storage  Co.  v.  Pound,  77  Ark.  364i  91 
S.  W.  183:  Jacobson  v.  Poindexter,  42 
Ark.  97.  Conn. — Hyman  v.  Waas,  79 
Conn.  251,  64  Atl.  354;  Hough  v.  City 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  29  Conn.  10,  76  Am. 
Dec.  581.  Del. — Gray  v.  Gray,  2  Boyee 
308,  80  Atl.  233.  D.  0.- Held  v.  Walker, 
25  App.  Oas.  486:  Norfolk  &  Wash- 
ington Steamboat  Co.  v.  Davis,  12  App. 
Cas.  306.  Pla. — Bush  Grocerv  Co.  V. 
Conely,  61  Fla.  131,  55  So.  867;  Dun- 
woody  V.  Saunders,  50  Fla.  202,  39  So. 
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usual  and  necessary  for  an  agent  to  do  in  connection  with  the  busi- 


965.  Ga. — Luckie  v.  Johnston,  89  Ga. 
321,  15  S.  E.  459;  Century  Bldg.  Co. 
V.  Lewkowitz,  1  Ga.  App.  636,  57  S.  K. 
1036.  lU.— Freet  v.  American  Elec- 
trical Supply  Co.,  257  111.  248,  100 
N.  E.  933;  Hale  Elev.  Co.  v.  Hale,  201 
111.  131,  66  N.  E.  249;  Glucose  Sugar 
Kefining  Co.  v.  Elinn,  184  111.  123,  56 
N.  E.  400.  Ind. — American  Car  &  F. 
Co.  V.  Smock,  48  Ind.  App.  359,  91  N. 
B.  749.  751,  93  N.  E.  78;  Grand  Eapida 
&  I.  E.  Co.  V.  King,  41  Ind.  App. 
701,  83  N.  E.  778.  la.— Anderson  v. 
Patten.  157  Iowa  23,  137  N.  W.  1050: 
Sieventsen  v.  Paxton-Eikman  Chemical 
Co..  133  N.  W.  744;  De  Leval  Separator 
Go.  V.  Sharpless,  142  Iowa  60,  120  N. 
W.  657.  Kan.— Cain  Bros.  Co.  v.  Wal- 
lace, 46  Kan.  138,  26  P,ao.  445.  Ky. 
Baakett  v.  Ohio  Val.  Banking,  etc.  Co., 
125  S.  W.  1066;  Baldwin  v.  Tucker,  112 
Ky.  282,  65  S.  W.  841,  57'  L.  B.  A. 
451;  Barker  Cedar  Co.  v.  Eoberts,  23 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1345,  65  S.  W.  123.  Me. 
Davies  v.  Eastern  Steamboat  Co.,  94 
Me.  379,  47  Atl.  896,  53  L.  E.  A.  239. 
Md. — Brager  v.  Levy,  122  Md.  554,  90 
Atl.  102;  Goodman  v.  Saperstein,  115 
Md.  678,  81  Atl.  695;  Groscup  v. 
Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  Atl.  930. 
Mass. — Hawks  v.  Davis,  185  Mass.  119, 
69  N.  E.  1072;  Heath  v.  New  Bedford 
Safe  Deposit  &  Tr.  Co.,  184  Mass.  481, 
69  N.  E.  215;  Baker  v.  Tibbetts,  162 
Mass.  468,  39  N.  E.  350."  Mlch.-^Pet- 
tinger  v.  Alpena  Cedar  Co.,  175  Mich. 
162,  141  N.  W.  535;  Ederer  v.  Cav- 
anaugh,  173  Mich.  663,  139  N.  W.  1025; 
Superior  Drill  Co.  v.  Carpenter,  150 
Mich.  262,  114  N.  W.  67;  Clark  v.  Dill- 
man,  108  Mich.  625,  66  IST.  W.  570. 
Minn. — Sinclair  v.  Investors'  Syndicate, 
125  Minn.  311,  146  N.  W.  1109.  Miss. 
Wilkins  v.  Commercial  Bank,  6  How. 
217.  Mo.— Corder  v.  O'Neill,  176  Mo. 
401,  75  8.  W.  764;  State  Bank  of  St. 
Louis  V.  Frame,  112  Mo.  502,  20  S.  W. 
620;  Wade  v.  Boone,  184  Mo.  App.  88, 
168  S.  W.  360.  ITeb.— Walker  v.  Sale, 
92  Neb.  829,  139  N.  W.  658;  New  Or- 
leans Coffee  Co.  v.  Cady,  69  Neb.  412, 
95  N.  W.  1017;  Walsh  v.  Peterson,  59 
Neb.  645,  81  N.  W.  853.  N".  H.— Great 
Falls  Co.  V.  Worster,  15  N.  H.  412. 
N.  J. — Eodman  v.  Weinberger,  81  N.  J. 
L.  441,  79  Atl.  338;  Dierkes  v.  Haux- 
hurst  Land  Co.,  80  N.  J.  L.  369,  79 
Atl.  361,  34  L.  ^  A.  (N.  S.)  693; 
Crossley  v.  Kenney,  71  N.  J.  L.  124, 
58  Atl.  395.    N.  Y. — Mott  v.  Consumers ' 


Ice  Co.,  73  N.  Y.  543;  Lilienthal  v. 
German  American  Brewing  Co.,  121 
App.  Div.  628,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  402; 
JVLcCrea  v.  McClenahan,  114  App.  Div. 
70,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  689,  37  Civ.  Proo. 
195.  N.  0. — Lovick  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  E.  Co.,  129  N.  C.  427,  40  S.  E. 
191.  N.  D.— First  Nat.  Bank  of  Fargo 
V.  Minneapolis  &'N.  Elev.  Co.,  11  N.  D. 
280,  91  N.  W.  436.  Ohio.— Oliver  v. 
Sterling,  20  Ohio  St.  391.  Okla.— Hor- 
ton  V.  Early,  39  Okla.  99,  134  Pac. 
436,  Ann.  Caa.  1915D,  825,  47  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  314;  Wrought  Iron  Eange 
Co.  V.  Leach,  32  Okla.  706,  123  Pac. 
419;  Allen  v.  KeHyon,  30  Okla.  536, 
119  Pac.  960;  Midland  Sav.  &  La,an 
Co.  V.  Sutton,  30  Okla.  448,  120  Pac. 
1007;  Port  Huron  Eng.  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Ball,  30  Okla.  11,  118  Pac.  393.  Ore. 
Eoane  v.  Union  Pac.  Life  Ina.  Co.,  67 
Ore.  264,  135  Pac.  892;  Leonard  v. 
Howard,  67  Ore.  203,  135  Pac.  549; 
Mahon  v.  Eankin,  54  Ore.  328,  102  Pac. 
608,  103  Pac.  53;  Neppach  v.  Oregon 
&  C.  E.  Co.,  4B  Ore.  374,  80  Pac.  482; 
Glenn  v.  Savage,  14  Ore.  567,  13  Pac. 
442.  Pa. — American  Car  &  Foundry 
Co.  V.  Alexandria  Water  Co.,  218  Pa. 
542,  67  Atl.  861;  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Christian,  211  Pa.  534,  60  Atl.  1087; 
Lininger  v.  Latahaw,  169  Pa.  398,  32 
Atl.  440;  Louehheim  v.  Davies,  148 
Pa.  499,  24  Atl.  72;  Union  Eefining 
&  S.  Co.  V.  Buahnell,  88  Pa.  89.  S.  C. 
Blowers  v.  Southern  Ey.,  74  S.  C.  221, 
54  S.  E.  368.  S.  D.— Eeid  v.  Kellogg, 
8  S.  D.  596,  67  N.  W.  687;  McLaugh- 
lin V.  Wheeler,  1  S.  D:  497,  47  N.  W. 
816.  Tex.— Ft.  Worth,  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Caruthers  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  157  S.  W. 
238;  Wall  V.  Lubbock,  52  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  405,  118  S.  W.  886;  International 
Harvester  Co.  v.  Campbell,  43  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  421,  96  S.  W.  93;  Majors 
V.  Goodrich  ^Tex.  Civ.  App.),  54  S.  W. 
919;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  White 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  32  S,  W.  322.  Vt. 
Keyes  &  Co.  v.  Union  Pac.  Tea  Co., 
81  Vt.  420,  71  Atl.  201;  Eiley  v. 
Wheeler,  42  Vt.  528.  Wash.— Lemcke 
V.  Funk  &  Co.,  78  Wash.  460,  139  Pao. 
234,  Ann.  Caa.  1915D,  23;  Brace  v. 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  63  Waah.  417, 
115  Pac.  841,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1135;  Galbraith  v.  Weber,  58  Wash. 
132,  107  Pac.  1050,  28  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
341;  Campbell  v.  Order  of  Washing- 
ton, 53  Wash.'  398,  102  Pac.  410;  Har- 
vey V.  Sparks  Bros.,  45   Wash.  578,  88 
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ness  in  question,  is  generally  for  the  jury.*^  But  where  the  evidence 
as  to  extent  of  authority  is  clear  and  undisputed  and  but  one  con- 
clusion can  be  reasonably  drawn  therefrom,  the  matter  is  one  for  the 
court.*° 

Where  the  authority  is  conferred  hy  a  written  instrument,  the  extent  there- 
of is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court,"  but  if  the  authority  rests  partly 


Pac.  1108.  Wis. — Stumm  v.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  140  Wis.  528,  122  N.  W. 
1032;  Domasek  v.  Kluct,  113  Wis.  336, 
89  N.  W.  139;  McDermott  v.  Jack- 
son, 97  Wis.  64,  72  N.  W.  375.  Can. 
De  Blaquiere  v.  Becker,  8  U.  C.  C.  P. 
167;  Patterson  v.  J'uller,  32  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  240;  Workman  v.  McEnstry,  21 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  623. 

[a]  Whether  necessities  of  case 
gave  agent  implied  authority  to  act 
is  one  for  the  jury.  Baines  v.  Coos 
Bay  Nav.  Co.,  45  Ore.  307,  77  Pae. 
400. 

[b]  Whether  agency  general  or 
special  for  the  jury.  Dickinson  Coun- 
ty V.  Mississippi  Valley  Ins.  Co.,  41 
Iowa  286;  Lough  v.  John  Davis  &  Co., 
35  Wash.  449,  77  Pac.  732. 

85.  XT.  S.— Hartford  &  N.  Y.  Transp. 
Co.  V.  Plymer,  120  Fed.  624,  57  C.  C. 
A.  288.  Ala. — Herring  v.  Skaggs,  62 
Ala.  180,  34  Am.  Eep.  4.  Ark.— Keith 
V.  Herschherg  Optical  Co.,  48  Ark.  138, 
2  8.  W.  777.  Mich. — Austrian  v. 
Springer,  94  Mich.  343,  54  N.  W.  50, 
34  Am.  St.  Eep.  350.  Mo.— St.  Louis 
Gunning  Adv.  Co.  v.  Wanamaker,  115 
Mo.  App.  270,  90  S.  W.  737;  Hayner 
&  Co.  V.  Churchill,  29  Mo.  App.  676. 
Va. — Eeese  v.  Bates,  94  Va.  321,  26 
S.  E.  865.  Wis.-— Pickert  v.  Marston, 
68  Wis.  465,  32  N.  W.  550,  60  Am. 
Eep.   876. 

86.  Ala. — Witcher  v.  Brewer,  49  Ala. 
119.  Ga. — Langaton  v.  Postal  Tel.- 
Cable  Co.,  6  Ga.  App.  833,  65  S.  E. 
1094.  Idaho. — Wilson  v.  Vogeler,  10 
Idaho  599,  79  Pac.  508.  111.— Doggett 
V.  Greene,  254  111.  134,  98  N.  E.  219, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  1166;  Illinois  Mould- 
ing Co.  V.  Page  &  Lyon  Mfg.  Co.,  104 
111.  App.  1;  Halladay  v.  Underwood, 
90  111.  App.  ISO.  Ind.  Ter.— Hunt  v. 
Johnson  &  Larimer  Dry  Goods  Co.,  7 
Ind.  Ter.  575,  104  S.  W.  841.  Md. 
Carroll  v.  Manganese  Steel  Safe  Co., 
Ill  Md.  252,  73  Atl.  665.  Mich.— Eoth- 
schild  V.  Sugar  Beet  Products  Co.,  174 
Mich.  237,  140  N.  W.  553;  Weed  v.  Con- 
struction News  Co.,  160  Mich.  644,  125 
N.  W.  695;  Wierman  v.  Bay  City- 
Michigan   Sugar    Co.,    142   Mich.   422, 
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106  N.  W.  75;  Bond  v.  Pontiae,  O.  k 
P.  A.  E.  Co.,  62  Mich.  643,  29  N.  W. 
482,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  885.  Minn. — Die- 
patch  Printing  Co.  v.  National  Bank 
of  Commerce,  109  Minn.  440,  124  N 
W.  236,  50  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  74.  Mont. 
Herbert  v.  King,  1  Mont.  475.  N.  J. 
Sadler  v.  Port-au-peck  Eealty  Co.,  78 
N.  J.  L.  635,  76  Atl.  977;  Eyle  v. 
Manchester  Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn.,  74 
N.  J.  L.  840,  67  Atl.  87;  Gulick  ■». 
Grover,  33  N.  J.  L.  463,  97  Am.  Dec. 
728.  N-.  Y.— Franklin  Bank  Note  Co. 
V.  Mackey,  158  N.  Y.  140,  52  N.  B. 
737;  Dows  v.  Perrin,  16  N.  Y.  325; 
Arbesfeld  v.  Tanenbaum,  96  N.  Y. 
Supp.  424.  Ore.— Baker  v.  Seaweard, 
63  Ore.  350,  127  Pac.  961.  Pa.— El- 
liott V.  Wanamaker,  155  Pa.  67,  25 
Atl.  826;  O 'Toole  v.  Esoher,  47  Pa. 
Super.  272;  Langenheim  t).  Anschutz- 
Bradberry  Co.,  2  Pa.  Super.  285,  38 
Wkly.  N.  Cas.  505.  S.  D.— Quale  v. 
Hazel,  19  S.  D.  483,  104  N.  W.  215- 
South  Bend  Toy  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Dakota 
P.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  3  S.  D.  205,  52  N.  W. 
866.  Tex. — Trammell  v.  Turner  (Tex 
Civ.  App.),  82  S.  W.  325.  Utah.— Tyng 
V.  Constant-Loraine  Inv.  Co.,  37  Utah 
304,  108  Pae.  1109.  Wis.— Heath  v. 
Paul,  81  Wis.  532,  51  N.  W.   876.    • 

87.  U.  S.— Thiel  Detective  Service 
Co.  V.  McClure,  142  Fed.  952,  7f  C  C 
A.  122,  4  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  843.  Ga. 
Claflin  V.  Continental  Jersey  Works  85 
Ga.  27,  11  S.  E.  721;  Dobbins  v.  Eto- 
wah-Mfg.  &  Min.  Co.,  75  Ga.  238.  111. 
Glucose  Sugar  Eefining  Co.  v.  Plinn, 
184  111.  123,  56  N.  E.  400.  Kan.— Sul- 
hvant  V.  Jahren,  71  Kan.  127,  79  Pac. 
1071;  Philadelphia  Mtg.  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Hardesty,  68  Kan.  683,  75  Pac.  1115; 
Cain  Bros.  Co.  v.  Wallace,  46  Kan.  158, 
26  Pac.  445.  Ky. — Hackworth  v.  Hast- 
ings Industrial  Co.,  146  Ky.  387,  142 
S.  W.-  681;  Baldwin  v.  Tucker,  112 
Ky.  282,  65  S.  W.  841,  57  L.  E.  A. 
451.  Me.— Millay  v.  Whitney,  63  Me. 
522.  Md.— Grosoup  v.  Downey,  105  Md. 
273,  65  Atl.  930;  Equitable  Life  Assur. 
Co.  V.  Poe,  53  Md.  28.  Mo. — Nof- 
ainger  v.  Ring,  4  Mo.  App.  576.  N.  T. 
Forman  «.  Berry,  163  App.  Div.  594, 
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on  written  instrument  and  partly  in  parol  it  is  for  the  jury.^^ 

5.  Whether  Party  Acted  as  Agent  or  Principal.  —  Whether  a  party 
acted  as  a  principal  or  as  agent  for  another  in  a  transaction,  is  for 
the  jury';^^  unless  only  one  inference  can  be  drawn  from  the  evi- 
dence,*" or  the  matter  rests  on  a  contract  in  writing,*^  in  which  case 
it  is  for  the  court  to  determine. 

6.  Exercise  of  Requisite  Care  and  Diligence.  —  Whether  an  agent 
has  exercised  the  required  degree  of  skill  and  diligence  in  the  par- 
ticular transaction  is  for  the  jury,*^  as  is  also  the  question  whether 
a  gratuitous  agent  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence.'^ 


148  N.  Y.  Supp.  959;  Russell  &  Co.  v. 
McSwegan,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  614.  N.  D. 
Queen  City  Fir©  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hannaford 
First  Nat.  Bank,  18  N.  D.  603,  120 
N.  W.  545,  22  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  509. 
OMo. — Pollock  V.  Cohen,  32  Ohio  St. 
514.  Okla. — Atwood  v.  Rose,  32  Okla. 
355,  122  Pac.  929.  Ore.— Sharp  v.  Kil- 
born,  64  Ore.  371,  130  Pac.  735;  Ander- 
son V.  Adams,  43  Ore.  621,. 74  Pac.  215; 
Williamson  v.  North  Pac.  Lumb.  Co., 
38  Ore.  560,  63  Pac.i  16,  64  Pac.  854. 
Pa. — American  Car  &  Foundry  Co.  v. 
Alexandria  Water  Co.,  218  Pa.  542,  67 
Atl.  861;  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Christian, 
211  Pa.  534,  60  Atl.  1087;  Loudon  Sav. 
Fund  Soc.  V.  Hagerstown  Sav.  Bank, 
36  Pa.  49B,  78  Am.  Dec.  390;  Fisher 
V.  Moyer,  17  W.  N.  C.  500.  S.  0. 
McCreery  v.  Garvin,  39  S.  C.  375,  17 
S.  E.  828.  Tex. — ^Berry  i;.  Harnage,  39 
Tex.  638;  De  Cordova  v.  Knowles,  37 
Tex.  19.  Eng. — Berwick  v.  Horsfall,  4 
C.  B.  N.  S.  450,  93  E.  C.  L.  450,  140 
Eng.  Reprint  1160;  CoUen  v.  Wright,  7 
El.  &  Bl.  301,  90  E.  C.  L.  301,  119 
Eng.  Reprint  1259.  Can. — Churchill  & 
Sons  V.  McKay,  20  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  472. 

88.  McLaughlin  v.  Wheeler,  1  S.  D. 
497,  47  N.  W.  816. 

89.  Ala. — Lewis  v.  Smith,  150  Ala. 
161,  43  So.  717.  Ark.— Boyington  v. 
Van  Etten,  62  Ark.  63,  35  S.  W.  622. 
111. — Morris  v.  Dixon  Nat.  Bank,  55  111. 
App.  298.  la.— Leasure  v.  Boie,  142 
Iowa  284,  120  N.  W.  643.  Mass. — Mars- 
ton  V.  Reynolds,  211  Mass.  590,  98  N. 
E.  601;  Shattuck  v.  Eastman,  12  Allen 
369;  Delano  v.  Curtis,  7  Allen  470. 
Mont. — McGowan  Commercial  Co.  v. 
Midland  Coal  &  L.  Co.,  41  Mont.  211, 
108  Pac.  655.  Neb. — Equitable  Life 
Assur.  Co.  V.  Brobst,  18  Neb.  526,  26 
N.  W.  204.  N.  H.— Whitney  v.  Swett, 
22  N.  S.  10,  53  Am.  Dec.  228.  N.  J. 
Stewart  v.  Johnson,  1  N.  J.  L,  27. 
N.  Y. — ^Badger  v.  Cook,  117  App.  Div. 
328,   101    N.   Y.   Supp.    1067;     Hill    v. 


Granat,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  529;  De  Bavier 
V.  Funke,  66  Hun  633,  21  N.  Y.  Supp. 
410,  50  N.  Y.  St.  442  (affirmed,  142 
N.  Y.  633,  37  N.  E.  566);  Cunning- 
ham V.  Soules,  7  Wend.  106.  S.  C. 
Ohio  Pottery  &  Glass  Co.  v.  Talbert, 
87  S.  C.  194,  69  S.  E.  211.  Tex. 
Knight  V.  Dolinski,  63  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
445,  133  S.  W.  474.  Wash.— Heinzer- 
ling  V.  Agen;  46  Wash.  390,  90  Pac. 
262.  Wis. — Conroe  v.  Case,  79  Wis. 
338,  48  N.  W.  480;  Northern  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Lewis,  7?  Wis.  475,  47  N.  W. 
834. 

90.  Kan. — Schick  v.  Warren  Mtg. 
Co.,  86  Kan.  812,  122  Pac.  872,  Ann. 
Cas.  191 3G,  466.  Neb.— New  Orleans 
Coffee  Co.  v.  Cady,  69  Neb.  412,  95 
N.  W.  1017.  N.  Y.— La  Societe  Anony- 
me  de  L 'Union  des  Papeteries  v. 
Marks,  67  Hun  648,  21  N.  Y.  Supp. 
706,  50  N.  Y.  St.  497.  Vt.— Johnson 
V.  Gate,  77  Vt.  218,  59  Atl.  830. 

91.  N.  Y.— Peck  v.  Gardner,  9  Hun 
704.  N.  0. — Fowle  v.  Kerchner,  87  N. 
C.  49.  Vt. — Roberts  v.  Button,  14  Vt. 
195. 

92.  IT.  S.— Milwaukee  Nat.  Bank  v. 
City  Bank,  103  TJ.  S.  668,  26  L.  ed. 
417.  Ga. — Southern  Express  Co.  v. 
Frink,  67  Ga.  201;  Brown,  Shipley  & 
Co.  V.  Clayton,  12  Ga.  564.  lU.— Mun- 
ford  V.  Miller,  7  111.  App.  62.  Mass. 
Harlow  v.  Bartlett,  170  Mass.  584,  49 
N.  E.  1014;  Buell  v.  Chapin,  99  Mass. 
594,  97  Am.  Dec.  58.  Mich.— Kaemp- 
fer  V.  Lindsay,  121  Mich.  425,  80  N. 
W.  107.  Mo.— Eddy  v.  Livingston,  35 
Mo.  487,  88  Am.  Dec.  122;  Clink- 
scales  V.  Clark,  137  Mo.  App.  12,  118 
S.  W.  1182.  N.  D.— Morris  v.  Brad- 
ley, 20  N.  D.  646,  128  N.  W.  118.  Ohio. 
Darling  v.  Younker,  37  Ohio  St.  487,  41 
Am.  Rep.  532.  Pa. — Perry  v.  Jensen, 
142  Pa.  125,  21  Atl.  866,  12  L.  R.  A. 
393.  Va. — Blosser  v.  Harshbarger,  21 
Gratt.   (62  Va.)   214. 

93.  TJ.   S.— Preston   v.   Prather,   137 

Vol.  XXI 


570 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT 


7.  Trade  Usage  or  Custom.  —  Whether  there  is  a  custom  or  usage 
governing  the  agency  in  question  is  for  the  jury    to    determine."* 

8.  Who  Agent  Acted  for.  —  On  disputed  facts  the  question  as  to 
whom  an  agent  acted  for  in  a  particular  transaction,  is  for  the  jury."^ 

9.  Right  of  Agent  to  Compensation.  —  Where  the  claim  is  not 
based  entirely  upon  a  written  instrument,  the  amount  of  compensation, 
if  any,  to  which  the  agent  is  entitled  is  for  the  jury.'"  So  whether 
the  agent  procured  a  sale  or  purchase  to  be  made  is  for  the  jury."' 

10.  To  Whom  Credit  Was  Given.  —  Whether  credit  was  given  to 
agent  or  principal,  where  the  contract  is  not  in  writing,  is  generally 
for  the  jury."* 

11.  Whether  Election  Made  To  Hold  Principal  or  Agent.  —  Where 
a  third  person  has  a  right  to  elect  whether  he  will  proceed  against 
the  principal  or  agent,  it  is  generally  for  the    jury    to    determine ' 
whether  the  circumstances  of  the  case  and  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff  show 
an  election  to  have  been  made.""    So  whether  a  party  has  elected  to 


ir.  S.  604,  1]  Sup.  Ct.  162,  34  L.  ed. 
788.  111.— Gray  v.  Merriam,  148  111. 
179,  35  N.  E.  810,  39  Am.  St.  Eep. 
172,  32  L.  E.  A.  769.  Eng. — Doorman 
V.  Jenkins,  2  Ad.  &  El.  256,  29  E.  C. 
L.  132,  111  Eng.  Eeprint  991 

94.  U.  S. — Forreatier  v.  Bordman,  1 
Story  43,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,945.  la. 
Hiehhorn  v.  Bradley,  117  Iowa  130,  90 
N.  W.  592.  Va.— Eeese  v.  Bates,  94 
V,a.  321,  26  S.  E.  865. 

[a]  Custom  that  salesmen  may  war- 
rant the  quality  of  their  goods.  See 
Ala.— Herring  v.  Skaggs,  62  Ala.  180, 
34  Am.  Eep.  4.  Mo. — Hayner  &  Co. 
V.  Churchill,  29  Mo.  App.  676.  Va. 
Eeese  v.  Bates,  94  Va.  321,  26  S.  E. 
865.  Wis. — Westurn  v.  Page,  94  Wis. 
251,  68  N.  W.  1003;  Pickert  v.  Marston, 
68  Wis.  465,  32  N.  W.  550,  60  Am.  Eep. 
876. 

95.  U.  S.— New  England  Mtg.  Sec. 
Co.  V.  Gay,  33  Fed.  636.  Ala.— State 
V.  Bristol  Sav.  Bank,  108  Ala.  3,  18 
So.  533,  54  Am;  St.  Eep.  141.  Mo. 
Schlesinger  v.  Texas,  etc.  E.  Co.,  87 
Mo.  146.  N.  Y.— Carlisle  v.  Norris,  144 
App.  Div.  690,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  585. 

96.  Cal. — Mattingly  v.  Eoach,  84 
Cal.  207,  23  Pac.  1117.  Colo.— Miles 
V.  Mays,  15  Colo.  133,  .25  Pac.  312. 
N.  J. — Euckman  v.  Bergholz,  38  N.  J. 
L.  531.  N.  y.— Darling  v.  Howe,  60 
Hun  578,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  561,  28  N.  Y. 
St.  706.  S.  D.— Sherman  v.  Port  Huron 
Engine,  etc.  Co.,  8  S.  D.  343,  66  N.  W. 
1077.  Tex.— Missouri  Glass  Co.  v.  Eob- 
erts  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  137  S.  W.  433. 
Wis. — Coolican  v.  Milwaukee  &  Sault 
Ste.  Marie  Imp.  Co.,  79  Wis.  471,  48 
N.  W.   717. 
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97.  Ark. — Addressograph  Co.  v.  Of- 
fice Appliance  Co.,  106  Ark.  536,  153 
S.  W.  804.  Conn. — Huntington  v.  Wol- 
cott,  5  Day  390.  Mich. — Kelso  v. 
Woodruff,  88  Mich.  299,  50  N.  W.  249. 
Minn. — Ferguson  v.  Glaspie,  38  Minn. 
418.  38  N.  W.  352.  Mo.— Merton  v. 
J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Mach.  Co.,  99  Mo. 
App.  630,  74  S.  W.  434.  N.  Y.— Ean- 
som  V.  Wheelwright,  17  Misc.  141,  39 
N.  Y.  Supp.  342.  Pa.— Brodhead  v. 
Pullman  Ventilator  Co.,  29  Pa.  Super. 
19.  Wis. — Coolican  v.  Milwaukee  & 
Sault  Ste.  Marie  Imp.  Co.,  79  Wis.  471, 
48  N.  W.  717.  Eng.— Bayley  v.  Chad- 
wick,  39  L.  T.  N.  S.  429;  Kyuaston 
V.  Nicholson,  8  L.  T.  N.  S.  671. 

98.  Ala. — Anderson  v.  Timberlake, 
114  Ala.  377,  22  So.  431,  62  Am.  St. 
Eep.  105.  Ga. — Phinizy  v.  Bush,  129 
Ga.  479,  492,  59  S.  E.  259;  Ealeigh 
&  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Pullman  Co.,  122  Ga. 
700,  50  S.  E.  1008;  Stubbs  &  Co.  v. 
Waddell,  4  Ga.  App.  264,  61  S.  E. 
145.  Ind. — Lowrey  v.  Scargill,  7  Ind. 
Ter.  497,  104  S.  W.  813.  Mo.— Hovey 
V.  Pitcher,  13  Mo.  191.  N.  H. — Brown 
V.  Eundlett,  15  N.  H.  360.  N.  J. 
Kean  v.  Davis,  20  N.  J.  L.  425.  N.  Y. 
Wasserman  v.  Bacon,  80  App.  Div.  505, 
81  N.  Y.  Supp.  193;  Maryland  Coal 
Co.  V.  Edwards,  4  Hun  432;  Pentz  v. 
Stanton,  10  Wend.  271,  25  Am.  Dee. 
558.  R.  I. — McKeen  v.  Providence 
County  Sav.  Bank,  24  E.  I.  542,  54  Atl. 
49.  S.  C— Miller  v.  Ford,  4  Strobh. 
213.  Tenn. — Ahrens  v.  Cobb,  9  Humph. 
643.  Eng. — Edwards  v.  Smith,  5  L.  J. 
C.  P.   (O.   S.)    11. 

99.  U.  S.— Barren  v.  Newby,  127 
Fed.  656,  62  C.  C.  A.  382.    HI.— Perry 
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hold  I  the  agent  or  principal,  where  the  agency  was  undisclosed,^  or 
where  the  agent  has  entered  into  an  unauthorized  contract,^  is  gen- 
erally for  the  jury. 

12.  Eevocation  or  Termination  of  Relation.  —  "Whether  the  rela- 
tion has  in  fact  been  terminated  by  revocation  of  the  agent 's  authority 
or  'otherwise  is  for  the  jiiry,'  as  is  the  question  whether  notice  of 
revocation  was  given.*  Judgment^  and  review"  in  actions  involving 
principal  and  agent,  follow  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated. 


V.  Moore,  18  111.  App.  135,  141.  Ky. 
Hoffman  v.  Anderson,  112  Ky.  893,  67 
S.  W.  49.  Mass. — ^Eaymond  v.  Grown 
&  Eagle  Mills,  2  Mete.  319.  N.  J. 
Lambert  v.  Metropolitan  Sav.  &  Loan, 
Assn.,  65  N.  J.  L.  79,  46  Atl.  766. 
N.  Y.— Cobb  V.  Knapp,  71  N.  Y.  348. 
27  Am.  Eep.  51;  Wasserman  v.  Bacon, 
80  App.  Div.  505,  81  N.  T.  Supp.  193; 
Ranger  v.  Thalmann,  65  App.  Div.  5, 
72  N.  Y.  Supp.  451;  Pentz  v.  Stanton, 
10  Wend.  271,  25  Am.  Deo.  558.  E.  I. 
McKeen  v.  Providence  County  Sav. 
Bank,  24  E.  I.  542,  54  Atl.  49.  Eng. 
Calder  i:  Dobell,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  486,  40 
L.  J.  C.  P.  224,  25  L.  T.  N.  S.  129. 
19  Wkly.  Eep.  978;  Curtis  v.  William- 
son, L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  57,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
27,  31  L.  T.  N.  S.  678,  23  Wkly.  Eep. 
236. 

1.  Barrel!  v.  Newby,  127  Ped.  656. 
62  C.  C.  A.  382;  Gay  v.  Kelley,  109 
Minn.  101,  123  N.  W.  295,  26  L.  E. 
A.   (N.  S.)    742. 

2.  111. — Ferry  v.  Moore,  18  111.  App. 
135.  N.  Y.— Cobb  v.  Knapp,  71  N.  Y 
348,  27  Am.  Eep.  51.  Eng. — Calder  v. 
Dobell,  L.  E.  6  C.  P.  486,  40  L.  J. 
C.  P.  224,  25  L.  T.  N.  S.  129,  19 
Wkly.  Eep.  978;  Curtis  v.  Williamson. 
L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  57,  59,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
27,  31  L.  T.  N.  S.  678,  23  Wkly.  Eep. 
236. 

3.  Colo. — Clamp  v.  Cutler,  39  Colo. 
117,   88  Pae.   854.     Mich. — JohnBon  «. 


Boon,  131  Mich.  452,  91  N.  W.  742. 
Mo. — La  Mothe  v.  St.  Louis  Marine 
Ry.  &  D.  Co.,  17  Mo.  204.  N.  H.— Beard 
V.  Kirk,  11  N.  H.  397.  Pa.— French 
V.  Pullman  Motor  Car  Co.,  242  Pa.  136, 
88  Atl.  876.  Tex.— Mason  v.  Ward 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.  456. 

4.  Ky. — Gragg  v.  New  York  Home 
Ins.  Co.,  32  Ky.  L.  Eep.  988,  107  S.  W. 
321.  N.  Y.— Claflin  v.  Lenheim,  66  N. 
Y.  301;  McNeilly  v.  Continental  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  66  N.  Y.  23.  Pa.— Perrine 
V.  Jermyn,  163  Pa.  497,  30  Atl.  202; 
Deford  &  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  36  Pa.  325. 
Wash. — Parker  v.  Advance  Thresher 
Co.,  75  Wash.  505,  135  Pac.  229. 

[a]  If  facts  not  disputed,  it  is  for 
court  to  determine  whether  sufficient 
notice  given.  Ind. — Clark  v.  Mullenix, 
11  Ind.   532.     Mass. — Howe  V.  Thayer, 

17  Pick.  91.  N.  Y.— Claflin  v.  Len- 
heim, 66  N.  Y.  301;  American  Linen 
Thread  Co.  v.  Wortendyke,  24  N.  Y. 
550. 

5.  See  the  title  "Judgments,"  and 
the   cross-references   there  found. 

Confession  of  judgment  by  agent,  see 

18  Standabd  Pkoc.  83;  14  Standard 
Peoc.  796,  817. 

Consent  judgment  by  agent,  see  14 
Standard  Peoc.  915,  922. 

6.  See  the  title  "Appeals,"  and  re- 
lated titles  treating  particular  phases 
of  review. 
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d.  Accounting,  591 

e.  Contribution  From  Co-Surety,  591 
2.    At  Law,  592 

a.  Actions,  592 

b.  Summary  Proceedings,  593 

B.  Jurisdiction,  594 

C.  Parties,  594 

1.  Plaintiff,  594 

2.  Defendant,  594 

D.  Pleading,  595 

E.  Judgment  or  Decree,  595 

1.  /m  General,  595 

2.  Cosis,  596 
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CROSS-BEFEBENCES: 
Bonds;  Justification  of  Sureties; 

Contribution;  Recognizances  and  Bailj. 

Guaranty ;  Subrogation ; 

Indemnity ;  Undertakings. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  998,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  DEFINITIONS  AND  DISTINCTIONS.  —  Suretyship  is  an  un- 
dertaking to  answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another, 
by  which  the  surety  becomes  bound  as  the  principal  or  original  debtor 
is  bound.^     It  is  a  primary  obligation,^  binding  the  surety    as    an 


1.  Bouv.  L.  Diet.  See  also  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  U.  S.— Molntosh-Hunt- 
ington  Co.  v.  Reed,  89  Fed.  464.  Ala. 
White's  Admr.  v.  Life  Assn.  of  Amer- 
ica, 63  Ala.  419,  35  Am.  Eep.  45; 
Evans  V.  Keeland,  9  Ala.  42.  G-a. 
Buck  V.  Bank  of  State,  104  Ga.  660, 
30  S.  E.  872.  Ind.— Woody  v.  Haworth, 
24  Ind.  App.  634,  57  N.  E,  272.  N.  Y. 
Keene  v.  Newark  Watch  Case  M.  Co., 
39  Misc.  6,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  753.  Ore. 
Hoffman  v.  Habighorst,  38  Ore.  261,  63 
Pac.  610,  53  L.  E.  A.  908. 

[a]  Nature  of  Contract. — (1)  The 
undertaking  of  the  surety  is  essentially 
a  pledge  to  make  good  the  misleasanee 
or  non-feasance  of  his  principal  to  an 
amount  co-i/XtenBive  with  the  penalty 
of  his  bond.  Leggett  v.  Humphreys, 
21  How.  (U.  S.)  66,  76,  16  L.  ed.  50. 


(2)  An  instrument  purporting  to  be  a 
"formal  declaration  of  obligation  and 
guaranty,"  but  in  which  the  obligor 
declares  himself  as  surety,  expressly 
binding  himself  to  be  "directly"  re- 
sponsible and  to  "answer  directly"  to 
the  obligee,  is,  a  contract  .of  surety- 
ship, although  the  word  "guarantees" 
is  used  therein.  Society  San  Cristoforo 
V.  Eock,  176  111.  App.  132. 

[b]  What  Contract  Includes.— A  con- 
tract of  suretyship,  by  which  one  per- 
son undertakes  to  be  responsible  for 
debts  to  be  contracted  by  another,  does 
not  ordinarily  include  debts  contracted 
by  the  latter  jointly  with  a  third  per- 
son, as  partners  or  otherwise.  Water- 
man V.  Alden,  143  U.  S.  196,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  435,  36  L.  ed.  123. 

2.     Kroncke  v.  Madsen,  56  I<reb.  609, 
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original  promisor,^  and  making  him  an  insurer  of  the  debt.*  In  other 
words,  the  surety  undertakes  to  perform  the  contract  of  the  principal, 
if  the  latter  does  not.°  His  liability  arises  at  once  upon  the  principal's 
default,®  and  no  prior  judgment  is  necessary  to  fix  the  same.''  The 
distinctions  elsewhere  drawn  between  the  contract  of  suretyship  and 
that  of  guaranty^  and  indemnity^  should  be  closely  observed. 

The  surety  is  the  party  who  thus  binds  himself  to  pay  the  debt  or 
perform  the  obligation  of  the  principal  if  the  latter  fails  to  do  so.^" 

A  co-surety  js  one  who  is  equally  bound  with  other  sureties  on  a 
contract  of  suretyship  for  the  same  obligation." 

A  supplemental  surety  is  a  surety  to  a  surety,  a  surety  to  whom  sm 
other  surety  sustains  the  relation  of  prineipal.^^ 

II.    ENFORCEMENT  OF  CONTRACT  OP  SURETY.— A.      In 
General.  —  Upon  default  of  the  principal,  the  creditor  is,  under  some 


77  N.  W.  202;  Judge  of  Probate  v. 
Sulloway,  68  N.  H.  511,  44  Atl.  720, 
73  Am.  St.  Kep.  619,  49  L.  E.  A. 
347. 

,  3.  Ala. — J.  E.  Watkins  Med.  Co.  v. 
Lovelady,  186  Ala.  414,  65  So.  52.  Oolo. 
News-Times  Pub.  Co.  v.  Doolittle,  51 
Colo.  386,  118  Pac.  974.  Mach.— Bed- 
ford V.  Kelley,  173  Mich.  492,  139  N. 
W.  250,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  848.  N.  Y. 
Stein  V.  Whitman,  156  App.  Div.  861, 
142  N.  Y.  Supp.  4. 

4.  Gra. — McClain  v.  Georgian  Co.,  17 
Ga.  App.  648,  87  S.  E.  1090.  N.  D. 
Nbrthern  State  Bank  v.  Bellamy,  19 
N.  r>.  509,  125  N.  W.  888,  31  L.  R. 
A.  (N.  S.)  149.  Pa.— Kramph  v.  Hatz, 
52   Pa.    525. 

5.  E«igart  v.  White,   52   Pa.   4518. 

6.  Eeigart  v.    White,   52   Pa.   438. 

7.  Kroncke  v.  Madsen,  56  Neb.  609, 
77  N.  W.  202.     And  see  infra,  II,  A. 

8.  See  10  Standard  Proc.  667. 

9.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  24. 

10.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Hall 
V.  Weaver,  34  Fed.  104,  13  Sawy.  188. 
Ala.— Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Nicholas, 
98  Ala.  92,  12  So.  723.  Ind.— Young 
V.  McFadden,  125  Ind.  254,  25  N.  E. 
284.  la.— Pitkins  v.  Boyd,  4  G.  Gr. 
255.  Me.— Eead  v.  Cutts,  7  Greenl. 
186,  22  Am.  Dec.  184.  Minn.— Casaan 
V.  Maxwell,  39  Minn.  391,  40  N.  W. 
357;  Wendlandt  v.  Sohre,  37  Minn.  l'B2, 
33  N.  W.  700.  Ohio.— Wise  v.  Miller, 
45  Ohio  St.  388,  14  N.  E.  218.  Tex. 
Magill  V.  Brown,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
662,  50  S.  W.  143,  642.  Va.— Field  v. 
Harrison,  Wythe  273.  W.  Va.— John- 
son V.  Young,  20  W.  Va.  614. 

fa]  Code  Definition. — "A  surety  is 
one  who  at  the  request  of  another,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  him, a 
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benefit,  becomes  responsible  for  the 
performance  by  the  latter  of  some  act 
in  favor  of  a  third  person,  or  hypothe- 
cates property  as  security  therefor." 
Thayer  v.  Braden,  27  Cal.  App.  435,  150 
Pac.  653. 

11.  Ga.— Waldrop  v.  Wolflf,  114  Ga. 
610,  40  S.  E.  830.  Ind.— Houck  v.  Gra- 
ham, 106  Ind.  195,  6  N.  E.  594,  55 
Am.  Eep.  727.  N.  Y.- Toucey  v.  Schell, 
15  Misc.  350,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  879,  72 
N.  Y.  St.  858.  S.  C— Harris  v.  Fer- 
guson, 2  Bailey  397. 

[a]  "The  test  of  cosuretyship  (1) 
is  common  liability  upon  the  same 
obligation."  So  where,  one  of  two 
or  more  sureties,  each  becomes  liable 
for  a  fractional  part  only  of  the  en- 
tire loss,  their  contracts  are  separate 
and  distinct,  and  the  relation  of  co- 
suretyahip  does  not  arise.  Assets  Real- 
ization Co.  V.  American  Bonding  Co., 
88  Ohio  216,  102  N.  E.  719,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915A,  1194.  (2)  Where  one  individual 
fills  two  offices,  and  for  each  office  se- 
cures a  bond  by  different  surety  com- 
panies, such  sureties  are  not  cosuretiee 
Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  v.  Gill,  116  Va. 
86,  81  S.  E.  39.  See  also  Liles  v. 
Eogers,  113  N.  C.  197,  18  S.  E.  104, 
37  Am.  St.  Eep.  627. 

12.  See  the  following  eases:  Qoim. 
Bulkeley  v.  House,  62  Conn.  459,  26 
Atl.  352,  21  L.  E.  A.  247.  111.— Robert- 
son V.  Deatherage,  82  111.  511.  Iffiss. 
Hunt  V.  Chambliss,  7  Smed.  &  M.  532. 
Mo. — Lfoeper  v.  Paschal,  70  Mo.  App. 
117.  N.  Y. — Schram  v.  Werner,  85  Hun 
293,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  995,  66  N.  Y.  St. 
479.  Tenm. — Tennessee  Hospital  n. 
Fuqua,  1  Lea  608.  Tex.— Mulkey  v 
Templeton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  60  S.  W. 
439.     Vt. — Adams  v.  Flanagan,  36  Vt 
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statutes,  obliged  to  first  exhaust  any  security  he  may  have  for  the 
payment  of  the  debt,^^  or,  must  on  notice  and  demand  by  the  surety, 
sue  or  permit  the  surety  in  his  name  to  sue  the  principal."  But  in 
the  absence  of  such  statutes,  the  creditor  may  proceed  at  once  against 
the  surety^^  without  first  exhausting  his  reinedy  against  the  principal,^" 
or  enforcing  any  collateral  security  which  he  may  hold."  No  delay 
in  suing  the  principal  will  defeat  the  creditor's  remedy  against  the 
surety;  not  eVen  though  insolvency  of  the  principal  intervenes,^'  or 


40O.     W.  Va.— Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ben- 
nett, 28  W.  Va.  16. 

13.  Post  V.  W.  H.  Bailey  &  Co.,  68 
W.  Va.  434,  69  S.  E.  910. 

14.  Art. — Hempstead  v.  Watkins,  6 
Ark.  317,  42  Am.  Dee.  696.  Ind.— Eeid 
V.  Cox,  5  Blackf.  312.  la.— Citizens ' 
Bank  v.  Hickman,  162  N.  W.  606; 
Dorothy  v.  Hieks,  GZ  Iowa  240,  18  N. 
W.  909.  Kan. — ^Ingels  v.  SutlifE,  36 
Kan.  444,  13  Pae.  828.  Ky. — Baker  v. 
Whittaker,  177  Ky.  197,  197  S.  "W. 
644.  Miss. — Smith  v.  Clopton,  48  Miss. 
66.  W.  Va. — Gillilan  v.  Ludington,  6 
W.  Va.  128. 

[a]  Prior  suit  against  estate  of  in- 
sane principal  cannot  be  thus  compelled 
by  surety.  National  Bank  of  Com- 
merce V.  Gilvin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152 
S.  W.  652. 

15.  Post  V.  W.  H.  Bailey  &  Co.,  68 
W.  Va.  434,  69  S.  E.  910. 

[a]  An  unsatisfied  judgment  against 
the  principal  on  a  joint  and  several 
obligation  is  not  a  bar  to  recovery 
against  a  surety.  McPharlin  v.  Fidel- 
ity &  Deposit  Co.,  162  Mich.  141,  127 
N.  W.  307. 

16.  tr.  S. — Dennis  v.  Bider,  2  Mc- 
Lean 451,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No,  3,797.  Cal. 
Dane  v.  Corduan,  24  Cal.  157,  85  Am. 
Dec.  53;  Hartman  v.  Burlingame,  9  Cal. 
557.  Del.— Wilds  v.  Attix,  4  Del.  Ch. 
253.  lU.— Taylor  v.  Beck,  13  111.  376. 
Ind.— Halstead  v.  Brown,  17  Ind.  202. 
Me.— Eaton  v.  Waite,  66  Me.  221;  Lea- 
vitt  V.  Savage,  16  Me.  72.  Md. — Frean- 
er  V.  Tingling,  37  Md.  491.  Mass. 
Adams  Bank  v.  Anthony,  18  Pick.  238; 
Bellows  V.  Lovell,  5  Pick.  307;  Frye 
V.  Barker,  4  Pick.  382.  Minn. — ^Benedict 
V.  Olson,  37  Minn.  431,  35  N.  W.  10. 
Miss.— Kerr  v.  Baker,  Walk.  140.  Mo. 
State  V.  Eeynolds,  3  Mo.  95.  Neb. 
Bank  of  Mavwood  v.  McAllister,  56 
Neb.  188,  76  N.  W.  552.  N.  H.— Davis 
V.  Huggins,  3  N.  H.  231.  N.  J.— Pint- 
ard  V.  Davis,  21  N.  J.  L.  632,  47  Am. 
Dec.  172.  N.  Y. — Wells  v.  Mann,  45  ; 
N.  Y.  327,  6  Am.  Eep.  93;  Huffman 
V.  Hulbert,  13  Wend.  377;  Kow  v.  Pul- 


ver,  1  Cow.  246.  Ohio. — Washburn  v. 
Holmes,  Wright  67.  Ore. — Guernsey 
V.  Marks,  55  Ore.  323,  106  Pac.  334; 
White  V.  Savage,  48  Ore.  604,  87  Pac. 
1040;  Pindley  v.  Hill,  8  Ore.  247,  34 
Am.  Eep.  578.    Pa. — Dehuff  v.  Turbett, 

3  Yeates  157.     S.  0. — Pickett  v.  Land, 

2  Bailey  608;  Caston  v.  Dunlap,  Eich. 
Eq.  Cas.  77,  23  Am.  Dec.  194.  Vt. 
Hickok  V.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics' 
Bank,  35  Vt.  476;  Hogaboom  v.  Herrick, 

4  Vt.   131.     Va. — Croughton  v.  Duval, 

3  Call.  (7  Va.)  69.  Wis.— Harris  v. 
Newell,  42  Wis.  687. 

17.  Stanley  v.  Akoi,  12  Hawaii  344; 
Erwin  v.  Du  Pont,  etc.  Powder  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  156  S.  W.  1097. 

18.  U.   S.— Smith  v.  United   States, 

5  Pet.  292,  8  L.  ed.  130;  Bradley  v. 
Andrua,  1,07  Fed.  196,  46  C.  C.  A.  238, 
53  L.  E.  A.  432.  Ala.— Darbey  v.  Ber- 
ney  Nat.  Bank,  97  Ala.  643,  11  So.  881. 
Ark. — Petty  v.  Gacking,  97  Ark.  217, 
133  S.  W.  832,  33  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
175;  Wilson  v.  White,  82  Ark.  407,  102 
S.  W.  201 ;  King  v.  State  Bank,  9  Ark. 
185.  Cal.— Carver  v.  Steele,  116  Cal. 
116,  47  Pac.  1007,  58  Am.  St.  Eep. 
156.  lU.— Lyle  v.  Morse,  24  111.  95; 
Diversy  v.  Moor,  22  111.  330,  74  Am. 
Dee.  157.  Ind. — May  v.  Eeed,  125  Ind. 
199,  25  N.  E.  216.  Ky.— Stout  v.  Ash- 
ton,  5  Mon.  251;  Harrison  v.  Lane,  4 
Bibb  466.  Me. — Stowell  v.  Goodenow, 
31  Me.  538.  Mich.— Sogers  v.  Detroit 
Sav.  Bank,  p.46  Mich.  639,  110  N.  W. 
74,  18  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  530.  Mo. 
Burge  V.  Duden,  105  Mo.  App.  8,  78 
S.  W.  653.  Mont. — Hefferlin  v.  Krieger, 
19  Mont.  123,  47  Pac.  638.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  White,  28  Hun  289;  People 
V.  Eussell,  4  Wend.  570.  Okla. — Linton 
V.  Chestnutt-Gibbons  Grocer  Co.,  30 
Okla.  103,  118  Pac.  385.  Pa.— Shaff- 
stall  V.  MoDaniel,  152  Pa.  598,  25  Atl. 
576;  Johnston  f.  Thompson,  4  Watts 
446.  Tex. — Nunn  v.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  194  S.  W.  406;  Erwin  v.  Du 
Pont,  etc.  Powder  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
156  S.  W.    1097.      Va.— Alexander    v. 
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the  debt  becomes  barred,^'  and  notwithstanding  the  surety  requested 
the  creditor  to  sue  the  principal  before  he  became  insolvent.^"  But 
under  some  statutes  insolvency  of  the  principal  or  delay  beyond  the 
limitation  period  after  notice  and  demand  to  sue  will  release  the 
surety.^^ 

B.  Nattjee  and  Form  of  Action.  —  The  usual  remedy  of  the 
creditor  against  the  surety  is  an  action  at  law^^  upon  the  surety's 
bond,  if  there  is  one,^^  but  in  case  the  legal  remedy  is  inadequate  or 
incomplete  a  suit  in  equity  is  maintainable.^* 

C.  Jtjeisdiction  and  Venue. —  Where  no  particular  place  of  per- 
formance is  named,^'  a  suit  against  the  surety  is  maintainable  in  the 
county  where  he  resides,*'  or  if  jointly  against  him  and  the  prin- 
cipal, in  the  county  where  either  of  them  reside.*^  But  where  a  place 
of  payment  is  named,  a  surety  may  be  sued  at  such  place.** 


Byrd,  85  Va.  690,  8  S.  E.  577;  Updike's 
Admr.  v.  Lane,  78  Va.  132. 

[a]  The  measure  of  damages,  not 
affected  by  delay.  Mohawk  Co.  v. 
Bankers'  Surety  Co.,  162  Wis.  272,  156' 
N.  W.  154. 

19.  La. — Cooley  v.  Lawrence,  4  Mart. 
(O.  S.)  639.  Neb.— Eickhoff  v.  Eiken- 
bary,  52  Neb.  332,  72  N.  W.  308.  N.  H, 
Townsend  v.  Eiddle,  2  N.  H.  448.  N.  Y. 
Looney  'v.  Hughes,  26  N.  Y.  514. 

20.  Mont.  —  Smith  v.  Freyler,  4 
Mont.  489,  1  Pac.  214,  47  Am.  Eep. 
358.  Ohio. — Morrison  v.  Equitable  Nat. 
Bank,  9  Ohio  Dec.  31,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  7. 
Okla. — Palmer  v.  Noe,  48  Okla.  450, 
150    Pac.    462. 

21.  la. — Citizens'  Bank  v.  Hickman, 
162  N.  W.  606.  Ky. — Baker  v.  Whit- 
taker,  177  Ky.  197,  197  S.  W.  644. 
Tex. — National  Bank  of  Commerce  v. 
Gilvin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152  8,  W. 
652. 

See  generally  the  statutes. 

22.  D.  0. — Wilkinson  v.  McKimmie, 
36  App.  Cas.  336.  Ga. — Osborn  v.  Har- 
ris County,  17  Ga.  123.  Ky. — Ditto  v. 
Young,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  187. 

[a]  Assumpsit. — Butler  v.  Eawson, 
1  Denio  (N.  Y.)  105;  Tomlinson  v. 
Willey,  1  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  247;  Ar- 
buokle  V.  T«mpleton,  65  Vt.  205,  25 
Atl.  1095;  Vaughn  v.  Rugg,  52  Vt. 
235. 

23.  Axk. — Willamouicz  v.  Strong,  8 
Ark.  467.  La. — Parham  v.  Cobb,  9  La. 
Ann.  423.  N.  Y.— Wilkesbarre  Blty. 
Co.  V.  Powell,  86  Misc.  321,  149  N.  Y. 
Supp.   209. 

[a]  Covenant.  —  Wilkinson  v.  Mc- 
Kimmie, 36  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)   336. 

24.  Miss. — Ogden  v.  Waller,  24  Miss. 
190.    N.  Y.— Illinois  Surety  Co.  v.  Mat- 
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tone,  138  App.  Div.  173,  122  N.  Y. 
Supp.  928;  Cappadonna  v. '  Illinois 
Surety  Co.,  68  Misc.  470,  125  N.  Y. 
Supp.  162.  Tenn. — Hay  v.  Marshall,  3 
Hufflph.  623.  Va. — Graves  v.  McCaul, 
1  Call  (5  Va.)  414.  Bag.— Sheffield  v. 
Castleton,  1  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  93,  21  Eng. 
Eeprint  904. 

[a]  Incidental  Jurisdiction. — Where 
equity  has  jurisdiction  to  determine 
matters  of  trust,  or  account,  etc.,  it 
will  assume  jurisdiction  to  enforce  a 
surety's  liability  as  incidental  to  the 
main  controversy.  Ky. — Moore  v.  Wal- 
ler's Heirs,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  488.  Md. 
Gorsuch  V.  Briscoe,  56  Md.  573.  N.  Y. 
Lord  V.  Tiffany,  98  N.  Y.  412,  50  Am. 
Eep.  689. 

[b]  To  Prevent  Multiplicity  of  Suits. 
American  Surety  Co.  v.  Mills,  232  Fed. 
841,  147  C.  C.  A.  35;  Guffanti  v.  Nat. 
Surety  Co.,  196  N.  Y.  452,  90  N.  E. 
174,  134  Am.  St.  Eep.  848,  affirming 
133  App.  Div.  610,  118  N.  Y.  Supp. 
207. 

£c]  In  case  of  mistake  in  bond 
equity  has  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the 
bond  according  to  its  real  intent  and 
purpose.  Clark  v.  Nickell,  73  W.  Va. 
69,  79  S.  E.  1020,  Ann.  Cas.  1917A, 
1286. 

25.  Lindheim  v.  Musehamp,  72  Tex. 
33,  12  S.  W.  125. 

26.  Hays  v.  Comstock-Castle  Stove 
Co.,  70  Ark.  151,  66  S.  W.  649. 

27.  Vandiver  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank, 
15  Ga.  App.  433,  83  S.  E.  673;  Harrell 
V.  Williams,  11  Ga.  App.  552,  75  S.  E. 
904;  Lyons  v.  Daugherty  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  26  S.  W.  146. 

28.  Taylor  v.  Gribble  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  33  S.  W.  765, 
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D.  Time  To  Commence  Action. -^  An  action  on  the  surety's  bond 
must  be  brought  within  the  period  prescribed  therein."" 

B.  Pakties.^"  —  1.  Plaintiff.  —  The  surety's  liability  may  be  en- 
forced by  the  creditor,'^  or  the  obligee  in  the  bond,'^  or  under  statute 
by  one  for  whose  benefit  the  contract  was  made.'^     Several  obligees 


As  to  venue  generally,  see  the  title 
"Venue." 

29.  Lesher  v.  XJ.  S.  Fidelity  &  Guar- 
anty Co.,  239  HI.  502,  88  N.  E.  208; 
East  Liverpool  China  Co.  V.  Illinois 
Surety  Co.,  152  111.  Ajpp.  89;  Fitger 
Brew.  Co.  v.  American  Bonding  Co.,  127 
Minn.  330,  149  N.  W.  539.  See  Monro 
V.  National  Surety  Co.,  47  Wash.  488, 
92  Pae.  280. 

[a]  Contract  Unperformed.  —  (1) 
Even  where  the  surety's  bond  relates 
to  a  contract  to  perform  a  certain 
work,  which  by  reason  of  delay  is  not 
completed  until  after  the  date  specified 
for  the  commencement  of  any  action 
on  the  bond,  such  action  must  be 
started  if  at  all  before  the  date  men- 
tioned in  the  bond,  and  a  delay  in 
doing  so  will  not  be  excused  by  reason 
of  the  non-performanCe  of  the,  con- 
tract until  a  subsequent  date.  Lesher 
V.  V.  8.  Fidelity  &  Guaranty  Co.,  239 
111.  502,  88  N.  E.  208.  (2)  But 
manifestly  the  limitation  cannot  be 
pleaded  where  the  limitation  period 
does  not  begin  to  run  until  the  per- 
formance or  completion  of  the  contract 
and  the  principal  has  failed  to  per- 
form. Comey  v.  United  Surety  Co.,  217 
N.  T.  268,  111  N.  E.  832,  aprming 
160   App.   Div.    698,    145    N.   T.    Supp. 

•674. 

[b]  Breach  of  Contract. — (1)  Where 
one  of  the  conditions  of  the  bond  is 
that  an  action  thereon  must  be  insti- 
tuted within  six  months  from  a  breach 
of  the  contract,  the  period  of  limita- 
tion, on  a  building  contract  which  has 
been  breached  by  failure  to  pay  for 
material  u^ed,  begins  to  run  from  the 
time  judgments  are  entered  against 
the  obligee  on  materialmen's  liens  aris- 
ing out  of  said  breach.  Fitger  Brew. 
Co.  V.  American  Bonding  Co.,  127'Minn. 
330,  149  N.  "W.  539;  Martin  v.  Empire 
State  Surety  Co.,  5S  Wash.  290,  Id 
Pac.  876;  Beebe  v.  Eedward,  35  Wash. 
615,  77  Pac.  1052;  Friend  D.  Eal^n> 
35  Wash.  422,  77  Pae.  794.  (2>  But 
an  action  on  the  bond  for  such  a  con' 
tract,  whichi  is  begun  as  soon  as  mate- 
rialmen's liens  are  placed  upon  the 
obligee's  property,  is  not  prematurely 
brougit,  ae  obligee  feeing  entitled  to 

sr 


consider  thfl  placing  of  the  incumbrance 
upon  his  property  as  a  breach  of  the 
contract.  Friend  «.  tlalston,  35  Wash. 
422,  77  Pac.   794. 

30.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties." 

31.  Ohio. — Anierican  Surety  Co.  v. 
Boyle,  6S  Ohio  St.  486,  63  N.  B.  73. 
Tex. — See  National  Bank  of  Cleburne 
V.  Gulf,  C,  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  95  Tex. 
176,  66  S.  W,  203.  Bng.— -Agacio  v. 
Forbes,  4  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  155,  14  Moore 
P.  C.  160,  15  Eng.  Eeprint  267.  Can. 
Guthrie  v.  O'Connor,  36  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
372. 

32.  Owens  V.  Georgia  Life  Ins.  Co., 
165  Ky.  507,  177  S.  W.  294. 

[a]  Where  a  bond  runs  In  favor  of 
a  court  to  secure  the  payment  of  cer- 
tain moneys  by  its  clerk,  part  of  which 
are  to  be  turned  over  by  the  clerk  to 
the  bailiff  of  the  court,  a  failure  to 
account  to  the  bailiff  for  the  moneys 
to  which  he  is  entitled  gives  the  bailiff 
a  right  of  action  on  the  bond  against 
the  sureties.  Cool  v.  Switzer,  19  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  199. 

[b]  Subseqtieut  Partner. — Where  the 
obligee  takes  a  partner  during  the  life 
of  the  bend,  an  action  will  not  lie 
in  favor  of  the  partnersBip.  Barnett 
«.  Smith,  17  IB.  565. 

[c]  Bond  to  the  United  States  for 
the  benefit  of  materialmen  should  be 
sued  on  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States  to  the  use  of  the  real  plaintiff. 
See  'Title  Guaranty  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Crane  Co.,  219  U.  S.  24,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
140,  55  L.  ed.  7^,  aUkming  163  Fed. 
168,  89  C.  C.  A.  618. 

33.  Oal,— feople's  Lumb.  Co.  v.  GU- 
lard,  136  Cal.  55,  68  Pac.  576.  Ind. 
BroWn  V.  Markland,  22  Ind.  App.  652, 
63  N.  B.  295.  la.— Getchell,  etc.  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Peterson,  124  Iowa  599,  100 
N.  W.  550.  Ky. — Owens  v.  Georgia 
Life  ins.  Co.,  165  Ky.  507,  177  S.  W. 
294;  Federal  Union  Surety  Co.  v.  Com., 
139  Ky.  92,  129  S.  W.  335.  Pa.— Phfl- 
AiiBlphia  V.  Harry  C.  Nichols  Co.,  214 
Pa.  265,  63  Atl.  886.  Wash.— Rust  v. 
United  States  Fidelity  ft  G.  Co.,  87 
Wash.  93,  151  Pac.  248.  Eng.— Lloyd's 
V.  Harper,  59  fc,.  J.  Ch.  140,  16  Ch, 
D.  290,  29  Wkly.  Bep.  452,  43  L.  T. 
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may  sue  separately  when  their  causes  of  action  are  several,"  and 
when  they  are  numerous  an  action  in  equity  may  be  brought  by  one 
representing  all.'^ 

2.  Defendant.  —  When  jointly  liable  principal  and  surety  should 
be  joined ;'°  but  by  statute  the  liability  of  principal  and  surety  is 
generally  joint  and  several,"  even  when,  in  some  jurisdictions,  the 
instrument  creating  the  obligation  refers  to  such  liability  as  joint;'* 
hence  they  may  generally  be  sued  either  jointly  or  severally.*'    The 


(N.  S.)  481.  Can. — Verratt  v.  Me- 
Aulay,  5  Ont.  313. 

Action  by  third  person  for  whos* 
benefit  contract  was  made,  see  the 
title   "Parties." 

[a]  Materialmen.  —  Where  part  of 
the  obligation  of  a  surety 's  bond  on 
a  building  contract  is  to  save  harm- 
less the  obligee  from  the  payment  of 
all  liens,  claims,  etc.,  arising  out  of 
the  performance  of  the  contract,  and 
the  contractor  fails  to  complete  the 
work,  leaving  unpaid  a  number  of 
bills  for  materials  used  therein,  the 
obligee,  being  under  no  oblig'ation  to 
pay  such  bills  by  reason  of  liens  or 
otherwise,  cannot  maintain  an  action 
on  the  bond  against  the  surety  for 
the  benefit  of  the  materialmen.  Bust 
V.  United  States  Fidelity  &  Ot.  Co., 
87  Wash.  93,  151  Pac.  248.  As  to  re- 
covery by  materialmen  generally,  see 
the  title  "Mecnanics'  liens." 

34.  Palmer  v.  Sparshott,  4  Man.  & 
G.  137,  11  L.  J.  C.  P.  204,  4  Scott 
N.  E.  743,  43  E.  C.  L.  79,  134  Eng. 
Eeprint  57. 

35.  Guffanti  v.  Nat.  Surety  Co., 
196  N.  Y.  452,  90  N.  E.  174,  134  Am. 
St.  Eep.  848,  affirming  133  App.  Div. 
610,  lis  N.  y.  Supp.  207.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Parties." 

36.  X7.  S. — Pickersgill  v.  Lahens,  15 
Wall.  140,  21  L.  ed.  119.  Ga.— Scar- 
ratt  V.  F.  W.  Cook  Brew.  Co.,  117  Ga. 
181,  43  S.  E,  413.  Haw.— Stanley  v. 
Akoi,  12  Hawaii  344.  Ind. — South  Side 
Planing  Mill  Assn.  v.  Cutler  &  S.  Lumb. 
Co.,  64  Ind.  560;  Wheeler  v.  Eohrer, 
21  Ind.  App.'  477,  52  N.  E.  780.  La. 
New  Orleans  v.  Eipley,  5  La.  120,  25 
Am.  Dec.  175;  Etzberger  v.  Menard, 
11  Mart.  (O.  S.)  434;  Aston  v.  Mor- 
gan, 2  Mart.  (O.  S.)  336,  5  Am.  Dec. 
733.  Mont.— Cole  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Morton, 
24  Mont.  58,  60  Pac.  587.  Okla.— See 
Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  v.  N.  S.  Sher- 
man Iviach.  &  Iron  Wks.,  161  Pac.  793. 
Pa. — Philadelphia  v.  Beeves,  48  Pa. 
472.  Tenn. — Kendrick  v.  Moss,  104 
Tenn.  376,  58  S.  W.  127.    Bng.— Strong 
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V.  Foster,  17  C.  B.  201,  25  L.  J.  C.  P. 
106,  4  Wkly.  Eep.  151,  84  E.  C.  L. 
201,  139  Eng.  Eeprint  1047;  Jones  v. 
Beach,  2  De  G.  M.  &  G.  886,  22  L.  J. 
Ch.  425,  42  Eng.  Eeprint  1119. 

37.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  v.  N.  S. 
Sherman  Mach.  &  Iron  Wks.  (Okla.), 
161  Pac.  793. 

38.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  v.  N.  S. 
Sherman  Mach.  &  Iron  Wks.  (Okla.), 
161  Pac.  793. 

39.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Hodge, 
6  How.  279,  12  L.  ed.  437;  United 
States  V.  Comet  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  187 
Fed.  674  (Okla.).  Ala.— J.  E.  Wat- 
kins  Med.  Co.  V.  Lovelady,  186  Ala. 
414,  65  So.  52.  Ark.— Hays  v.  Com- 
stock-Castle  Stove  Co.,  TO  Ark.  151,  66 
S.  W.  649.  Colo. — News-Times  Pub. 
Co.  V.  Doolittle,  51  Colo.  386,  118  Pac. 
974.  D.  C. — Wilkinson  v.  McKimmie, 
36  App.  Cas.  336.  Ga. — ^Fourth  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Mayer,  100  Ga.  87,  26  S.  E. 
83.  HI. — Harrison  v.  Thackaberry,  248 
111.  512,  94  N.  E.  172.  Ind.— Stevenson 
V.  Stunkard,  44  Ind.  App.  716,  90  N.  E. 
106;  Foster  v.  Honan,  22  Ind.  App. 
252,  53  N.  E.  667;  Webster  v.  Smith, 
4  Ind.  App.  44,  30  N,  E.  139.  la. 
Pierce  v.  Durham,  73  N.  W.  862.  Ky. 
Owens  V.  Georgia  Life  Ins.  Co.,  165 
Ky.  507,  177  S.  W.  294.  La.— City  of 
Shreveport  v.  U.  S.  Fidelity  &  Guar- 
anty Co.,  131  La.  933,  60  So.  621; 
Bonny  v.  Brashear,  19  La.  383;  Eogay 
V.  Juilliard,  25  La.  Ann.  305;  State 
V.  McDonnell,  12  La.  Ann.  741.  Mich. 
People  V.  Butler,  74  Mich.  643,  42  N.  W. 
273.  Miss. — Davis  v.  Hoopes,  33  Miss. 
173.  MO; — Board  of  Education  v.  U.  S. 
Fidelity  &  Guaranty  Co.,  166  Mo.  App. 
410,  149  S.  W.  46.  N.  Y.— Stein  v. 
Whitman,  156  App.  Div.  861,  142  N.  Y. 
Supp.  4;  Town  of  Hadley  v.  Garner,  116 
App.  Div.  68,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  777; 
Eiehl  V.  Illinois  Surety  Co.,  85  Misc. 
245,  148  N.  Y.  Supp.  339-  American 
Surety  Co.  v.  Thurber,  24  Jones  &  S. 
338,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  191,  affirmed;  121 
N.  Y.  655,  23  N.  E.  1129.  N.  0. 
McNeill  V.  McBryde,  113  N.  C.  408,  16 
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statutes  of  some  jurisdictions,  however,  provide  that  in  every  action 
against  a  surety,  with  certain  exceptions,  such  as  absence  from  the 
state,  death  or  insolvency,  the  principal  is  a  necessary  party,*"  unlesii 
judgment  has  previously  been  rendered  against  the  principal.*^ 

As  to  cosureties  the  same  general  principle  applies,  namely,  that 
when  jointly  and  severally  liable  they  may  be  sued  either  jointly  or 
separately.*^  Cosureties  may  be  joined  even  though  one  of  them  is 
liable  only  for  a  limited  amount,*^  or  when  unity  exists  in  the  prin- 
cipal obligation,  though  the  sureties  are  liable  on  separate  bonds,**  but 
not,  as  a  rule,  if  their  liability  arises  out  of  separate  contracts.*^ 

In  equity  all  the  obligors  on  the  bond  should  be  joined,  unless  their 
absence  may  be  excused  by  reason,  of  insolvency  or  other  substantial 
cause,*"  and  if  any  of  them  are  dead  their  personal  representatives 


S.  E.  841;  Brown  v.  McKee,  108  N.  C. 
387,  13  S.  E.  8;  Davis  v.  Sanderlin,  23 
N.  C.  389.  Ohio.— Walsh  v.  Miller,  51 
Ohio  St.  462,  38  N.  E.  381.  Okla. 
Baker  v.  Gaines  Bros.  Co.,  166  Pac. 
159;  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  v.  N.  S. 
Sherman  Mach.  &  Iron  Co.,  161  Pac. 
793;  Palmer  v.  Noe,  48  Okla.  450,  150 
Pae.  462.  Pa. — Domestic  Sew.  Mach. 
Go.  V.  Saylor,  86  Pa.  287;  Lishy  v. 
O'Brien,  4  Watts  141;  Supplee  v.  Serr- 
man,  16  Pa.  Super.  45.  P.  I. — Chinese 
Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Pua  Te  Ching, 
16  Phil.  Isl.  406.  S.  C— State  v.  Wil- 
liams, 19  S.  C.  62;  Lowndes^c.  Pinck- 
ney,  2  Strobh.  Eq.  44;  Lainhart  v. 
Eeilly's  Admr.,  3  Des.  Eq.  590.  Tenn. 
Maxwell  v.  Smith,  86  Tenn.  539,  8  S. 
W.  340;  Whiteside  v.  Latham,  2  Coldw. 
91.  Va. — Dabney's  Admr.  v.  Smith's 
Legatees,  5  Leigh  (32  Va.)  13.  Wash. 
Pacific  Bridge  Co.  v.  United  States 
Fidelity  &  Guar.  Co.,  33  Wash.  47,  73 
Pac.  772.  Eng. — Berwick-TJpon-Tweed 
V.  Murray,  7  De  G.  M.  &  G.  497,  26 
L.  .T.  Ch.  201,  3  Jur.  (N.  S,)  847,  5 
Wkly.  E«p.  208,  44  Eng.  Eeprint  194. 

[a]  Administrator  of  deceased  prin- 
cipal need  not  be  joined  in  such  ease. 
Baker  v.  Gaines  Bros.  Co.  (Okla.),  166 
Pac.  159. 

[b]  The  holder  of  a  promissory  note 
may,  at  his  option,  maintain  an  action 
against  the  parties  who  sign  the  same 
as  sureties  without  joining  the  prin- 
cipal debtor  as  a  party  defendant. 
Baker  v.  Gaines  Bros.  Co,  (Okla.),  166 
Pac.   159. 

[e]  The  contractor  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  defendant  to  a  aub-con- 
traetor's  action  on  the  building  eon- 
tractor's  bond.  Board  of  Education  v. 
TJ.  S.  Fidelity  &  Guaranty  Co.,  166  Mo. 
App.  410,  149  S.  W.  46. 


40.  Hume  v.  Perry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
136  S.   W.  594. 

[a]  Insolvent  Friucipal. — Eeeves  t 
Co.  V.  Jowell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  140 
S.  W.  364. 

[b]  In  an  action  against  the  prin- 
cipal and  one  surety,  where  other 
sureties  are  liable  severally  for  lim- 
ited amounts,  such  sureties  are  proper 
T3ut  not  neeeBsary  parties.  Bolton  v. 
Clifford  &  Co.,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  140, 
100  S.   W.  210. 

41.  Hume  v.  Perry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
136  S.  W.  594. 

42.  Ind. — Tourtelott  v.  Junkin,  4 
Blackf.  483.  N.  Y.— Phalen  v.  Dingee, 
4  E.  D.  Smith  379.  Okla.— Fidelity  & 
Deposit  Co.  V.  N.  8.  Sherman  Mach. 
&  Iron  Wks.,  161  Pae.  793;  Palmer  v. 
Noe,  48  Okla.  450,  150  Pac.  462. 

[a]  The  personal  representative  of 
a  deceased  cosurety  is  a  proper  party. 
White  V.  Alexander,  63  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
512,  131  S.  W.  437. 

43.  White  v.  Alexander,  63  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  512,  131  S.  W.  437. 

44.  Powell  V.  Powell,  48  Cal.  234; 
Kedwne  v.  Love,  65  Tex.  152. 

45.  Southmayd  v.  Jackson,  15  Misc. 
476,  37  N,  Y.  Supp.  201,  72  N.  Y.  St. 
781. 

[a]  In  an  action  to  apportion  col- 
lateral, all  sureties  liable  should  lie 
made  parties  to  the  proceeding  in  or- 
der that  the  collateral  may  be  appor- 
tioned, and  the  judgment  binding  on 
all.  State  Bank  v.  Bryan,  268  111. 
151,  108  N.  E.  1004,  affirming  186  111. 
App.  207.  Compare  Bank  of  Monroe  v. 
Gifford,   79  Iowa   300,  44   N.   W.   558. 

46.  Ky.— Payne  v.  Hays,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  176;  Sneed's  Exr.  v.  White,  3 
J.  J.  Marsh.  525,  20  Am.  Dec.  175; 
Tobin  V.    Wilson,   3   J.    J.   Marsh.    63. 
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should  be  named  as  parties  to  the  suit.*' 

3.  Intervention.  —  A  surety,  on  a  proper  showing,  may  intervene 
to  defend  an  action  against  his  principal.*' 

4.  Dismissal.  —  In  case  the  liability  is  joint  and  several,  dismissal 
may  be  had  as  to  either  principal*^  or  surety,^"  and  the  case  permitted 
to  proceed  to  judgment  against  the  other  party. 

F.  Pleading.  —  1.  Declaration  or  Complaint.^^  —  Facts  should 
be  stated  showing  both  the  suretyship  contraet,^^  and  the  principaP^ 


Md.— Carroll  v.  Waring,  3  Gill  &  J. 
491.  N.  C— Hart  v.  Coffee,  57  N.  C. 
321.     Va. — Loop  V.   Summers,   3   Hand. 

511.  W.  Va.— Clark  v.  Nickell,  73  W. 
Va.  69,  79  S.  E.  1020,  Ann.  Gas.  1917A, 
1286.  Eng.— Brooks  v.  Stuart,  8  L.  J. 
Ch.  (N.  S.)  279,  1  Beav.  512,  48  Eng. 
Reprint  1039;  Cockburn  v.  Thompson, 
16  Ves.  Jr.  321,  33  Eng.  Reprint  1005. 
Can. — Canada  Exch.  Bank  v.  Springer, 
29  Grant   Ch.   (TJ.   C.)   270. 

[a]  Bill  Against  Principal. —  (1) 
When  the  object  of  the  suit  is  to  reach 
property  belonging  to  the  principal  it 
is  not  necessary  to  join  the  surety. 
N.  J. — Cooper's  Exr.  v.  Cooper,  5  N.  J. 
Eq.  498.  N.  Y.— Dias  v.  Bouohaud,  10 
Paige  445.  Eng. — Adams  v.  Thompson. 
6  L.  J.  Ch.  109.  (2)  Nor  is  it  neces- 
sary to  join  the  surety  when  the  bill 
in  equity  is  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  an  accounting  by  the  prin- 
cipal. Newton  v.  Egmont,  4  Sim.  574, 
58   Eng.   Reprint   215., 

47.  Ark. — Roane  v.  Pickett,  7  Ark. 
510.  Va.— Wytheville  Crystal  Ice  & 
D.  Go.  V.  Frick  Co.,  96  Va.  141,  30 
S.  E.  491.  W.  Va.— Clark  v.  Nickell, 
73  W.  Va.  69,  79  S.  E.  1020,  Ann.  Gas. 
1917A,  1286.  Eng.  —  Berwick-Upon- 
Tweed  v.  Murrav,  7  De  G.  M.  &  G. 
497,  26  L.  J.  Ch.  201,  3  Jur.  (N.  S.) 
847,  if  Eng.  Reprint  194. 

48.  Cal. — Goburn  v.  Smart,  53  Gal. 
742.  N.  J.— Moore  v.  Hammell  (N.  J. 
Eq.),  14  Atl.  743.  N.  Y.— Hoffman  v. 
Steinau,  34  Hun  239;  Lyon  v.  Tall-' 
madge,  14  Johns.  501 ;  Jewett  v.  Crane, 
13  Abb.  Pr.  97,  35  Barb.  208. 

49.  Oal. — See  Nunan  v.  Berry,  66 
Cal.  305,  5  Pac.  358.  D.  C— Wilkin- 
son V.  McKimmie,  36  App.  Cas.  336 
111. — Harrison  v.  Thackaberry,  248  111. 

512,  94  N.  E.  172.  Ind.— Stevenson  v. 
Stunkard,  44  Ind.  App.  716,  90  N.  E. 
106.  la.— Dorothy  v.  Hicks,  63  Iowa 
240,  18  N.  W.  909.  Miss.— Wilkinson 
V.  Flowers,  37  Miss.  579,  75  Am.  Deo. 
78.  Tex. — See  Burden  v.  J.  G.  Cro-ss 
&  Co.,  33  Tex.  685. 

See  the  title  "Dismissal,  Discon- 
tinuance and  Nonsuit." 
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50.  Concord  Bank  v.  Rogers,  16  N. 
H.   9. 

For  dismissal  as  to  part  of  defend- 
ants in  actions  ex  contractu  generally, 

see  7  Standabd  Pboc.  667. 

51.  See  generally  the  title  "Declara- 
tion and  Complaint." 

52.  American  Surety  Co.  v.  Pang- 
burn,  182  Ind.  116,  105  N.  E.  769,  Ann. 
Gas.  1916E,  1126;  Wild  Gat  Branch  v. 
Ball,  45  Ind.  213;  Church  v.  Campbell, 
7  Wash.  547,  35  Pac.  381. 

Manner  of  pleading  contracts  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Implied  and  Ex- 
press Agreements." 

[a]  Consideration  between  the  prin- 
cipal and  obligee  must  be  shown.  Bix- 
ler  V.  Ream,  3  Pen.  &  W.  (Pa.)  282. 

[b]  Execution  and  Delivery. — In  an 
action  by  a  creditor  against  a  principal 
debtor  and  his  sureties,  an  allegation 
of  the  making  of  a  bond  by  defend- 
ants, by  the  terms  of  which  they  bound 
themaelves,  is  a  sufSeient  allegation  of 
execution  and  delivery.  Jacobs  v.  Cur- 
tiss,  67  Gonn.  497,  35  Atl.  501;  North 
St.  Louis  Planing  Mill  Co.  v.  Essex,  157 
Mo.  App.  18,  137  S.  W.  295. 

[o]  Alleging  Formal  Acceptance. 
When  the  surety  contract  is  essentially 
a  part  of  the  original  contract,  or 
when,  being  a  mere  offer,  its  ac- 
ceptance is  shown  by  the  actions  of 
the  parties,  it  need  not  be  alleged  in 
an  action  against  the  surety  to  enforce 
the  obligation  of  his  bond.  Bruce  Co. 
V.  Lambour,  123  La.  969;  49  So.  659. 

I'd]  A  written  contract  need  not  be 
alleged  unless  within  the  statute  of 
frauds.  Lilly  v.  Hewitt,  11  Price  494. 
See  the  title   "Frauds,  Statute  of." 

53.  Oal. — Stockton  Sav.  Bank  v.  Me- 
Cown,  170  Gal.  600,  150  Pac.  985;  Wolf 
V.  Aetna  Indemnity  Co.,  163  Cal.  597, 
126  Pac.  470.  Fla.— Orlando  v.  Good- 
ing, 34  Fla.  244,  15  So.  770.  Ind. 
State  V.  Adams,  15  Ind.  App.  310,  44 
N.  E.  47.  N.  Y. — Cooney  v.  Winants, 
19  Wend.  504.  See  also  Calvo  v. 
Davies,  73  N.  T.  211,  29  Am.  Rep. 
130. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY 


581 


obligation,  or  a  novation  as  to  either,^*  and  the  subsequent  breach.^' 
It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  demand  on  the  principal,^*  nor  notice  of 
his  default  to  the  surety,"^  unless  demand  and  notice  are  essential  in 
fixing  the  surety's  liability.^*  Performance  of  conditions  precedent 
to  recovery  must  be  alleged,^^  or  their  non-performance  excused  j"" 
but  waiver  does  not  constitute  performance,  and  where  there  is  a 


[a]  A  promise  to  pay  is  included  in 
the  allegation  of  indebtedness.  Al- 
bany Furniture  Co.  v.  Merchants'  Nat. 
Bank,  17  Ind.  App.  93,  46  N.  B.  479. 
As  to  the  allegation  of  payment  of  a 
bill  or  note  generally,  see  4  Standard 
Peoc.  248.  See  also  the  title  "Pay- 
ment." 

[b]  The  original  note,  being  the 
principal  obligation,  must  be  set  out 
in  the  d«claration  and  its  non-payment 
alleged.  Stockton  Sav.  Bank  v.  Mc- 
Cown,  170  Cal.  600,  150  Pac.  985. 

54.  See  People's  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Gil- 
lard,  136  Cal.  55,  68  Pac.  576;  Victor 
Sewing  Maoh.  Co.  v.  Scheffler,  61  Cal. 
530, 

[a]  The  surety's  assent  to  the  new 
contract  must  be  averred.  Wilkinson 
V.  McKimmie,  86  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
336;  Weed  Sew.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Ober- 
reich,  38  Wis.  325. 

[b]  Extension  of  Time. — Where  the 
contract  provides  that  an  extension  of 
time  may  be  granted  the  principal  with- 
out releasing  the  surety  or  affecting  his 
liability,  an  extension,  if  made,  is  not 
a  material  change  in  the  contract  such 
as  must  be  pleaded.  Mankediek  v. 
Consolidated  Coal  &  Lime  Co.,  25  Ind. 
App.  135,  57  N.  E.  256. 

55.  Cal. — Stockton  Sav.  Bank  v.  Me- 
Cown,  170  Cal.  600,  150  Pac.  985. 
Conn. — New  Haven  v.  Eastern  Pav. 
Brick  Co.,  78  Conn.  689,  63  Atl.  517. 
Ga.— McGarry  v.  Seiz,  129  Ga.  296,  58 
8.  E.  856.  Ind. — Cummings  v.  Tell  City 
Brew.  Co.,  26  Ind.  App.  541,  60  N.  B. 
359.  Ey.— United  States  Fidelity  & 
Guaranty  Co.  v.  Com.,  101  S.  W.  360; 
Merkley  v.  U.  S.  Fidelity  &  Guaranty 
Co.,  24  Ky.  L.  Bep.  2308,  73  S.  W. 
1126.  Minn. — Danvers  Farmers'  Elev. 
Co.  V.  Johnson,  93  Minn.  323,  101  N. 
W.  492.  N.  Y. — Keene  v.  Newark  Watch 
Case  M.  Co.,  39  Misc.  6,  78  N.  Y.  Supp. 
753  (afflrmed,  81  App.  Div.  48,  80  N.  T. 
Supp.  859) ;  Chicago  Crayon  Co.  v.  Slat- 
tery,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  987;  Cooney  «. 
Winauts,  19  Wend.  504.  Tex. — May  v. 
Chicago  Crayon  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  AppO, 
147  S;  W.  733.  Wash.— Pacific  Bridge 
Co.  V.  United  States  Fidelity  &  Guar. 
Co.,  33   Wash.  47,  73  Pae.  772. 


Aa  to  alleging  a  breach  of  the  con- 
ditions of  a  bond  generally,  see  4  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  504. 

[a]  Failure  to  show  a  breach,  fatal. 
Brasheara'  Heirs  v.  Brashears,  144  Ky. 
451,  139  S.  W.  738. 

[b]  Failure  To  Account. — When  the 
action  is  for  the  principal 's  failure  to 
account  for  money  received,  a  breach 
of  the  contract  is  stated  by  the  aver- 
ment that  the  principal  received 
money  which  it  was  his  duty  to  ac- 
count for  and  that  he  had  failed  to 
account  for  it.  State  v.  Kidgway,  12 
111.  14. 

[c]  A  specific  breach  (1)  need  not 
be  averred  (Chicago  Crayon  Co.'  v. 
Slattery,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  987),  (2) 
but  may  be.  State  v.  Peterson,  142 
Mo.  526,  39  S.  W.  453,  40  S.  W.  1094; 
Palestine  Bldg.  Assn.  v.  Spengeman  (N. 
J.   L.),  43  Atl.   653. 

[d]  Breach  by  the  surety  need  not 
be  averred.  Farley  v.  Moran,  96  Cal. 
xvii,  31  Pac.  158. 

56.  Ark. — Newton  v.  More,  14  Ark. 
166.  Cal.— Treweek  v.  Howard,  lOS 
CaL  434,  39  Pac.  20;  Coburn  i;.  Brooks, 
78  Cal.  443,  21  Pac.  2.  Ind.— Burns 
V.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  87  Ind.  541;  Mc- 
Millan V.  Bull's  Head  Bank,  32  Ind. 
11,  2  Am.  Eep.  323;  Webster  v.  Smith, 
4  Ind.  App.  44,  30  N.  E.  139.  N.  Y. 
Heebner  v.  Townsend,  8  Abb.  Pr.  234. 
Ohio. — Bush  V.  Critchfield,  4  Ohio  103. 
S.  C— State  V.  Williams,  19  S.   C.  62, 

57.  See  eases  cited  in  preceding 
note. 

58.  Morgan  v.  Menzies,  65  Cal.  243, 
3  Pac.  807. 

59.  IT.  S.— California  Sav.  Bank  v, 
American  Surety  Co.,  82  Fed.  866,  87 
Fed.  118.  Pa.— Moreland  Schpol  Dist. 
V.  Picker,  14  Montg.  Co.  85.  Eng. 
Higgins  V.  Dixon,  3  D.  &  L.  124,  10 
Jur.  375,  14  L.  J.  Q.  B.  329. 

60.  California  Sav.  Bank  v.  Amer- 
ican Surety  Co.,  82  Fed.  866;  Manu- 
facturers' &  Merchants'  Mut.  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Canada  Guarantee  Co.,  43  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  247;  Eoyal  Canadian  Bank  v. 
European  Assur.  Soc,  29  U.  C.  O.  B- 
579.  ^ 
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waiver  it  should  be  pleaded,  together  with  the  facts.'^ 

2.  Plea  or  Answer.^^  —  a.  In  General.  —  Suretyship,  as  a  defense, 
must  generally  be  pleaded,"'  and  when  the  relationship  is  different 
from  that  exhibited  by  the  note  or  other  instrument  sued  upon, 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  payee,  creditor  or  obligee  must  also  be 
pleaded.**  The  statute  of  limitations,*''  discharge,*'  fraud,*^  du- 
ress,*' non-performance  of  conditions  precedent  to  the  surety's 
liability,*®  and  delivery  without  authority,^*  must  be  specially  pleaded, 
b.  Release  or  Discharge.  —  Any  act  or  circumstance  by  which  the 
surety  claims  a  release  from  liability,  with  the  specific  facts  relating 
thereto,  must  as  a  rule  be  specially  pleaded;'^  such  as  extension^^  of 


61.  Guilford  Granite  Co.  ■».  Harrison 
Granite   Co.,   23   App.   Cas.    (D.   C.)    1. 

62.  See  generally  the  titles  "Pleas; " 
"Answers." 

63.  Colo. — Crosby  v.  Woodbury,  37 
Colo.  1,  89  Pac.  34."  La. — Kilgore  v. 
Tippit,  26  La.  Ann.  624;  Pecquet  v. 
Pecquet 's  Exr.,  17  La.  Ann.  204.  Tex. 
Pyron  v.  Grinder,  25  Tex.  (supplement) 
159;  McNeese  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  183  S.  W.  1184. 

64.  Crosby  v.  Woodbury,  37  Colo.  1, 
89  Pac.  34. 

65.  Lesher  v.  United  States  Fidelity 
&  Guaranty  Co.,  239  111.  502,  88  N.  E. 
208.  But  see  the  title  "Iiimitation  of 
Actions." 

66.  See  infra,  II,  F,  2,  b. 

By  payment,  see  infra,  II,  F,  2,  o, 

67.  Wilson  v.  Monticello,  85  Ind.  10; 
Fishburn  v.  Jones,  37  Ind.  119;  Ellis 
V.  MeCormick,  1  Hilt.  (N. ,  Y.)  313. 
See  the  title  '^' Fraud  and  Deceit." 

[a]  Pleading  Acts  of  Fraud. — A 
plea  of  release  on  the  ground  of  the 
creditor's  fraud  should  set  out  the 
fraudulent  acts  relied  upon. 
Taylor  (Ala.),  75  So.  912. 
Standakd  Peoc.  53. 

[b]  Bescission,  under 
fraud  on  the  principal,  is  sufSeiently 
averred  by  the  statement  of  the  prin- 
cipal's refusal  to  perform  the  contract. 
Hazard  v.  Irwin,  18  Pick.   (Mass.)  95. 

68.  Graham  v.  Marks,  98  Ga.  67,  25 
S.  E.  931.     See  the  title   "Duress." 

[a]  By  Illegal  Imprisonment. — That 
the  surety  became  liable  as  a  surety 
by  reason  of  the  illegal  imprisonment 
of  his  principal  should  also  aver  that 
the  illegality  of  such  arrest  was  not 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  surety  at 
the  time  he  became  bound.  Graham 
V.  Marks,  98  Ga.  67,  25  S.  E.  931. 

69.  TJ.  S. — George  A.  Fuller  Co.  v. 
Doyle,  87  Fed.  687.  Ala.— Shehan  v. 
Hampton,  9  Ala.  942.     Ga. — Bonner  v. 
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Taylor  v. 
See    10 


a    plea    of 


Nelson,  57  Ga.  433.  Ohio.— Heading- 
ton  V.  Neff,  7  Ohio  (pt.  1)  229.  Eng. 
White  V.  Ansdell,  5  L.  J.  Bxch.  180,  1 
Tyr.  &  G.  785,  1  M.  &  W.  348. 

[a]  Failure  To  First  Sue  Principal. 
Petty  V.  Cleveland,  2  Tex.  404. 

[b]  In  setting  forth  notice  and  de- 
maud  to  proceed  against  the  principal, 
the  plea  (1)  should  state  that  the  same 
was  given  in  writing  (Ala. — Darby  v. 
Berney  Nat.  Bank,  97  Ala.  643,  11  So. 
881.  111.— Ward  v.  Stout,  32  111.  399. 
Ind. — Mendel  v.  Cairnes,  84  Ind.  141. 
Ohio. — Headington  v.  Neff,  7  Ohio  (pt. 
1)  229)  after  (2)  the  debt  became  due 
(see  Baker  v.  Whittaker,  177  Ky.  197, 
197  S.  W.  644)  and  (3)  while  the  prin- 
cipal was  solvent  (Darby  v.  Berney 
Nat.  Bank,  97  Ala.  643,  11  So.  881) 
and  (4)  failure  to  comply  therewith. 
National  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Gilvin 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W.  652. 

70.  Baker  County  v.  Huntington,  46 
Ore.  275,  79  Pac.  187. 

71.  Cal.— Bull  V.  Coe,  77  Cal.  54,  18 
Pac.  808,  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  235.  Colo. 
Carlile  v.  People,  27  Colo.  116,  59  Pac. 
48.  Ga. — Stewart  v.  Barrow,  55  Ga. 
664.  Mass. — Cutter  v.  Evans,  115  Mass. 
27.  Pa. — Donough  v.  Boger,  10  Phila. 
616,  31  Leg.  Int.  286.  B.  I.— Shelton 
V.  Hurd,  7  E.  I.  403,  84  Am.  Dec. 
564. 

72.  Rawlings  v.  Cole,  67  Mich.  431, 
35  N.  W.  66;  Turner  v.  Stewart,  51  W. 
Va.  493,  41  S.  E.  924. 

[a]  That  the  general  issue  will  ad- 
mit a  defense  of  extension,  see  War- 
ner V.  Crane,  20  111.  148;  Wiley  v. 
Temple,  85  HI.  App.  69. 

[b]  Creditor's  knowledge  of  the 
suretyship  must  be  averred.  McClos- 
key  V.  Indianapolis  Manufacturers'  & 
Carpenters'  Union,  67  Ind.  86,  33  Am. 
Bep.  76 

["c]  Consideration  for  the  extension 
should   be   pleaded.     Ala. — Lehnert  v. 
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time  and  loss  of  securities/'  and,  in  some  jurisdictions,  an  unauthor- 
ized change  of  the  contract.'* 

c.  Payment.  —  Payment  must  be  specially  pleaded,"  and  in  some 
jurisdictions,  particularly  in  an  affidavit  of  defense,  the  plea  must  set 
out  the  time,  place  and  manner  of  payment,'^  but  the  same  par- 
ticularity is  not  required  of  a  surety  when  such  facts  are  not  within 
his  knowledge." 

3.    Replication  or  Reply.  —  The  general  rules  relating  to  replica- 


Lewey,  142  Ala.  149,  37  So.  921.  Colo. 
Winne  v.  Colorado  Springs  Co.,  3  Colo. 
155.  Ind. — Prather  v.  Young,  67  Ind. 
480;  Brooks  v.  Allen,  62  Ind.  401. 
Minn.— St.  Paul  Trust  Co.  v.  St.  Paul 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  70  Minn.  486, 
73  N.  W.  408.  Mont.— Smith  v.  Frey- 
ler,  4  Mont.  489,  1  Pac.  214,  47  Am. 
Eep.  358.  ITeb. — Smith  v.  Mason,  44 
Neb.  610,  63  N.  W.  41.  N.  Y.— National 
Citizens'  Bank  v.  Toplitz,  178  N.  Y. 
464,  71  N.  E.  1.  Tex.— National  Bank 
of  Commerce  v.  Gilviu  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
152  S.  "W.  652;  Hall  v.  Johnston,  6 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  110,  24  S.  W.  861.  Vt. 
Marshall  v.  Aiken,  25  Vt.  327. 

[d]  Extension  for  a  definite  period, 
should  be  shown.  Ala. — Lehnert  v. 
Lewey,  142  Ala.  149,  37  So.  9^1.  Ind. 
Prather  v.  Young,  67  Ind.  480;  Brooks 
V.  Allen,  62  Ind.  401;  Sample  v.  Mar- 
tin, 46  Ind.  226.  Tex. — National  Bank 
of  Commerce  v.  Gilvin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
152  S.  W.  652;  Hall  v.  Johnston,  6 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  110,  24  S.  W.  861.  But 
see  Huey  v.  Pinney,  5  Minn.  3l0. 

[e]  That  surety's  consent  to  exten- 
sion was  not  given  must  be  pleaded. 
Ark. — Stone  v.  State  Bank,  8  Ark.  141. 
N.  D. — Patnode  v.  Deschenes,  15  N.  D. 
100,  106  N.  W.  573.  Eng. — Maingay  v. 
Lewis,  Ir.  E.  5  C.  L.  229. 

[f]  Averment  of  loss  or  injury  to 
a  surety  company  resulting  from  the 
extension,  necessary.  United  States 
Fid.  &  Guar.  Co.  v.  United  States,  178 
Fed.  692,  102  C.  C,  A.  192. 

[g]  An  allegation  of  the  giving  a 
promissory  note  to  the  creditor  by  the 
principal,  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  indicate  an  extension.  Lindeman  v. 
Rosenfield,  67  Ind.  246,  33  Am.  Eep. 
79. 

73.  Hoffman  &  Co.  v.  Atkins,  11  La. 
Ann.  172;  Barnes  v.  Crandell,  11  La. 
Ann.  119;  Hayden  v.  Cook,  34  Neb. 
670,  52  N.  W.  165. 

[a]  Value  of  securities  must  be 
shown  in  a  plea  of  release  through  loss 
of   securities  by   the  plaintiff.     First 


Nat.   Bank  v.   Watt,   7   Idaho   510,  64 
Pac.   223. 

[b]  A  plea  of  change  in  the  con- 
tract will  not  authorize  a  showing  of 
loss  of  securities.  Howard  v.  Baker, 
119  Mo.  397,  24  S.   W.  200. 

74.  Ala. — Hill  V.  Fitzpatriek,  6  Ala. 
314.  Ind. — Security  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Frankel,  46  Ind.  App.  212,  92  N.  E. 
183.  N.  y. — Sachs  v.  American  Surety 
Co.,  72  App.  Div.  60,  76  N.  Y.  Supp. 
335,  33  Civ.  Proc.  41;  Kunzweiler  v. 
Lehman,  34  Misc.  466,  70  N.  Y.  Supp. 
290.  Tex.— Connor  v.  Thornton  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  51  S.  W.  354. 

But  see  1  Standard  Peoc.  829,  830. 

[a]  Under  the  general  issue  a  mate- 
rial change  in  the  contract  may  be 
shown  in  some  jurisdictions.  Mundy 
V.  Stevens,  61  Fed.  77,  9  C.  C.  A.  366; 
Fairhaven  v.  Cowgill,  8  Wash.  686,  36 
Pac.  1093. 

[b]  Changes  in  Contract  Should  Be 
Set  Out.— Randle  v.  Barnard,  99  Fed. 
348;  Leppert  v.  Flaggs,  101  Md.  71, 
60  Atl.  450. 

[c]  The  facts  which  increased  the 
surety's  risk  should  be  set  out.  Stew- 
art V.  Barrow,  55  Ga.  664. 

75.  Ga. — Yancey  v.  Citizens'  Bank 
&  Trust  Co.,  14  Ga.  App.  310,  80  S.  E. 
700.  N.  Y. — Cappadonna  v.  Illinois 
Surety  Co.,  68  Misc.  470,  125  N.  Y. 
Supp.  162.  Pa. — Cook  V.  Com.,  8  Sad. 
413,   11   Atl.   574. 

See  generally  the  title  "Payment." 

[a]  Acceptance  by  the  plaintiff, 
must  be  averred.  Morris  Canal  & 
Banking  Co.  v.  "Van  Vorst's  Admx.,  21 
N.   J.   L.   100. 

[b]  Averring  execution  of  a  promis- 
sory note  by  the  principal  to  the  cred- 
itor is  not  a  plea  of  payment.  Linde- 
man V.  Eosenfleld,  67  Ind.  246,  35  Am. 
Eep.  79. 

76.  Com.  V.  Magee,  224  P,a.  168,  73 
Atl.  347.     See  1  Standard  Peoc.  699. 

77.  Com.  V.  Magee,  224  Pa.  168,  73 
Atl.  347. 
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tion  or  reply,  which  are  treated  efeewhere  id  this  work,'*  should  be 
observed  in  an  action  to  enforce  a  surety's  contract.''' 

4.  Cross-Action.  —  A  cross-action  by  the  surety  against  the  prin- 
cipal debtor  is  sometimes  permitted  by  statute.^" 

G.  Trial.^ — 1.  In  General.  —  The  trial  &f  a  case  to  enforce  a 
contract  of  suretyship  involves  the  application  of  the  general  rules 
applicable  to  all  civil  cases.*' 

2.  Questions  of  Law  and  Pact.*^  —  Where  the  facts  are  in  dispute, 
it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  there  has  been  an  alteration 
in  the  contract  and  the  materiality  thereof,*'  as  well  as  whether  the 
surety  consented  to  the  alteration.**  So  generally  it  is  for  the  jury 
to  determine  whether  the  daiaages  elaiiuedi  resulted  from  the  default 
of  the  surety's  principal;*^  whether  or  not  the  surety  was  notified  of 
the  principal's  default  within  a  reasonable  time;**  what  was  a  reason- 


78.  See  the  title  "BepHcatltHo.^  and 
Reply." 

79.  See  Cooke  v.  Willismson,  11  Ind. 
242. 

[a]  Facts  in.  avQidancei  of  a  plea 
(1)  should  not  be  negatived,  in  tks 
plea,  but  are  matter  for  a  replication. 
Winfield  Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Eoberts 
(Ala.),  76  So.  79;  liosher  v.  V.  S. 
Fidelity  &  Guaranty  Co.,  239  HI.  502,. 
88  N.  B.  208  (plea  of  limitations). 
Where  (2)  release  by  extension  is 
pleaded  by  the  surety,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  assert  a  waiver  thereof  with- 
out pleading  it.  Cruse  v.  Gau  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  193  S.  "W.  40S.  (3)  Matter 
in  estoppel  must  be  speeially  pleaded. 
Trinkle  v.  Ladoga  B.  L.  F.  &  S.  Assn. 
(Ind.   App.),   117   N.  B.  542. 

[b]  That  the  suirety  has  not  been 
injured  by  the  plaintiff's  failure  to  sue 
the  principal,  where  that  defense  has 
been  set  up  in  the  answer,  must  be 
asserted  by  way  of  replication.  Gilli- 
lan  V.  Ludington,  6  W.  Va."  128. 

[e]  A  reply  is  swflcient  which,  al- 
though unnecessarily  long,  denies  a 
material  part  of  the  defense.  Moore 
V.  Andrew,  23  U.  C.  Q.  B.  367.  See 
Wilkes  V.  Clement,  9  U.  C.  Q.  B.  339. 

[d]  Sufftciency. — (1)  A  re^icatioii 
to  a  defense  of  changing  the  contract 
without  the  surety's  consent,  which 
avers  a  ratification  and  agreement  to 
pay  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
is  good.  Owens  v.  Tague,  3  Ind.  App. 
245,  29  N.  E.  784.  (2)  But  where,  in 
reply  to  a  defense  of  signing  the  note 
sued  on  after  delivery  without  con- 
sideration, a  replication  avers  that  de- 
fendant signed  on  an  agreement  that 
another  surety  would  pay  one-half,  it 
must  also  allege  with  whom  the  agree- 
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ment  was  made  and  performance  of 
the  condition  by  the  other  surety. 
Owens  V.  Tague,  3  Ind.  App.  245,  29 
N.  B.  784. 

80.  See  Chrisman  v.  Perrin,  67  Ind. 
586,  but  it  cannot  delay  the  principal 
action. 

81.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial," 
and  the  references  there  made. 

82.  See  the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
and  Juiy." 

83.  U.  S.— BquitaBle  Surety  Co.  v. 
Board  of  Comrs.,  231  Fed.  33,  145  C. 
C.  A.  221;  Pittsburg-Buffalo  Co.  v. 
American  Fidelity  Co.,  219  Fed.  818, 
135  e.  e.  A.  488.  Ark.— Hinton  v. 
Stanton,  112  Ark.  207,  165  S.  W.  299. 
Miss.— Moore  v.  Redding,  69  Miss.  841, 
13  So.  849.  Wis.— Lloyd  Inv.  Co.  v. 
Illinois  Surety  Co.,  164  Wis.  282,  160 
N.  W,  58. 

See  1  Standard  Proc.  839. 

84.  Hinton  v.  Stanton,  112  Ark.  207, 
165  S.  W.  299;  Lipsett  v.  Bettering, 
94  Wash.  629,  162  Pac.  1007. 

85.  Macleod  v.  National  Surety  Co., 
133  Minn.  351,  158  N.  W.  619. 

86.  TJ.  S.— Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co. 
V.  Courtney,  186  U.  S.  342,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  833,  46,  L.  ed,  1193.  Cal.— Baoiga- 
lupi  V.  Phoenix  Bldg.  &  Const.  Co.,  14 
Cal.  App.  632,  112  Pac.  892.  Ga. 
ThomasQu  v,  Keeney,  &  Ga.  App.  852, 
70  S.  E.  220,  4  Ga.  App.  721,  62  S.  E. 
470.  Ore. — ^Williams  v.  Pacific  Surety 
Co.,  77  Ore.  210,  146  Pac.  147,  149 
Pac.  524;  Bioss  v.  MoNicholas.„  66  Ore. 
42,  133  Pac.  782,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B, 
1272;  Dakin  v.  Queen  City  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  59  Ore.  269,  117  Pac.  419.  Vt. 
Donahue  v.  Windsor  County  M.  F.  Inn, 
Co.,  56  Vt.  374. 
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able  time,  after  B&tioe  of  the  principal's  default,  for  the  surety  to 
exercise  an  option  of  completing  the  contract;*'  whether  permission 
to  sue  the  principal  in  the  name  of  the  creditor  was  eiven  a  surety 
upon  the  surety^  request  to  sue  under  the  statute;**  and  whether 
the  surety's  demand  that  the  principal  be  sued  has  been  abandoned.** 

3.  Instyuctions.*"  —  In  accordance  with  the  general  rules  as  to  in- 
structions, the  court's  charge  to  the  jury  should  cover  all  material 
issues.*^ 

4.  Verdict  and  Pindiags.**  —  When  the  question  of  suretyship  is 
an  issue  in  the  case  a  finding  as  to  who  is  principal  and  who  is  surety 
should  be  made  in  order  to  preserve  the  rights  of  one  against  the 
other.*' 

A  directed  verdict  for  the  surety  is  proper  where  the  uncontradicted 
evidence  shows  a  material  extension  of  the  principal  obligation  made 
without  his  consent.®* 

H.  Judgment  or  Decree,'^  —  1.  In  General.  —  A  judgment 
against  a  principal  and  surety  properly  before  the  court  should  be 
joint,*®  unless  the  obligation  upon  which  they  are  sued  is  joint  and 
several."' 

2.  Amount  of  Recovery.  —  The  judgment  against  the  surety  should 
equal  in  amount  that  rendered  against  the  principal.**      If  upon  a 


87.  Thomason  v.  Keeney,  8  Ga.  App. 
852,  70  S.  E.  220,  4  Ga.  App.  721,  62 
S.  E.  470. 

88.  Citizens'  Bank  «.  Hickman 
(Iowa),  162  N.  W.  606. 

89.  Citizens'  Bank  V.  HicSman 
(Iowa),  162  N.   W.  606. 

90.  See  generally  13  Standabd  Pboc. 
698. 

91.  Hubbell  v.  Bissell,  2  Allen 
(Mass.)  196;  Smith  v.  Traders'  Nat. 
Bank,  82  Tex.  368,  17  S.  W.  779;  Jack- 
son V.  EoUins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  128 
S.  W.  681. 

[a]  Instruction  upon  the  law  relat- 
ing to  notice  of  default  should  be 
given.  Larrabee  v.  Title  Guaranty  & 
Surety  Co^,  250  Pa.  135,  95  Atl.  416, 
L.  E.  A,  1916F,  709. 

[b]  Instructions  upon  abstract 
propositions  of  law  not  warranted. 
Thomason  v.  Keeney,  8  Ga.  App.  852, 
70  S.  E.  220.  See  13  Standard  Peoc. 
772. 

[c]  Where  a  change  in  the  contract 
has  been  made  the  court  should  in- 
struct the  jury  as  to  the  effect  thereof 
on  the  surety's  liability.  Hustace  v. 
Davis,  23  Hawaii  606. 

92.  See  generally  th«  titles  "Find- 
ings and  conclusions;"   "Verdict" 

93.  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Bowdon,  98 
Kan.  14Q,  157  Pae.  ^SS: 

[a]  But  when  gucb  a  finding  is  not 
necessary  to  support  the  judgdenit  a 


timely  application  to  include  it  must 
be  made  or  its  omission  will  not  be 
corrected  by  amendment.  Citizens' 
Bank  v.  Bowdon,  98  Kan.  140,  157  Pac. 
429. 

94.  Park  v.  Gordray,  20  Ga.  App. 
35,  92  S.  E.  394. 

95.  See  generally  the  titles  "De- 
crees;"  "Judgments." 

96.  Kingsland  v.  Koeppe,  137  111. 
344,  28  N.  B.  4S,  13  L.  E.  A.  649; 
Eutherford  v.  Moore,  24  Ind.  311. 

[a]  A  judgment  on  principal's 
counterclaim  in  favor  of  himself  should 
be  for  the  principal  alone,  and  not 
for  both  principal  and  sjirety.  Gilliam 
V. '  Coon,  10  111.  App.  43;  Gardner  v. 
Alexander,  159  Ky.  713,  169  S.  W. 
466. 

97.  Western  Twine  Co.  v.  "Wright, 
11  S.  D.  521,  78  N.  W.  942,  44  L.  E. 
A.  438. 

98.  Clark  v.  Blalock,  114  Ga.  309, 
40  S.  E.  228;  Jones  v.  Lewis,  87  Ga. 
446,  13  S.  E.  578;  Robinson  v.  Cham- 
berlain, 29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  170,  68  S. 
W,  209. 

[a]  As  against  a  co-surety,  (1)  the 
judgment  may  be  for  the  whole  amount 
of  the  debt  (Edward  B.  Bruce  Co. 
V.  Lambour,  123  La.  969,  49  So.  659), 
unless  (2)  by  his  contract  he  has  bound 
himself  for  a  less  amount.  Heppe  v. 
Johnson,  73  Cal.  265,  14  Pac.  833; 
People.  V.  hmve,  25  CaL  520. 
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bond'*  or  a  note^  the  judgment  is  limited,  as  a  rule,  to  the  amount 
thereof,  but  when  for  unliquidated  damages,  it  should  be  for  the 
amount  of  the  loss.^ 

Interest  is  awarded^  unless  the  action  is  on  the  bond  for  unliquidated 
damages.* 

3.  Recitals  as  to  Execution.  —  Decrees  in  equity  against  principal 
and  surety,^  and  under  some  statutes  judgments  at  law  against  them,* 


99.  XT.  S.— United  States  v.  Tillot- 
son,  1  Paine  305,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,524.  Cal. — Gay  v.  Milwaukee  Brew- 
ery, 34  Cal.  App.  75,  166  Pac.  1017. 
Ga. — Westbrooke  v.  Moore,  59  Ga.  204. 
N.  J. — Tunison  v.  Cramer,  5  N.  X  L. 
498.  N.  Y. — Agawam  Bank  v.  Strever, 
16  Barb.  82;  Dunham  &  Co.  v.  Me- 
Cann,  110  App.  Div.  157,  97  N.  Y. 
Supp.  212.  N".  0. — Donlan  v.  American 
Bonding  &  Trust  Co.,  139  N.  C.  212, 
51  S.  E.  924.  Ore. — MeCargar  v.  Moore, 
157  Pae.  1107.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Forney, 
3  Watts  &  S.  353.  W.  Va.— Vance 
Shoe  Co.  V.  Haught,  41  "W.  Va.  275, 
23  S.  E.  553.  Wis.— Zinns  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Mendelson,  89  Wis.  133,  61  N.  W.  302. 
Eng. — Smith  v.  Brandram,  2  Man.  & 
G.  244,  5  Jur.  173,  2  Scott,  N.  E. 
539,  9  D.  P.  C.  430,  40  E.  C.  L.  583, 
133  Eng.  Reprint  737. 

As  to  the  amount  Tecoverable  on  a 
bond  generally,  see  4  Standard,  Proc. 
532,  et  seq. 

[a]  If  against  one  surety  on  sereral 
bonds,  the  judgment  as  a  rule  should 
be  severally  for  the  amount  of  each 
bond  and  not  for  their  total.  Cassady 
V.  Board  of  Trustees,  93  111.  394. 

[b]  If  by  mistake  the  surety  pays 
more  he  may  recover  the  excess  from 
the  creditor.  Gay  v.  Milwaukee  Brew- 
ery, 34  Cal.  App.  75,  166  Pae.  1017. 

1.  Vance  Shoe  Co.  ii.  Haught,  41  W. 
Va.  275,  23  S.  E.  553;  Agricultural  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Sargeant,  26   Can.   Sup.   Ct.   29. 

2.  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v.  Hensey, 
27  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  210  (affirmed, 
205  U.  S.  298,  27  Sup.  Ct.  535,  51 
L.  ed.  811);  Leavel  v.  Porter,  52  Mo. 
App.  632. 

3.  D.  0. — Goff  V.  United  States,  22 
App.  Cas.  512.  Kan. — McMuUen  v. 
Winfield  Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn.,  64  Kan. 
298,  67  Pac.  892,  91  Am.  St.  Eep. 
236,  56  L.  R.  A.  924.  La.— Parker  v. 
Alexander,  2  La.  Ann.  188.  Mass. 
Bank  of  Brighton  v.  Smith,  12  Allen 
243,  90  Am.  Dec.  144.  N.  Y.— Degnon- 
McLean  Const.  Co.  v.  City  Trust,  Safe 
Dep.  &  Surety  Co.,  4(J  Misc.  530,  82 
N.  Y.  Supp.  944.    Pa.— Holmes  v.  Frost, 
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125  Pa.  328,  17  Atl;  424.  Eng.— Meek 
V.  Wallis,  27  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  650.  Can. 
Montreal  v.  Ste.  Cunegonde,  32  Can. 
Sup.  Ct.  135;  London  v.  Citizens'  Ins. 
Co.,  13  Ont.  713. 

As  to  recovery  of  interest  generally, 
see  14  Standard  Pkoc.  115;  in  actions 
on  bonds,  see  4  Standard  Proc.  538. 

4.  State  V.  Wayman,  2  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  254;  Degnon-McLean  Const.  Co. 
V.  City  Trust,  Safe  Dep.  &  Surety  Co., 
99  App.  Div.  195,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  1029 
(affirmed,  184  N.  Y.  544,  76  N.  E. 
1093).  But  see  Williams  v.  Pacific 
Surety  Co.,  77  Ore.  210,  146  Pac.  147, 
149  Pac.   524. 

5.  Ky. — Patton's  Admr.  v.  Patton'a 
Heirs,  3  B.  Mon.  160.  Tenn. — Pace  v. 
Plumlee,  2  Tenn.  Cas.  55.  Va. — Beck- 
ham V.  Duncan,  9  S.  E,  1002. 

[a]  Insolvent  Principal. — This  rule 
is  not  observed  when  the  principal  is 
shown  to  be  insolvent.  May  v.  May, 
.19  Fla.  373. 

6.  TT.  S.— Cooper  v.  Jewett,  233  Fed. 
618,  147  C.  C.  A,  426  (la.  Code,  1897, 
§3779).  Ind. — Montgomery  v.  Vieory, 
110  Ind,  211,  11  N".  E.  38;  Douch  v. 
Bliss,  80  Ind.  316;  Williams  v.  Fleenor, 
77  Ind.  36;  Rooker  v.  Wise,  14  Ind. 
276.  la.— State  v.  McGlothlin,  61  Iowa 
312,  16  N.  W.  137.  Mich.— Prentiss  v. 
Spalding,  2  Doug.  84.  Miss. — Work  v. 
Harper,  31  Miss.  107,  66  Am.  Dee. 
549.  Neb. — Escritt  v.  Michaleson,  73 
Neb.  634,  103  N.  W.  300,  106  N.  W. 
1016;  Trester  v.  Pike,  60  Neb.  510,  83 
N.  W.  676.  N.  C— Stewart  v.  Ray,  26 
N.  C.  269.  Ohio. — Peters  v.  MoWil- 
liams,  36  Ohio  St.  155;  Wilkins  v.  Ohio 
Nat.  Bank,  31  Ohio  St.  565;  Elliott  v. 
Elmore,  16  Ohio  27.  Tenn. — Grissom 
V.  Moore,  1  Sneed  361.  Tex. — Abney 
V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  CHv. 
App.),  152  S.  W.  734;  Dignowity  v. 
Staacke  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  25  S.  W. 
824;  Montrose  v.  Fannin  County  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  23  S.  W.  709. 

[a]  The  judgment  may  be  opened 
up  and  modified  to  make  the  neces- 
sary "showing  in  this  respect,.     Emery 
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should  recite  the  order  of  their  liability  and  direct  the  officer  to  make 
.the  execution  out  of  the  property  of  the  principal  before  resorting  to 
that  of  the  surety. 

4.  Summary  Judgment.''  —  The  statutes  of  some  states  authorize 
a  summary  judgment  on  motion  against  the  surety  upon  judgment 
being  taken  against  the  principal.* 

5.  Enforcement  of .^  —  Statutes  may  require  the  judgment  creditor 
to  first  exhaust  the  property  of  the  principal,^"  otherwise,  except  in 
equity  where  the  principal's  property  will  as  a  rule  be  first  subjected 


V.  Farmers'  State  Bank,  97  Kan.  231, 
155  Pae.  34. 

[b]  In  tbe  absence  of  a  statute, 
sueh  recital  not  necessary.  Keaton  v. 
Cox,  26  Ga.  162. 

[e]  As  to  parties  who  were  not  be- 
fore the  court,  the  statute  has  no  ap- 
plication. Brownlee  v.  Young,  25  Mont. 
38,  63  Pae.  798;  Kirklaud  Land  &  Imp. 
Co.  V.  Jones,  18  Wash.  407,  51  Pae. 
1043. 

7.  See  the  title  "Summary  Proceed- 
ings." 

8.  U.  S. — ^Beall  v.  New  Mexico,  16 
Wall.  535,  21  L.  ed.  292.  Ark.— Prairie 
Creek  Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Kittrell,  107 
Ark.  361,  155  S.  W.  496.  Cal.— Ladd 
V.  Parnell,  57  Cal.  232.  Ga.— Walker 
V.  Walker,  42  Ga.  141.  111. — Johnson 
V.  Chicago,  ete.  Elevator  Co.,  105  111. 
462;  Eietzell  v.  People,  72  111.  416; 
Hennies  v.  People,  70  111.  100.  la. 
Andres  &  Co.  v.  Schlueter,  140  Iowa 
389,  118  N.  W.  429.  Mich.— Lang  v. 
People,  14  Mich.  439;  Chappee  v.  Thom- 
as, 5  Mich.  53.  Minn. — Stapp  v.  Steam- 
Boat  Clyde,  44  Minn.  510,  47  N.  W. 
16-3;  Davidson  v.  Farrell,  8  Minn.  258. 
Miss. — Peck  v.  Critehlow,  7  How.  243. 
Ore. — MeCargar  v.  Moore,  157  Pae. 
1107. 

On  forthcoming  bonds  see  10  Stand- 
ard Proc.  25. 

[a]  In  absence  of  statute  no  sueh 
judgment  can  be  entered.  Walker  v. 
Walker,  42  Ga.  141. 

[b]  The  statutes  are  strictly  con- 
strued and  cannot  be  extended  by  con- 
struction. Prairie  Creek  Coal  Min.  Co. 
■ii.  Kittrell,  107  Ark.  361,  155  S.  W. 
496;    Creanor   v.   Creanor,   36   Ark.   91. 

[c]  Where  upon  default  to  file  a 
denial  under  oath,  a  summary  judgment 
may  be  entered  against  the  principal, 
for  the  same  reason  such  a  judgment 
may  be  entered  against  the  surety. 
Fidelity  &  Deposit  Go.  v.  United  States, 
20  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.)  376. 

9.  As  to  enforcement  of  judgments 


and  decrees  generally,  see  15  Standard 
Peoc.  701. 

10.  XI.  S.— Cooper  V.  Jewett,  233 
Fed.  618,  147  C.  C.  A.  426  (la.  Code, 
1897,  §3966);  In  re  Nashville  Laundry 
Co.,  240  Fed.  795.  Ind. — ^McTaggart 
V.  Dolan,  86  Ind.  314;  Lacy  v.  Lofton, 
26  Ind.  324.  la.— Andres  &  Co.  v. 
Schlueter,  140  Iowa  389,  118  N.  W. 
429.  Kan. — Emery  v.  Farmers'  State 
Bank,  97  Kan.  231,  155  Pae.  34.  La. 
New  Orleans  v.  Waggaman,  31  La. 
Ann.  299;  Stinson  v.  Hill,  21  La.  Ann. 
560.  Miss. — Smith  v.  Clopton,  48  Miss. 
66;  Walker  v.  Gilbert,  13  Smed.  &  M. 
693.  Pa.— Kirkpatrick  v.  White,  29 
Pa.  176.  Tenn. — Sellars  v.  Fite,  3  Baxt. 
120;  Bryant  v.  Eudisell,  4  Heisk.  656; 
Morris  v.  McAnally,  3  Coldw.  304.  Tex. 
Magill  V.  Eugeley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
171  S.  W.  528;  Abney  v.  Citiziens'  Nat. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W.  734; 
Hollimon  v.  Karger,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
558,  71  S.  W.  299.  Va.— Wytheville 
Crystal  Ice  &  D.  Co.  v.  Frick  Co.,  96 
Va.  141,  30  S.  E.  491;  Womaek  v.  Pax- 
ton's  Exrs.,  84  Va.  9,  5  S.  E.  550; 
Grove  V.  Little,  11  Leigh  (38  Va.) 
180.  W.  Va.— Post  V.  W.  H.  Bailey 
&  Co.,   68    Vy^.  Va.  434,   69   S.  E.   910. 

Kecitals  in  judgment  as  to  e:xecuting 
first  on  principal's  property,  see  supra, 

n,  H,  3. 

[a]  Statute  directory,  see  In  re 
Nashville  Laundry   Co.,   240  Fed.   795. 

[b]  "The  return  upon  previous 
citations  stating  that  no  property  of 
the  land  company  could  be  found  out 
of  which  the  judgment  could  be  made 
was  prima  facie  sufficient  to  authorize 
the  levy  upon  the  property  of  fhe 
surety."  Magill  v.  Bugeley  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  171  S.  W.  528. 

[c]  Insolvency  of  principal  will 
authorize  immediate  resort  to  the 
surety's  property.  Ind. — Watson  v. 
Beabout,  18  Ind,  281.  La. — ^Morgan  v. 
Creditors,  4  La.  (O.  S.)  5.  Miss. 
Caruthers  v.  Dean,  11  Smed.  &  M.  178. 
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to  the  decree, ^^  the  creditor  may  at  his  election  proceed  against  the 
property  of  either,^^  or  against  the  property  of  one  cosurety.^^ 

I.  Appeal.  —  On  appeal  the  same  general  rules  apply  to  such  cases 
as  are  applied  to  all  civil  actions.'^* 

m.  PROCEEDINGS  BY  SURETY.  — A.  Remedies.  — 1.  In 
Equity."  —  a.  Cancellation.  —  A  surety,  who  has  been  induced  by 
fraud  to  enter  into  a  contract  of  suretyship,  may  maintain  an  action 
against  the  creditor  to  have  it  canceled.^" 


Mo.— Phillips  V.  Bobbins,  59  Mo.  107. 
Pa, — Kirkpatriek  v.  White,  29  Pa.  176. 
[d]  When  principal's  property  can- 
aot  be  reached  by  execution,  (1)  that 
of  the  surety  may  be  first  taken. 
lud. — Knode  v.  Baldridge,  73  Ind.  54. 
La. — Lepretre  v.  Barthet,  25  Xia.  Ann. 
124;  Womaek  v.  Fluker,  13  La.  Ann. 
196;  Dejean's  Syndics  v.  Martin's 
Heirs,  7  Mart.  N.  S.  19'4.  Va. — Meade 
V.  Grigsby's  Admrs.,  26  Gratt.  (67  Va.) 
612.  Thus  (2)  where  property  belong- 
ing to  the  principal  is  in  the  hands  of 
a  receiver  and  not  subject  to  levy  the 
property  of  the  surety  may  be  taken. 
Knode  v..  Baldridge,  73  Ind.  54. 

11.  Ark.— Hill  V.  Mellon,  55  Ark. 
450,  18  S.  W.  540.  Ky. — Bridgewater 
V.  England,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  338,  62 
S.  W.  882.  N.  T.— Boughton  v.  Bank 
of  Orleans,  2  Barb.  Ch.  458.  Va.— Hor- 
ton  V.  Bond,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.)  815. 
W.  Va.— Post  V.  W.  H.  Bailey  &  Co., 
68  W.  Va.  434,  69  S.  E.  910;  Alder- 
son's  Admr.  v.  Alderson,  53  W.  Va. 
388,  44  S.  E.  313;  Shenandoah  Val.  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Bates,  20  W.  Va.  210. 

12.  Ark.— Walker  v.  Files,  94  Ark. 
453,  127  S.  W.  739.  Ga.— Williams  v. 
Kennedy,  134  Ga.  339,  67  S.  E.  821; 
Manry  v.  Shepperd,  57  Ga.  68;  Battle 
V.  Stephens,  32  Ga.  25;  Keaton  v.  Cox, 
26  Ga.  162;  Bank  of  La  Payette  v. 
Wardlaw,   20   Ga.   App.   741,   93-  S.   E. 

,  236;  Jordan  v.  Farmers'  &  Merchants' 
Bank,  5  Ga.  App.  244,  62  S.  E.  1024. 
Me. — ^Puller  v.  Loring,  42  Me.  481. 
N.  0. — Eason  v.  Petway,  18  N.  C.  44. 
Ohio. — Stanley  v.  Lucas,  Wright  34. 
Tex. — Turner  v.  Smith,  9  Tex.  626.  Vt. 
Crane  v.  Stickles,  15  Vt.  252.  W.  Va. 
Post  V.  W.  H.  Bailey  &  Co.,  68  W.  Va. 
434,  69  S.  E.  910. 

[a]  In  Case  of  Stay  by  Principal. 
Where  judgment  is  rendered  against  a 
pihicipal  and  several  sureties,  and  a 
stay  bond  is  given  by  tTie  principal 
which  prevents  the  collection  of  the 
judgment  for  Bixty  days,  the  plaintiff 
ia  execution  has  the  right  to  collect 
the  amount  due  on  the  same  by  a  levy 
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and  sale  of  the  property  of  either  of 
the  sureties  in  the  original  judgment, 
without  levying  on  the  property  of 
the  principal,  or  of  either  of  such  other 
sureties,  or  of  the  surety  on  the  stay 
bond.  Williams  v.  Kennedy,  134  Ga. 
339,  67  S.  E.  821. 

13.  Minick  v.  Brock,  41  Neb.  512, 
59  N.  W.  782. 

14.  See  the  title  "Appeals,"  and 
other  titles  dealing  with  particular 
phases   of  appellate  procedure. 

[a]  Reversal  of  Joint  Judgment. 
Where  the  judgment  is  joint,  but  er- 
roneous either  as  to  the  principal  or 
as  to  the  surety,  it  must  be  reversed 
as  to  all.  Ky. — Carr  i).  Bob,  7  Dana 
417.  Tenn. — Draper  v.  State,  1  Head 
262.  Va. — Munford  v.  Nottoway  Over- 
seers, 2  Rand.  (23  Va.)  313. 

[b]  Joint  and  Several  Judgment. 
(1)  A  joint  and  several  judgment,  if 
improper  as  to  the  sureties,  may  be 
reversed  as  to  the  sureties  and  af- 
firmed as  to  the  principal.  Evans  v. 
Bell,  20  Ala.  509.  (2)  Where  such  a 
judgment  is  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
principal  and  surety  on  the  principal's 
counterclaim,  for  an  amount  in  excess 
of  the  creditor's  demand,  it  may  be 
reversed  in  part  as  to  the  surety  and 
affirmed  as  to  the  principal.  Pieard 
V.  Lang,  3  App.  Div.  51,  38  N.  Y. 
Supp.  229,  73  N.  T.  St.  846.  (3)  In 
case  such  a  judgment  is  rendered 
against  cosureties  it  may  be  reversed 
as  to  one  or  more  and  afiirmed  as  to 
the  others,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  the  right  of  contribution  may  be 
affected  by  so  doing.  Morgan  v.  Smith, 
70  N.  T.  537. 

15.  As  to  protection  against  fraud- 
ulent conveyances  by  the  priincipal,  see 
10  Standard  Proc.  112. 

16.  la. — Benton  County  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Boddicker,  105  Iowa  548,  75  N.  W. 
632,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  310,  45  L.  R.  A. 
321.  Tex. — Trammell  v.  Swan,  25  Tex. 
473.  Eng.— Blest  v:  Brown,  3  Gifford 
450,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  187,  5  L.  T.  (N.  S.) 
663,  66  Eng.  Reprint  486. 
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b.  Compelling  Performance  ty  Principal.  —  Upon  maturity  of  the 
debt,  the  surety  may,  where  circumstances  justify  such  relief,  resort 
to  equity  to  coerce  the  creditor  to  proceed  against  the  principal,"  or 
to  subject  the  property  of  the  prineipal,^^  or  the  principal's  securities 
in  his  hands  to  the  payment  of  the  debt,^^  or  to  marshal  securities 
held  by  him,^°  or  to  compel  the  creditor  to  act  in  order  to  secure  the 
release  of  his  property  where  the  creditor  retains  the  securities  in 
preference  to  canceling  the  obligation.^^     He  may  also,  even  before 


See  generally  the  title  "Cancellation 
and  Rescission. " 

17.  Haw. — Maefie  v.  Kilauea  Sugar 
Co.,  6  Hawaii  440.  Md. — Sasscer  v. 
Young,  6  Gill  &  J.  243.  Minn.— Huey 
V.  Pinney,  5  Minn.  310.  N.  Y.— King 
V.  Baldwin,  17  Johns.  384,  8  Am.  Dee. 
415.    Eng. — Wooldridge  v.  Norris,  L.  E. 

6  Eq.  410,  37  L.  J.  Ch.  640,  19  L.  T. 
(N.  S.)  144,  16  Wkly.  Eep,  965.  Can. 
Campbell  v.  Robinson,  27  Grant  Ch. 
(IT.  C.)   634. 

But  see  Abercrombie  v.  Knox,  3  Ala. 
728,  37  Am.  Dee.  721. 

[a]  By  Statute. — Baker  v.  Gaines 
Bros.  Co.  (Okla.),  166  Pac.  159;  Colum- 
bia Bank  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  United  States 
Fidelity  &  G.  Co.,  33  Okla.  535,  126 
Pac.   556. 

[b]  The  surety. must  indemnify  the 
creditor  against  the  risk,  delay  and 
expense  of  suit.  Maefie  v.  Kilauea 
Sugar  Co.,  6  Hawaii  440;  Huey  v.  Pin- 
ney, 5  Minn.  310. 

[c]  Against  assignee  of  creditor. 
Maefie  V.  Kilauea  Sugar  Co.,  6  Hawaii 
440. 

18.  Ark.— Hill  v.  Crowley,  55  Ark. 
450,  18  S.  W.  540.  Ind.— Moffitt  v. 
Eoche,  77  Ind.  48;  Nunemacher  v.  Ingle, 
20  Ind.  135.  N.  J. — Delaware,  L.  & 
W.  E.  Co.  1).  Oxford  Iron  Co.,  38  N.  J. 
Eq.  151;  Iriek  v.  Black,  17  N.  J.  Eq. 
189.  N.  C. — Allen  v.  Smitherman,  41 
N.  C.  341.  Okla. — ^Moorehead  v.  Dan- 
iels, 153  Pac.  623.  Va.— Beckham  v. 
Duncan,  9  S.  E.  1002;  West  v.  Belches, 
5  Munf.  (19  Va.)  187.  W.  Va.— Wilson 
V.  Carrico,  50  W.  Va.  336,  40  S.  E. 
439.    Eng. — Bechervaise  v.  Lewis,  L.  E. 

7  C.  P.  372,  41  L.  J.  C.  P.  161,  26 
L.  T.   (N.  S.)   848,  20  Wkly.  Eep.  726. 

19.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Cush- 
man,  2  Sumn.  426,  25  Ped.  Cas.  No. 
14,908.  la. — Eiehards  v.  Osceola  Bank, 
79  Iowa  707,  45  N.  W.  294.  IT.  J. 
Guttenberg  v.  Vassel,  74  N.  J.  L.  553, 
65  Atl.  994.  N.  Y.— Wright  v.  Austin, 
56  Barb.  13.  N.  C— Egerton  v.  Alley, 
41  N".  C.  188.  S.  C— Bank  of  State  v. 
Campbell,    2    Eich.    Eq.    179.     W.    Va. 


Neal  v.  Buffington,  42  W.  Va.  327,  26 
S.  E.  172.  Can.— Teeter  v.  St.  John, 
10  Grant  Ch.   (U.   C.)   85. 

20.  Ala. — West  Huntsville  Cotton 
Mills  Co.  V.  Alter,  164  Ala.  305,  51 
So.  338;  Gresham  v.  Ware,  79  Ala.  192. 
Ark. — Kempner  v.  Dooley,  60  Ark.  526, 
31  S.  W.  145.  Ind. — Hoppes  v.  Hoppes, 
123  Ind.  397,  24  N.  E.  139;  Wright 
V.  Crump,  25  Ind.  339.  Ky. — ^Wheat  v. 
McBrayer,  16  Ky.  L.  Eep.  195,  26 
S.  W.  809.  Mass.— Bearse  v.  Lebowich, 
212  Mass.  344,  99  N.  E.  175.  Mich. 
Grand  Eapids  Sav.  Bank  v.  Denison,  92 
Mich..  418,  52  N.  W.  733.  Minn.— North- 
western Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Allia,  23 
Minn.  337.  Mo. — Wilcox  v.  Todd,  64 
Mo.  388.  N.  J.— St.  Peter's  Catholie 
Church  V.  Vannote,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  78, 
56  Atl.  1037;  Kidd  v.  Hurley,  54  N.  J. 
Eq.  177,  33  Atl.  1057;  Tiffany  v.  Craw- 
ford, 14  N.  J.  Eq.  278.  N.  Y.— Smith 
v.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Albany,  151  App. 
Div.  317,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  985;  Shep- 
pard  V.  Conley,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  777,  30 
N.  Y.  St.  639;  Vartie  v.  Underwood, 
18  Barb.  561.  N.  C— Weil  v.  Thomas, 
114  N.  C.  197,  19  S.  E.  103.  Tenn. 
Kirkman  v.  Bank  of  America,  2  Coldw. 
397.  Tex. — Lazarus  v.  Henrietta  Nat. 
Bank,  72  Tex.  354,  10  S.  W.  252. 

21.  West  Huntsville  Cotton  Mills 
Co.  V.  Alter,  164  Ala.  305,  51  So.  338. 

[a]  In  Case  of  Mortgage, — "A  like 
equity  arises  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage, 
executed  by  the  principal  debtor  and 
the  surety,  on  the  separate  and  in- 
dividual property  of  each.  .  .  .  The 
surety  need  not  wait  the  pleasure  of 
the  mortgagee  as  to  the  time  of  fore- 
closure, and  suffer  his  property  con- 
tinued under  the  incumbrance.  As, 
after  the  debt  has  become  due,  a 
surety  may  file  a  bill  to  compel  the 
principal  to  pay  it;  so,  after  for- 
feiture, he  may  bring  a  bill  for  the 
redemption  of  his  property  from  a 
mortgage  covering  the  property  of  both 
the  principal  and  himself,  without  first 
paying  the  entire  mortgage  debt;  and 
in  the  same   suit,  as  ancillary  to  ro- 
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he  is  sued  by  the  creditor  and  before  paying  the  elaim,^^  maintain  a 
bill  to  compel  the  principal  to  discharge  the  debt,^^  or  to  have  it  paid 


demption,  compel  €he  application  of  the 
principal's  property  to  its  payment.  It 
is  sufficient  if  he  pays,  or  offers  to 
pay,  the  balance  that  may  be  due." 
Greaham  v.  Ware,  79  Ala.  192.  See 
also  Bearse  v.  Lebowich,  212  Mass. 
344,   99  N.   E.   175. 

22.  Norton  v.  Eeid,  11  S.  0.  593. 

23.  U.  S. — Southwestern  Surety  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Wells,  217  Fed. '294.  Ala.— West 
Huntsville  Cotton  Mills  Co.  v.  Alter, 
164  Ala.  305,  51  So.  338;  Tillis  v.  Pol- 
mar,  145  Ala.  176,  39  So.  913,  117  Am. 
St.  >Eep.  31;  Thomas  v.  St.  Paul  M.  E. 
Church,  86  Ala.  138,  5  So.  508.  Ark. 
Eic«  V.  Dorrian,  57  Ark.  541,  22  S.  W. 
213.  Conn. — Merwin  v.  Austin,  58  Conn. 
22,  18  Atl.  1029,  7  L.  E.  A.  84.  Del. 
Miller  v.  Stout,  5  Del.  Ch.  259.  D.  C. 
Pavarini  v.  Title  Guaranty  &  S.  Co., 
36  App.  Cas.  348.  Fla. — Hayden  v. 
Thrasher,  18  Fla.  795.  Ga. — Valdosta 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Pendleton,  145  Ga. 
336,  89  S.  E.  216;  Cooper  v.  National 
Fertilizer  Co.,  132  Ga.  529,  64  S.  E. 
650.  Haw. — Macfie  v.  Kilauea  Sugar 
Co.,  6  Hawaii  440.  lU.— Street  v.  Chi- 
cago Wharfing  &  S.  Co.,  157  111.  605, 
41  N.  E.'  1108;  Moore  v.  ToplifE,  107 
111.  241;  Wise  V.  Shepherd,  13  111.  41; 
Keach  v.  Hamilton,  84  111.  App.  413. 
Ind. — Hoppes  v.  Hoppes,  123  Ind.  397, 
24  N.  E.  139;  Eitenour  v.  Mathews,  42 
Ind.  7.  la. — Des  Moines  Bridge  &  Iron 
Wks.  V.  Plane,  163  Iowa  18,  143  N.  W. 
866.  Ky.— Huss  v.  Eice,  92  Ky.  362, 
17  S.  W.  869.  Md.— Whitridge  v.  Dur- 
kee's  Exrs.,  2  Md.  Ch.  442.  Miss. 
Graham  v.  Thornton,  9  So.  292.  N.  H. 
Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  v.  Buckley,  75 
N.  H.  506,  77  Atl.  402.  N.  J.— Irick 
V.  Black,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  189.  N.  T. 
Hannay  v.  Pell,  3  E.  D.  Smith  432. 
N.  C— Taylor  v.  Miller,  62  N.  C.  365; 
Thigpen  v.  Price,  62  N.  C.  146.  Ohio. 
Hale  V.  Wefmore,  4  Ohio  St,  600;  Mc- 
Connell  v.  Scott,  15  Ohio  401,  45  Am. 
Dec.  583.  Okla. — Columbia  Bank  &  Tr. 
Co.  V.  United  States  Fidelity  So  G.  Co., 
33  Okla.  535,  126  Pac.  556.  Pa.— In  re 
Fame  Ins.  Co. 's  Appeal,  83  Pa.  396; 
Beaver  v.  Beaver,  23  Pa.  167.  S.  C. 
Norton  v.  Eeid,  11  S.  C.  593.  Tenn. 
Baylors  v.  Saylors,  3  Heisk.  525.  Tex. 
Yndo  V.  Eivas  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  142 
S.  W.  920.  Vt.— Bishop  v.  Day,  13  Vt. 
81,  37  Am.  Dee.  582.  Va. — Coffman 
V.  Moore's  Exrs.,   29  Gratt.   (70  Va.) 

Vol.  ZXI 


244.  W.  Va.— B,urlew  v.  Smith,  68  W. 
Va.  458,  69  S.  E.  908;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Parsons,  45  W.  Va.  688,  32  S.  E. 
271;  Glenn  v.  Morgan,  23  W.  Va.  467. 
Wis. — Dobie  v.  Fidelity  &  Casualty  Co., 
95  Wis.  540,  70  N.  W.  482.  Bng.— Eane- 
laugh  V.  Hayes,  1  Vern.  Ch.  189,  23 
Eng.  Eeprint  405. 
See  also  8  Standard  Pboc.  438,  441. 

[a]  Suretyship  Essential. — ^A  bill  iu 
equity  in  the  nature  of  exoneration 
will  not  lie  by  one  party  against  an- 
other if  both  are  primarily  liable  on 
the  obligation,  the  relation  of  prin- 
cipal and  surety  is  essential.  Com- 
stock  V.  Corbin,  191  Mich.  639,  158 
N.  W.  106. 

[b]  Obligation  Must  Be  Absolute. 
Exoneration  in  equity  is  bstsed  upon 
the  equitable  principle  of  cutting  cor- 
ners wherever  justice  is  obtained  there- 
by, but  the  doctrine  is  limited  to  the 
extent  that  the  surety's  obligation  to 
pay  must  be  absolute.  To  hold  other- 
wise would  be  to  confer  upon  the 
surety  the  power  to  annul  his  own 
contract  of  suretyship.  Southwestern 
Surety  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wells,  217  Fed.  294. 

[c]  By  Intervention  in  Receiver- 
ship Case. — Where  a  railroad  is  being 
operated  by  a  receiver  under  order  of 
the  court;  who  has  funds  on  hand  re- 
ceived from  the  operation  of  the  road, 
a  surety  on  the  railroad  company's 
note  which  is  due  but  unpaid  may 
intervene  in  the  receivership  case  and 
compel  the  receiver  to  pay  the  note 
out  of  the  funds  on  hand.  Valdosta 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Pendleton,  145 
Ga.  336,  89  S.  E.  216. 

[d]  Nature  of  Suit. — "This  suit  is 
not  to  enforce  a  liability  created  by 
the  statute,  or  the  bond,  but  to  en- 
force the  equitable  rights  of  the  surety 
company  arising  out  of  the  relation  of 
principal  and  surety  created  by  the 
execution  of  the  bond.  Unaffected  by 
the  origin  of  the  relation,  or  the  ex- 
tent of  the  liability,  the  suit  is  nothing 
more  than  one  for  exoneration  brought 
before  the  payment  of  the  secured  debt, 
because  of  the  surety's  fear  growing 
out  of  the  failure  of  the  principal  to 
pay,  and  the  delay  of  the  creditor  to 
assert  his  own  right.  Such  relief,  if 
the  party  be  entitled  to  it,  can  only 
be  given  by  a  court  of  equity."    Pjiva* 
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out  of  his  estate.^*  The  right  may  be  asserted,  not  only  against  the 
principal,  but  against  his  assignee  or  a  trustee  of  particular  funds 
out  of  which  the  claim  is  sought  to  be  paid,^°  but  where  the  surety 
seeks  in  equity  to  subject  a  fund  belonging  to  the  principal  to  the 
payment  of  the  debt,  he  must  pay  or  offer  to  pay  the  difference,  if 
any,  between  such  fund  and  the  amount  of  his  obligation."" 

e.  Subrogation.  —  A  surety  who  pays  the  debt  of  his  principal 
will  be  subrogated  to  all  the  securities,  liens,  equities,  rights,  remedies 
and  priorities  held  by  the  creditor  against  the  principal  and  entitled 
to  enforce  them  against  the  latter  in  a  court  of  equity,"'  but  this 
rule  cannot  be  extended  to  deprive  the  creditor  of  superior  equities 
which  he  may  have  in  securities  held  by  him."' 

d.  Accounting.  — An  accounting  by  the  creditor  of  securities  held 
by  him,  will  be  declared  at  the  instance  of  the  surety,"*  even  though 
a  stay  of  proceedings  commenced  by  the  creditor  to  enforce  the  con- 
tract of  suretyship  may  be  necessary.^" 

e.  Contribution  From  Co-Surety.  —  A  surety  upon  paying  the 
debt  of  his  principal  is  entitled  to  contribution  as  against  his  co- 
sureties, a  remedy  which  is  not  peculiar  to  the  relation  of  cosurety- 
ship  and  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.'^ 


rini  v.  Title  Guaranty  &  S.  Co.,  36  App. 
Cas.   (D.  C.)   348. 

[e]  Basis  of  equity  jurisdiction  is 
by  way  of  quia  timet,  rather  than 
exoneration.  St.  Croix  Timber  Co.  v. 
Joseph,  142  Wis.  55,  124  N.  W.  1049. 
See  also  8  Standard  Pkoc.  438. 

24.  Des  Moines  Bridge  &  Iron  Wks. 
V.  Plane,  163  Iowa  18,  143  N.  W.  866; 
Paxton  V.  Bich,  85  Va.  378,  7  S.  E. 
531,  1  L.  E.  A.  639. 

[a]  Estate  of  Bankrupt. — Wright  v. 
Simpson,  6  Ves.  Jr.  714,  31  Eng.  Be- 
print  1272. 

[b]  Estate  of  Insolvent. — MeCollum 
V.  Hinckley,  9  Vt.  143. 

25.  la. — Des  Moines  Bridge  &  Iron 
Wks.  V.  Plane,  163  Iowa  18,  143  N.  W. 
866.  N.  0. — Gastonia  v.  McEntee-Peter- 
son  Eng.  Co.,  131  N.  C.  359,  42  S.  E. 
857.  Tenu. — Glenn  v.  Doyle,  3  Tenn. 
Ch.  324.  Vt.— See  Hale  v.  Windsor 
Sav.  Bank,  90  Vt.  487,  98  Atl.  993. 

26.  Patch  &  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
90  Vt.  4,  96  Atl.  423. 

27.  Ark. — Kissire  v.  Plunkett-Jarrell 
Gro;  Co.,  103  Ark.  473,  145  S.  W.  567; 
Eicheson  v.  Nat.  Bank  of  Mena,  96  Ark. 
594,  132  S.  W.  913.  N.  Y.— Sexton 
V.  Fensterer,  154  App.  Div.  542,  139 
N.  Y.  Supp.  811.  N.  C— Fowle  v.  Mc- 
Lean, 168  N.  C.  537,  84  S.  E.  852.  Okla. 
Cummins  v.  Line,  43  Okla.  575,  143 
Pac.  672.  Tex. — Paires  v.  Cockerell,  88 
Tex.  428,  31  S.  W.  190,  639,  28  L.  E. 
A.    528;    Nuna   V.    Smith     (Tex,    Civ. 


App.),  194  S.  W.  406;  Green  v.  Hoppe 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  175  S,  W.  1117.  Wis. 
Mason  v.  Pierron,  63  Wis.  239,  23  N. 
W.   119. 

See  generally  the  title  "Subroga- 
tion," and  8  Standard  Proc.  441. 

28.  Eicheson  v.  Nat.  Bank  of  Mena, 
96  Ark.  594,  132  S.  W.  9l3. 

[a]  Mortgage  Lien. — Where  the  cred- 
itor is  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  the 
principal's  property  and  the  debt  is 
paid  by  the  surety  he  is  ordinarily  en- 
titled to  an  assignment  of  the  mort- 
gage, but  if  the  mortgage  is  held  as 
security  for  other  debts  the  surety  can- 
not claim  the  benefit  of  the  mortgage 
unless  he  pays  the  entire  debt  of  the 
principal  to  secure  which  the  mortgage 
was  given.  Eicheson  v.  Nat.  Bank  of 
Mena,  96  Ark.  594,  132  S.  W.  913. 

29.  la.— Stringfield  v.  Graff,  22  Iowa 
438.  Kan. — Packard  v.  Herrington,  41 
Kan.  469,  21  Pac.  621.  N.  Y.— Alston 
V.  Conger,  66  Barb.  272.  N".  C— Womble 
V.  Fraps,  77  N.  C.  198.  Tex.— Eobert- 
son  V.  Angle  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  76  S.  W. 
317.     Can.— Lee  v.  Ellis,  27  Ont.  608. 

30.  Ark. — McConnell  v.  Beattie,  34 
Ark.  113.  N.  J.— Kidd  v.  Hurley,  54 
N.  J.  Eq.  177,  33  Atl.  1057.  N.  Y. 
Sheppard  v.  Conley,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  777, 
30  N.  Y.  St.  639. 

31.  See  5  Standard  Proc.  497. 

As  to  exoneration,  the  right  to  com- 
pel a  cosurety,  in  equity,  before  the 
payment  of  the  debt,  to  contribute  his 
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2.  At  Law.  —  a.  Aciions?^  —  A  surety  who  has  paid  the  debt  may 
maintain  an  action  against  the  principal  on  the  implied  promise  of 
indemnity,^^  his  assignee,'*  or  legal  representative.'"  Assumpsit  for 
money  paid^^  is  a  proper  formal  remedy  in  such  cases  and  it  will  lie 


proportionate  share  of  the  oWigation, 
see  8  Standard  Pkoc.  441. 

32.  As  to  attachment  by  a  surety, 
see  3  Standard  Peoc.  335. 

Contrihutiou  from  cosurety,  seesMpm 
III,  A,  1,  e. 

33.  Ala. — ^Bragg  v.  Patterson,  85 
Ala.  233,  4  So.  716;  Dubberly  v.  Black's 
Admr.,  38  Ala.  193.  Cal. — Williams  v. 
Eiehl,  127  Cal.  365,  59  Pac.  762,  78 
Am.  St.  Eep.  60;  In  re  Hill's  Estate, 
67  Cal.  238,  7  Pac.  664;  Townsend  v. 
Sullivan,  3  Cal.  App.  115,  .84  Pac.  435. 
Colo. — Pitch  V.  Hammer,  17  Colo.  591, 
31  Pac.  336.    Ky. — Thomas  v.  Beckman, 

I  B.  Mon.  29.  Md. — Nally  v.  Long, 
56  Md.  567.     Mass. — Coburn  v.  Parker, 

II  "Gray  335;  Winslow  v.  Otis,  5  Gray 
360.  Mich. — Lange  v.  Parley,  47  Mich. 
352,  11  N.  W.  193.  Minn.— Wendlandt 
V.  Sohre,  37  Minn.  162,  33  N.  W.  700; 
Kimmel  v.  Lowe,  28  Minn.  265,  9  N.  W. 
764.  N.  Y.— Lyth  v.  Green,  21  App. 
Div.  300,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  478;  Ransom 
V.  Keyes,  9  Cow.  128.  N.  C. — Hudson 
V.  Aman,  158  N.  C.  429,  74  S.  E.  97; 
Graeber  v.  Sides,  151  N.  C.  596,  66 
S.  E.  600.  P.  I. — Saenz  v.  Yap  Chuan, 
16  Phil.  Isl.  76.  Ohio.— Second  Nat. 
Bank  v.  American  Bonding  Co.,  93  Ohio 
St.  362,  113  N.  E.  221;  Poe  v.  Dixon,  60 
Ohio  St.  124,  54  N.  E.  86,  71  Art. 
St.  Eep.  713.  Okla. — Pendergraft  v. 
Phillips,  156  Pac.  1189.  Ore.— Guern- 
sey V.  Marks,  55  Ore.  323,  106  Pac.  334. 
S.  0. — Stokes  V.  Hodges,  11  Eich.  Eq. 
135.  Tex. — Saunders  v.  Ireland,  87 
Tex.  316,  28  S.  W.  271;  Hays  v.  House- 
wright  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  133  S.  W. 
922.  W.  Va.— George  v.  Crim,  66  W. 
Va.  421,  66  S.  E.  526.  Wis.— Gray  v. 
McDonald,  19  Wis.  213.  Bng. — ^Layer 
V.  Nelson,  1  Vern.  Ch.  456,  23  Eng. 
Eeprint  582;  Stirling  v.  Forrester,  3 
Bligh  575,  4  Eng.  Eeprint  712. 

[a]  Even  before  payment  of  the 
debt  the  surety  may  be  permitted  by 
■statute  to  sue  the  principal  but  cannot 
in  such  case  enforce  any  judgment  he 
may  obtain  till  after  payment.  Kuenzle 
V.  Tan  Sunco,  16  Phil.  Isl.  670. 

34.  Merwin  v.  Austin,  58  Conn.  22, 
18  Atl.  1029,  7  L.  E.  A.  84. 

35.  Cal.— In  re  Hill's  Est..  67  Cal. 
238,  7  Pac.  664.  Fla— Walker  v. 
Drew,    20    Fla.    908.      Ky.— Conley's 
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Heirs  v.  Boyle's  Exrs.,  6  Mon.  637. 
N.  Y. — Thomson  v.  Taylor,  11  Hun  274, 
afprlned,  72  N.  Y.  32.  Ohio.— Eckert 
V.  Myers,  45  Ohio  St.  525,  15  N.  E. 
862.  S.  O.— Thomson  v.  Palmer,  3  Eich. 
Eq.  139.  Tenn.— Beeves  v.  Pulliam,  7 
Baxt.  119.  Vt.— Hale  v.  Windsor  Sav. 
Bank,  90  Vt.  487,  98  Atl.  993;  West 
■D.  Bank  of  Butland,  19  Vt.  403.  Va. 
Tinsley  v.  Oliver's  Admr.,  5  Munf.  (19 
Va.)  419.  Wis. — Webster  v.  Lawson's 
Estate,  73  Wis.  561,  41  N.  W.  710. 
Bng. — Ingram  v.  Thorp,  7  Hare  67,  68 
Eng.  Eeprint  27, 

[a]  Eetainer  is  a  proper  remedy  by 
a  surety  who  is  executor.  Powell's 
Exrs.  V.  White,  11  Leigh  (38  Va.)  309. 
Seeialso  In  re  Hill's  Est.,  67  Cal.  238, 
7  Pac.  664. 

36.  XT.  S. — Bendey  v,  Townsend,  109 
U.  S.  665,  3  Sup.  Ct.  482,  27  L.  ed. 
1065;  Hall  v.  Smith,  5  Hdw.  SB,  12 
L.  ed.  66;  Wiggin  v.  Dorr,  3  Sumn. 
410,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,625.  Ala. 
Martin  v.  Ellerbe's  Admr.,  70  Ala.  326; 
Sanders  v.  Watson,  14  Ala.  198;  Scott 
17.  Bradford,  5  Port.  443.  Cal.— Chip- 
man  V.  Morrill,  20  Cal.  130.  Colo. 
Fitch  V.  Hammer,  17  Colo.  591,  31  Pac. 
336.  Conn. — Ward  v.  Henry,  5  Conn. 
595,  13  Am.  Deic.  119;  Bunce  v.  Bunce, 
Kirby  137.  HI. — Cleiman  v.  Murphy,  34 
111.  App.  633;  Simpson  v.  McPhail,  17 
111.  App.  499-  Ind. — Campbell  v.  Tom- 
linson,  177  Ind.  63,  98  N.  E.  720;  Col- 
lins V.  Paris,  57  Ind.  151.  Ky. — Mays- 
ville  Tel.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  142 
Ky.  578,  134  S.  W.  886;  Nutall's  Admr. 
V.  Brannin'S  Exrs.,  5  Bush  11;  Lansdale 
«.  Cox,  7  Mon.  401.  Me. — Smith  v.  Say- 
ward,  5  Greenl.  504.  Md. — Puhrman 
V.  Fuhrman,  115  Md.  436,  80  Atl.  1082; 
Crisfield  V.  State,  55  Md.  192.  Mass. 
Gibbs  t).  Bryant,  1  Pick.  118;  Randall 
V.  Eich,  11  Mass.  494;  Ford  v.  Keith, 
1  Mass.  139,  2  Am.  Dec.  4.  Minn. 
Kimmel  v.  Lowe,  28  Minn.  265,  9  N.  W. 
764.  Miss. — Bucks  V.  Taylor,  49  Miss. 
552;  Dinkins  v.  Bailey,  23  Miss.  284. 
Mo. — Ferguson's  Admr.  v.  Carson's 
Admr.,  86  Mo.  673;  Miller  v.  Wood- 
ward, 8  Mo.  169.  Nev. — Frevert  v. 
Henry,  14  Nev.  191.  N.  H.— Eiddle 
V.  Bowman,  27  N.  H.  236;  Lord  v. 
Staples,  23  N.  H.  448;  Pearson  v. 
Parker,  3  N.  H.  366.     N,  J,— Apgar's 
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even  though  there  may  be  an  express  contract  of  indemnity  between 
the  surety  and  principal,^'  or' though. thfi  claim  against  the  principal 
has  been -assigned  by  the  creditor  to  the  surety,'*  or:to  a  third  party.^' 
b.  Summary  Proceedings.^" — ^A  surety- who  has  discharged  the 
judgment  against  his  principal- is  in  some  jurisdictions  given  a  sum- 
mary remedy  against  the  latter  by  judgment:  on;  motion,*^  or  by 
execution  in  his  own  name  upon  the  judgment  against  the  principal,*'' 


Admrs.  v.  HUerj  24  N.  J.  L.  812..  N.  Y. 
Howe  V.  BuSealo,  etc.  K.  Co.,  37  N.  T. 
297;  Bonney  v.  Seely,  2  Wend.  481; 
Ainslie  v.  Wilson,  7  Cow.  662,  17  Am. 
Dec.  532.  N.  0. — Hudson  v.  Atnan,  158 
N.  C.  429,  74  S.  E.  97;  Bledsoe  v.  Nix- 
on, 68  N.  C.  521;  Gray  v.  Bowls,  18 
N.  C.  437.  Ohio.— Second  Nat.  Bank 
V.  American  Bonding  Co.,  93  Ohio  362,- 
113  N.  K  221;  Poe  v.  Dixon,  60  Ohio 
St.  124,  54  N.  E.  86,  71  Am.  St;  Kep; 
713;  Purviance  v.  Sutherland,  2  Ohio 
St.  478.  Ore.— Guernsey  v.  Marks?  55 
Ore.  323,  106  Pae.  334.  Pa.^HiIl  v. 
Voorhies,  22  Pav  68 ;  Haasinger  v,  Solms, 
5  Serg.  &  E.  4.  S.  C. — Peters  v.  Barn- 
hill,  1  Hill  L.  234.  Tenn.— Lane  v. 
Keith,  2  Baxt.  189.  Tex. — Saunders  v. 
Ireland,  87  Tex.  316,  2S-  S.  W.  271; 
Holliman  v.  Rogers,  6  Tex.  91.  Utah. 
Miller  v.  Ziegler,  3  Utah  17,  5'  Pac. 
518.  Vt.— Hulett  V.  Soullard,  26  Vt. 
295.  Va. — Harper's  Admr.  v.  McVeigh's 
Admr.,  82  Va.  751,  1  S.  E.  193.  Wash. 
Denny  v.  Sayward,  10  Wash.  422,  39 
Pae.  119.  Wis. — Gray  v.  McDonald,  19 
Wis.  213.  Eng. — Woffington  v.  Sparks, 
2  Ves;  Sen.  569,  28  Eng.  Eeprint  36S. 

37.  Gibbs  v.  Bryantj  1  Pick.  (Mass.) 
lis. 

38.  V.  S.— Daniel  v.  Eigga,  16  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  8,745.  HI.'— Katz  v.  Moesr 
singer;  110  111.  372.  Tex>— Boydi  v. 
B«ville,  91  Tex.  439,  44  S.  W;  287. 

89.  Archer- ».  LaidlaWj  135  M-ieh.  88, 
97  N.  W.  159. 

40.  See  generally  the  title  "Suin- 
mary-  Proceedings'" 

41.  Grimes  v.  Nolen,  3  Humph. 
(Tenn.)   412. 

42.  Ark. — Prairie  Creek  Coal  Min. 
Co.  V.  Kittrell,  107  Ark.  361,  155  S. 
W.  496.  Ind. — Kreider  v.  Isenbice,  123 
Ind.  10,  23  N.  E.  786;  Seherer  v.  Schutz, 
83  Ind.  543.  Kan. — Worden  v.  Jone8> 
1  Kan.  App.  501,  40  Pac.  1071.  Ky. . 
Fidelity  &.  Deposit  Co.  v.  Sousley,  151 
Ky.  39,  151  Si  W.  353;  Duke  ».  Pig- 
man,  llO-  Ey.  756,  62.  S.-  W.  867;  Mor-. 
rig; «»  Evans,  2  B.  Mon.  84,,  SesAnr. 
Dec.  591;  Wilson's  Guardian  v.  Wil- 
«m,   20.  :^.   Li  «ep.  19J1,  50   S..W.. 


260.  Iia. — Sprigg '  V,  Beaman, ,  6  Laj 
59;  Gonnely  v.  Bourg,  16  La.  Ann.  108, 
79  Am.  Dec.  568.  Mlim. — Ankeny  v. 
Moffett,  37  Mima.  109,  33  N..W.  320; 
Kimmel  v.  Lowe/  28' Minn.  265,  9_Ni  W. 
764.  Miss.— Dibr ell.-,  v.  Dandridge,  51 
Miss.  55.  Neb. — Nelson  v.  Webster,  72 
Neb.  ,332,  100. N.  W.  411,  117  Am.  St. 
Eep..  799j  68  L.  E.  A.  513;  Drexel  v. 
Pusey,  57  Neb.  30,  77  N.  W.  351.  N.  H. 
Morrison  1  v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  65 
N-  H.  253,  29  Atl.  300,,  23  Am.  St. 
Ee-p:  39,  9  L.  B|..  A«  282:  Edgerly-  «. 
Emerson,  23  N.  H.  555,  55  Amj  Dec. 
207.  N.  Y.— Towmsend  v.  Whitney,  75 
N.  Y.  425;  Alden  v.  Clark,  11  How., 
Pr.  209.  Ohio.— Hill  v.  King,  48  Olio 
St.  75,  26  N.  E.  988;  Peters- «.  Me- 
Williams,  36.  Ohio  St.  155.  Pa.— See 
Ort  I/.  Condon,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  609,  S.  0. 
Garvin  v.  Garvin,  27  S.  C.  472,  4  S.  E. 
148.  Tex.— Abney  v.  Citizens'  Nat, 
Bank..(T«x.  Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W.  734; 
Hall  V.  Taylor  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  93 
S.  W.  755;  Hollimon  v.  Karger,  30  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  558,  71  S.  W.  299. 

As 'to  satisfaction,  of  judgment  by 
payment,  by  su<rety  generally,  see  16 
Standabd  Proc.  541. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.— "The  rule,  that 
payment  by.  a  codebtoi;.  disehaiges  the 
debtj. must  be-subjectto  this  exception: 
if  the  codebtor  making  the  payment  is 
a  'surety, .the  debt  will, be  holden  un- 
discharged, so  far  as ,  is, ,  necessary  to 
preserve  and  give  effieet  to  the  col- 
lateral securities,  against  the  principal, 
assigned  by  the  creditor,  to  the  surety, 
either  voluntarily,  or  by  a  decree-  of 
a  court  of  equity,  .  .  ..The  pjiyment, 
for  most,  purposes,,. discharges  the  debt, 
but- does, not  so  diiieharge.it  as  to  de- 
stroy the  security,  of,'th&  surety;  but 
a.judgpient,  may  be  entered  up,  to  be 
levied:, on  ths~pr'op,erty  attached,  or;  if 
judgment-  be-  rendered-,  a-  levy  on-  that 
property  may  be  effectually  made." 
Edgerly  »^  Emerso^  23  ^Nt  H.  555,  55 
Am.  Dec.  207, 

[b]  AaaiBaJMnt,  of  Jludgment.— (l) 
In  some  states  it  is  neeessary  for  th« 
flmetyj.upofl;  laaMngs  payment,  to.  take 
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in  which  latter  case  he  may  recover  not  only  the  amount  paid,  but 
klso  antereet  thereon  from  the  time  of  payment.*^ 

B.  Jurisdiction."  —  When  the  court's  jurisdiction  is  determined 
by  the  amount, in  controversy,  that  amount  is  not  the  principal's  debt, 
but  the  sum  which  the  surety  pays  and  seeks  to  recover.*^ 

C.  Parties.  —  1.  Plaintiff.  —  At  comraon  law  sureties  as  a  rule 
must  sue  their  principal  separately  for  reimbursement,*"  unless  they 
pay  the  obligation  jointly  or  out  of  a  joint  fund,*'  but  this  rule  has 
been  changed  by  statute  in  many  jurisdictions.**  In  a  suit  by  a  surety 
against  the  creditor  to  be  released  from  the  contract  of  suretyship, 
the  principal  is  not  a  necessary  party,*^  but  when  the  suit  is  for 
exoneration  the  principal  is  a  necessary  party,®"  as  is  also  a  cosurety.®^ 

2.  Defendant.  —  When  the  surety  sues  the  principal  in  a  court 
of  equity  to  compel  him  to  satisfy  the  obligation,  the  creditor  or 
obligee  should  be  made  a  party  defendant,®^  but  hot  when,  after  pay- 


an  asgignment  of  the  judgment,  other- 
wise his  recourse  against  the  principal 
is  by  an  action  on  the  implied  prom- 
ise of  indemnity.  Fidelity  &  Deposit 
Co.  V.  Sousley,  151  Ky.  39,  151  S.  W. 
353.  (2)  In  other  states  the  statute 
provides  that  upon  payment  by  the 
surety  the  judgment  "shall  be  consid- 
ered as  assigned  to  such  surety."  Ab- 
ney  v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ 
App.),  152  S.  W.  734. 

[c]  Separate  Judgmeaits.  —  When 
separate  judgments  are  recovered 
against  the  principal  and  surety,  pay- 
ment of  his  judgment  by  the  surety  en- 
titles him  to  be  substituted  in  equity 
to  all  the  rights  of  the  creditor  on  his 
judgment  against  the  principal  and  in 
his  own  name  may  enforce  it  against 
the  principal.  Ala. — Knighton  v.  Cur- 
ry, 62  Ala.  404;  Lyon  v.  Boiling,  9  Ala, 
463,  44  Am.  Dec.  444.  Md. — Sotheren's 
Lessee  v.  Eeed,  4  Har.  &  J.  307;  Nor- 
wood V.  Norwood,  2  Har.  &  J.  238. 
Minn. — Folsom  v.  Carli,  5  Minn.  333. 
80  Am.  Dec.  429. 

[d]  When  the  question  of  surety- 
ship has  not  been  determined  it  must 
be  settled  in  a  separate  proceeding 
brought  far  that  purpose  before  the 
surety  may  have  the  benefit  of  the 
judgment  he  has  paid.  Todd  v.  Ogle- 
bay,  158  Ind.  595,  64  N.  E.  32. 

43.  Patten's  Bxr.  v.  Smith,  130  Ky. 
819,  114  S.  W.  315,  23  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.I 
1124. 

44.  See  generally  the  title  "Juris- 
diction." 

45.  Wain  Wright  v.  Atkins,  104  Miss 
438,  61  So.  454. 

Jurisdiction  as  affected  by  amount  in 
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oontrovergyj    see    17    SBandakd   PboC' 
892. 

46.  Md. — ^Fuhrman  v.  Fuhrman,  115 
Md.  436,  80  Atl.  1082.  Mo.— Sevier  t>. 
Koddie,  51  Mo.  580.  IT.  H.— Peabody 
V.  Chapman,  20  N.  H.  418.  N.  Y. 
Gould  V.  Gould,  8  Cow.  168.  N.  C. 
Hudson  V.  Aman,  158  N.  C.  429,  74  S. 
E.  97.  Pa.— Boggs  V.  Curtin,  10  Serg. 
&  E.  211.  Tenn. — Newnan  v.  Camp- 
bell, Mart.  &  Y.  63;  Graham  v.  Green, 
4  Hayw.  187;  Williams  v.  Alley.  Cooke 
257. 

47.  Ala. — Parker  v,  Leek,  1  Stew. 
523.  111. — Whitbeck  v.  Eamsay's  Es- 
tate, 74  111.  App.  524.  Kan. — Eizer  ». 
Callen,  27  Kan.  339.  Me. — Day  v. 
Swanu,  13  Me.  165.  Md.— Fuhrman  v. 
Fuhrman,  115  Md.  436,  80  Atl.  1082. 
Mass. — Weeks  v.  Parsons,  176  Mass. 
570,  58  N.  E.  157;  Clapp  v.  Eice,  15 
Gray  557,  77  Am.  Dec.  387.  N".  Y. 
Bates  V.  Merrick,  2  Hun  568,  5  Thomp. 
&  C.  701.  N.  C— Hudson  v.  Aman, 
158  N.  C.  429,  74  S.  E.  97.  S.  0. 
Stewart  v.  Vaughan,  Eice  33.  Vt. 
Thomas  v.  Carter,  63  Vt.  609,  22  Atl. 
720,  14  L.  E.  A.  82;  Prescott  v.  Newell 
39  Vt.  82. 

48.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Skiff  v.  Cross,  21  Iowa 
459;  Fuhrman  v.  Fuhrman,  115  Md. 
436,  80>Atl.  1082. 

49.  Eeeves  &  Co.  v.  Jowell  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  140  S.  W.  364. 

50.  Miles  V.  Eankin,  6  Mon.  (Ky.) 
78;  St.  Croix  Timber  Co.  v.  Joseph,  142 
Wis.  55,  124  N.  W.  1049. 

51.  Allan  v.  Houlden,  6  Beav.  148, 
12  L.  J.  Ch.  181,  49  Eng.  Reprint 
782, 

62.    D.  0.— Pavariai  v.  Title  Guar- 
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ing  the  debt,  the  surety  proceeds  against  the  principal  or  a  fund  to 
recover  the  amount  paid.^^  Cosureties  are  not  necessary  parties  in 
an  action  against  the  principal  by  one  surety  to  recover  his  propor- 
tionate share  of  the  debt.'* 

D.  Pleading.  —  In  proceedings  by  a  surety  for  relief  the  general 
rules  of  pleading  are  followed.^^  Generally  the  plaintiff  must  state 
the  essential  facts  constituting  his  cause  of  action,^*  and  entitling  him 
to  the  relief  sought.'^ 

E.  Judgment  or  Decree.^^  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  decree  in  a 
suit  by  the  surety  to  compel  the  principal  to  pay  the  creditor,  in  so 
far  as  it  directs  payment  of  the  debt  should  run  in  faVor  of  the  cred- 
itor rather  than  the  surety,^'  and  when  the  action  is  for  indemnity 
before  payment  the  judgment  should  specify  the  exact  amount  of  the 
indemnity.®"  While  a  surety  is  entitled  to  full  reimbursement  from 
his  principal,"^  he  can  recover  only  the  amount  he  pays  to  release 


anty  &  S.  Co.,  36  App.  Cas.  348.  Ky. 
Bamberger  v.  Moayon,  91  Ky.  517,  16 
S.  "W.  276.  N.  O.^Murphy  v.  Jackson, 
58  N.  C.  11.  Ohio.— Still  v.  Holland,  1 
Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  584.  Teim. — Gil- 
liam V.  Esselman,  5  Sneed  86.  Va. 
Call  V.  Scott,  4  Call   (8  Va.)   402. 

53.  Murphy  v.  Jackson,  58  N.  C 
11. 

54.  Stone  v.  Hammell  (Cal.),  22 
Pac.  203. 

55.  See  titles  dealing  with  par- 
ticular phases  of  pleading  and  forms 
of  action. 

56.  See  Clanton  v.  Coward,  67  Cal. 
373,  7  Eac.  787  (action  for  reimburse- 
ment); Kreider  v.  Isenbice,  123  Ind. 
10,  23  N".  E.  786. 

[a]  The  allegations  in  a  bill  In 
equity  to  compel  the  principal  to  meet 
the  obligation  "that  the  plaintiffs  are 
surety  for  the  defendant,  that  the  debt 
has  become  due  and  payment  has  been 
demanded,  which  the  defendant  has 
neglected  to  make,  authorize  a  decree 
requiring  him  to  perform  his  obliga- 
tion in  the  absence  of  any  facts  tend- 
ing to  show  that  such  a  decree  would 
be  inequitable. ' '  '  Fidelity  &  Deposit 
Co.  V.  Buckley,  75  N.  H.  506,  77  Atl. 
402. 

[b]  In  an  action  by  the  surety  to 
recover  attorney  fees  for  assisting  in 
successfully  defending  an  action  on  the 
bond  the  principal's  assent  or  tlie 
necessity  for  the  employment  of  coun- 
sel must  be  shown.  American  Surety 
Co.  V.  Vinsonhaler,  92  Neb.  1,  137  N.  W. 
848. 

57.  Boyd  v.  Beville,  91  Tex.  439,  44 
S.   W.  287. 

[a]    Exoneration. — ^A  petition  by   a 


surety  praying  solely  for  the  return  of 
pledged  collateral  and  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver  is  not  a  petition  for 
exoneration  and  cannot  be  sustained  as 
such.  Hinckley  v.  Pflster,  83  Wis.  64, 
53  N.   W.  21. 

[b]  Prayer  Indicating  Action  on  Im- 
plied Contract. — Where  a  petition  by  a 
surety  against  his  principal  avers  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  a  note  by 
them  as  principal  and  surety,  the  pay- 
ment of  same  by  the  latter  and  its 
indorsement  to  him,  and  prays  for  the 
recovery  of  the  amount  paid  out  by 
him  thereon,  and  for  whatever  relief 
he  might  be  entitled  to  thereunder,  the 
action  may  be  regarded  as  a  suit  upon 
the  implied  contract,  rather  than  upon 
the  note.  The  prayer  for  general  relief 
here  is  of  supreme  importance.  With- 
out it  the  action  would  be  on  the  note, 
which  in  this  jurisdiction  is  not  per- 
mitted. Green  v.  Hoppe  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  175  S.  W.  1117. 

58.  See  the  titles  "I>ecrees;"- 
"Judgments." 

59.  Burlew  v.  Smith,  68  W.  Va.  458, 
69  S.  E.  908.  See  also  Pavarini  v. 
Title  Guaranty  &  S.  Co.,  36  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  348. 

60.  Mudd  V.  Rogers,  10  La.  Ann. 
648. 

61.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  Case  of  Joint  Judgment. 
While  judgment  may  be  rendered  joint- 
ly against  the  principal  and  surety, 
this  does  not  entitle  the  principal  to 
assume  the  position  of  a  cosurety  and 
hold  the  surety  to  a  recovery  of  But 
one-half  the  amount  he  pays  to  satisfy 
the  obligation.  Wainwright  v.  Atkins, 
104  Miss.  438,  61  So.  454. 
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himself  ftom  the  obligation,"^  with  interest  thereon"^  from  the  date 
of  payment."*  So  if  he  pays'  less  than  the  face  of  the  claim  and  takes 
an  assignment' thereof,"^  or  settles  the  obligation  by  transferring  to 
the  creditor  real  property,""  or  securities,"'  of  a  value  less  than  the 
debt,  he  cannot  as  a  general  rule  recover  more  than  he  pays  or  more 
than  the  value  of  the  property  or  securities.  On  the  other  hand,  if 
the  property  is  worth  more  than  the  debt,  no  more  than  the  amount 
of  the  debt  can  be  recovered."^ 

2.  Costs."®  —  Upon  principles,  of"  equity,  a  surety  is  entitled  to 
reimbursement  from'  his  principal,  not.  only;  for  what  he  is  obliged 
to  pay  in  discharge  of  the  obligation  for.  wliich  he  is  surety,  but  also 
for  all  reasonable  expenses  and  necessary  costs^"  legitimately  incurred 


62.  Ala. — Graham  v.  King,  15  Ala. 
563;  Gee  v.  Nicholaonj  2  Stew:  512, 
Ga.— Stanford  v.  Connery,  84  Ga.  731, 
11  S.  B.  507.  Ind.^ — Gieaeke  v.  John- 
son, 115  Ind,  308;  17  N.  E.  573.  la: 
Heaton  v.  Ainley,  74  N.  W,  766.  Ky. 
Taylor  v.  JeflEerson,  167  Ky.  454,  180 
S.  W.  801;  Hickman  v.  McCurdy,  7 
J.  J.  Marsh.  555.  Md. — M'artindale  v. 
Brock,  41  Md.  571.  Miss. — Wainwright 
V.  Atkins,  104  Miss.  438,  61  So.  454 
Mo. — Hearne  v.  Eeath,  63  Mo.  84:  Neb-. 
Eaton  D.  Lambert,  1  Neb.  339.  N.  H. 
Osgood  V.  Osgood,  39  N.  H.  209;  N.  J. 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  H.  Co.  v.  Oxford 
Iron  Oo.,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  151.  Fa.— Vail 
V.  Hartman,  1  C.  PI.  132,  2  L.  T. 
(N.  S.)  9.  P.  I.— Saenzu.  Yap  Chuan, 
16  Phil.  Xsl.  76.  Tex.— Abney  v.  Cit- 
izens' Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152 
S.  W.  734.  Va. — Sonthall  V.  Parish,  85 
Va.  403,  7  S.  E.  534,  1  L.  E.  A.  641; 
Kendriok  v.  Forney,  22  Gratt.  (63  Va.) 
748. 

[a]  Interest  on  Debt. — The  amount 
of  the  obligation  is,  of  course,  not 
merely  the  face'  of  the  claim,  but  alSo 
interest  ther«on  which  the  surety  pays. 
Ga.— Polhill  «.  Brown,  84  Ga.  338,  10 
S.  E.  921.  Mo.— Bushong  v.  Taylor;  82 ; 
Mo.  660.  Va. — Robinson  v.  Sherman;  2 
Gratt.   (43  Va'.)   178,  44  Am.  Dec.  381. 

63.  Cal. — Smith  b.  Johnson,  23  Cal. 
63;  Townaend  v.  Sullivan,  3  Cal.  App. 
115,  84  Pac.  435.  Ind.— Gieseke  v. 
Johnson,  115  Ind.  308,  17  N.  E.  573. 
^. — Taylor  «.  Jeffterson,  167  Ky.  454, 
180  8.  W.  801.  Md;- Winder  v.  Diffen- 
derffer,  2  Bland  166.  Mo. — Newman 
V.  Newman,  29  Mo.  App.  649.  Neb. 
Eaton  V.  Lanibert,  1  Neb.  339.  W.  Va. 
Cranmer' «.  McSwords,  26  W.  Va..  412.. 

[a]  In  some  states  statutes-  provide 
for  the  paym«nt  of  interest  in  such 
cases.     McGee  v.  Eussell;  49  Ark.  104, 
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4  S-.  W.  284;  Goodwin  v.  Davis,  15  Ind. 
App;  120,  43  N.   E.  881. 

64.  Ark. — McGee  v.  Eussell,  49  Ark. 
104,  4  -S.  W.  284.  Ky.— Maysville  Tel. 
Co.  ».. First  Nat.  Bankj  142  Ky.  578, 
134  S.  W.  886.  N.  H.— Child  v.  Eureka 
Powder  Wks.,  ,44  N.  H.  354.  Va.— Eob- 
insou  V.  Sherman,  2  Gratt.  (43  Va.) 
178,  44  Am.  Dec.  381.  W.  Va.— But- 
ler V.  Butler  ?s  Admr.,  8   W.  Va.  674, 

65.  'Wainwright  v.  Atkims,  104  Miss. 
438,  61   So.  454> 

[a]  Becovei^/  of  Face  Value.— In 
some  jurisdictions  the  surety  may  re- 
cover from  the  principal  the  face  value 
of  the  assigned .  claim  no  matter  what 
it  cost  him.  Fowler  v.  Strickland,  107 
Mass.  552. 

66.  Lord  v.  Staples,  23  N.  H.  448. 

67.  Ark. — Jordan  v.  Adams,  7  Ark. 
348.  Ky.— Owings  v.  Owiugs,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  590.  I.a.^Dinkgrave 's  Succes- 
sion, 31  La.  Ann.  703.  Va. — Kendrick 
V.  Forney,  22  Gratt.  (63  Va.)  748. 

68.  Hickman  v.  McCurdy,  7  J.  J. 
Marsh:  (Ky.)  555. 

'  [a]  Property  sold  on  execution  sale 
to  satisfy  a  judgment  against  the  sure- 
ty for  his'  principal 's  obligation,  while 
of  greater  value  than  the  judgment 
fbr  which  it  is  sold,  will  not  authorize 
the  surety  to  recover  from  his  principal 
more  than  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment. Coleman  v.  Eiggs,  61  Iowa  543, 
16  N.  "W.  583. 

69.  See  the  title  "Costs." 

70.  111.— Stevens  v.  Hay,  61  111.  399. 
Ky. — Thomas  v.  Beckman,  1  B.  Mon. 
29.  Mass.— Hayden  v.  Cabot,  17  Mass. 
169.  Miss. — Whit  worth  v.  Tilman,  40 
Miss.  76.'  Neb. — American  Surety  Co.  ' 
V.  ViBsonh«ler)  92. Neb.  1,  137  N.  W. 
'848.  N.  Y. — Thompson  v.  Taylor,  72 
;N.  Y.  32,;  Elwood  r. -Deif endorf ,  5  Barb. 
'398*;   Faker  v.   Martin,    3    Barb.    634. 
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for  his  own  protection ;  audi  as  taxable  costs  of  trial  and  appeal  ;'^ 
but  not  where  it  appears  that  they  were  incurred  in  defending  against 
an  obviously  meritorious  claim,"  unless  the  principal  requested  such 
action/^ 

3.  Attorney's  Fees.  —  The  surety  may  recover  attorney's  fees  from 
the  principal  when  the  payment  of  such  fees  is  a  part  of  the  original 
contract,'*  or  when  the  surety  defends  an  action  on  the  bond  success- 
fully,'^ or  with  the  principal's  assent.'' 


Pa.— Miller  v.  Caldwell,  4  Pa.  160; 
Wyun  V.  Brooke,  5  Eawle  106.  Tex. 
Bennett  v.  Bowling,  22  Tex.  660.  Vt. 
Downer  v.  Baxter,  30  Vt.  467;  Hulett 
V.  Soullard,  26  Vt.  295.  Va.— Bolainson 
V.  Sherman,  2  Gratt.  (43  Va.)  178,  44 
Am.  Dec.  381.  W.  "Va.-^^Feamster  v. 
Withrow,  12  W.  Va.  611;  Butler  v. 
Butler's  Admr.,  8  W.  Va.  674.  Eng. 
Goddard  v.  Whyte,  2  Giffard  449,  6 
Jur.  N.  S.  1364,  3  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  •  313, 
66  Eng.  Reprint  188;  Pierce  v.  Wil- 
liams, 23  L.  .J.  Exch. '322;  Caldbeck 
V.  Boon,  Ir.  E.  7  C.  L.  32.  Can. — Joice 
V.  Duffy,  5  Can.  .L.  J.  141; 'Harper  v. 
Culbert,  5  Ont.  152. 

71.  City  Trust,  Safe  Dep..&,. Surely 
Co.  V.  American  Brew.  Co.,  182  N.  Yi 
285,  74  N.  E.  948,  Kversing- 9Z  App. 
Div.  606,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  1130. 

72.  Conn. — Beckley  v.  iMunsan,  22 
Conn.  299.  Me.— Emery  v.  Vinall,  26 
Me.  295.  Mass. — Sheehan  v.  Carroll, 
124  Mass.  67.  Miss. — WMtworti  v. 
Tilman,  40  Miss.  76;  Hay  den  v.  Cabot, 
17  Mass.  169.  N.  Y. — Thompson  v. 
Taylor,  72  N.  Y.  32;  Hasbrouck  v. 
Labriola,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  817;  Holmes 
V.  Weed,  24. Barb. -546.  'Pa. — ^Wynn  v. 
Brooks,  5  Eawle  106.  W.  Va. — Cran- 
mer  v.  McSwords,  26  W.  Va.  412; 
Can.— Whitehouse  v.  Glass,  7  Grant  Ch. 
(TJ.   C.)    45. 

73.  City  Trust  Safe  Dep.  &  Surety 
Co.  V.  American  Brew.  Cq.,.182-N.  Y. 
285,  74  N.  E.  948,  renersmp '  93  App. 
Div.  606,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  1130. 


'74.  HI.— ^ElHsj).' Conrad -Seipp  Brew. 
Co.,  207  I11.',29V.69  N.!E.  808,  afflrming 
107  111.  App.  139.  Ind.— See  Gieseke 
V.  Johnson,  115  Ind.  308,  17  N.  E.  573. 
la. — United  States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co. 
V.  Hittle,  121  Iowa  352,  96  N.  W. 
■  782. 

[a]  Collateral  Matters.  —  Under  a 
contract  by  which  the\  principal  agrees 
to  pay  any  necessary  attorney  fees  for 
services  in  any  controversy  growing 
out  of  or  arising  under  the  contract, 
a  recovery  of  attorney  fees  cannot  be 
had  for  services  rendered  in  collecting 
an  annual  premium  on  the  bond.  Fidel- 
ity &  Deposit.  Co.  V.  Crouse,  86  N.  J.  L. 
55,  90  Atl.  1026. 

'  75.  Ellis  V.  Norman,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1798, '44  8.  W.  429;  Abeles  v.  Mitchell, 
13  Phila.   (Pa.)   81. 

[a]  -Tlnnecessaiy  Expense.  —  Where 
the  principal  and  r  surety  are  sued  and 
the  former  successfully  defends  the 
action,  the  latter,  also  employing  coun- 
sel to  assist  in  the  defense,  cannot  re- 
cover attorney  fees  expended  for  such 
defense  without  showing  necessity 
therefor  or  assent  by  the  -principal. 
lAmeriean  Surety  Co.  v.  - Viusonhaler,--  92 
Neb.  1,  137  N.   W.  848. 

76.  •Iia.^Berry  .  v.  -  Slocomb,  2  La. 
Ann.  993, '  holding  that  assent  or  ap- 
proval of  principal  isjimplied  from  his 
silence  upon  being  notified  of  employ- 
ment of  counsel.  Pa.^Miller  v.  Cald- 
w'eT],  4  Pa.  160.  Vt.— Bancroft  v. 
Pearce,  27  Vt.  668. 
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CSOSS-REF£E£NCES: 


Extradition ; 
False  Imprisonment; 
Habeas  Corpus; 
Judgments  and  Decrees, 
Enforcement  of: 


Pardon ; 

Recognizances  and  Bail; 

Reformatories; 

Rescue ; 

"Warrants. 

As  to  civil  arrest,  see  "Arrest  in  Civil  Cases." 

As  to  execution  against  the  person,  see  16  Stajstdaed  Peoo.  269,  et 
Beq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
Work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  ESCAPE.  —  A.  Civil  Proceedings.  —  1.  Remedies.  —  The 
creditor  may  proceed  against  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  responsible 
for  the  escape  of  a  debtor  committed  to  his  custody.^  Case  is  the 
proper  form  of  action  at  common  law.^  Under  the  statutes  of  some 
states  debt  will  lie,^  and  various  summary  remedies  are  also  avail- 
able.*  • 

The  sheriff  in  turn  has  his  remedy  against  a  deputy  or  jailer  who 
suffers  an  escape,  his  cause  being  to  resort  to  the  bond  of  indemnity,^ 
and  if  the  sheriff  has  omitted  to  take  such  a  bond,  the  jailer  or  deputy 
sheriff  is  only  answerable  in  assumpsit,  on  his  implied  promise  to 
serve  the  sheriff  with  diligence  and  fidelity.* 


1.  FolBom  V.  Gregory,  12  N.  C.  233. 

[a]  Only  the  creditor  at  whose  in- 
stance the  prisoner  was  arrested  or 
charged  in  execution  can  maintain  the 
action.  Eiggs  v.  Thatcher,  1  Greenl. 
(Me.)  68;  Folsom  v.  Gregory,  12  N.  C. 
233. 

[b]  The  action  is  not  waived  (1) 
by  th6' creditor's  subsequent  resistance 
of  the  debtor's  applicatioii  for  the 
benefit  of  the  insolvent  laws  (Brown- 
ing V.  Kittenhouse,  38  N.  J.  L.  279; 
Currie  l\  Worthy,  48  N.  C.  315);  nor 
(2)  is  such  right  waived  by  the  ap- 
pearance of  a  creditor's  attorney  and 
his  protest  against  the  discharge  of 
the  prisoner.  Hotchkiss  v.  Whitten,  71 
Me.  577. 

2.  Ind. — State  v.  Hamilton,  33  Ind. 
502;  Gwinn  v.  Hubbard,  3  Blackf.  14- 
N.  H.— Lovell  V.  Bellows,  7  N.  H.  375. 
N.  y. — ^Loosey  .v.  Orser,  4  Boaw. 
391.  N.  C— Willey  v.  Eure,  53  N.  C. 
320.  Vt. — See  Wheeler  v.  Pettes,  21 
Vt.  398.  Eng. — Bonafous  v.  Walker,  2 
T.  E.  126,  100  Eng.  Eeprint  69. 

3.  Ind. — State  v.  Hamilton,  53  Ind. 
502.  Me. — Fullerton  v.  Harris,  8  Greenl. 
393.    N.  Y.— Barnes  v.  Waiett,  11  Abb. 


Pr.  225,  19  How.  Pr.  564,  aprmed,  35 
Barb.  514,  12  Abb.  Pr.  448.  See  also 
McCreery  v.  Willett,  4  Bosw.  643,  af- 
firmed, 9  Bosw.  600,  23  How.  Pr.  129; 
Eenick  v.  Orser,  4  Bosw.  384.  N.  0. 
Willey  V.  Eure,  53  N.  C.  320,  Enjt. 
Planck  V.  Anderson,  5  T.  E.  37,  101 
Eng.  Eeprint  21;  Bonafous  v.  Walker, 
2  T.  E.  126,  100  Eng.  Reprint  69. 

[a]  Debt  is  cumulative  to  common 
law  remedy.  N.  H. — Lovell  v.  Bellows, 
7  N.  H.  375.  N.  0.— Willey  v.  Eure, 
53  N.  C.  320.  Eng.— Bonafous  v.  Walk- 
er, 2  T.  E.  126,  100  Eng.  Eeprint  69. 

[  b  ]  Only  where  execution  issues  from 
court  of  record  will  debt  lie.  Brown 
V.  Genung,  1  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  115. 

[c]  Debt  abolished  in  such  cases. 
Chase  v.   Keyes,   2   Gray    (Mass.)    214. 

4.  See  infra,  this  note. 

fa]  Attachment  against  sheriff. 
Craig  V.  Maltbie,  1  Ga.  544. 

[b]  Motion  for  Judgment. — State  v. 
Lawson,  2  Gill  (Md.)  62,  73. 

fc]  Rule  for  Escape. — Abbott  v, 
Holland,  20  Ga.  598. 

5.  Kain  v.  Ostrander,  8  Johns.  (N. 
T.)   207. 

6.  Kain  v,  Ostrander,  8  Johns.   (N. 
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Tho  venue  and  place  of  trial  are  governed  "fey  general  rules  elsewhere 
treated.' 

2.  Pleading.  —  a.  G<fmp'kiint  or  Declaration.- — Where  the  escape 
was  fuomi:  arrest  on  .final  process,  the  declaration  or  comipilaint  should 
set  forth  f acts  oshowiag .  a  ^judgment  by  tie  plaintiff  against  the 
prisoner,*  the  taking  of  ithefprisoner  into  custody  .under  jprocess,^  and 
the  subsequent  escape.^" 

b.  Demurrer,  Plea  or  Answer.  —  The  demurrer,^^  plea,^^  or  an- 
swer," of  the  defendant  is  "governed  tiy^the  general  rules  regulating 


Y.)  207;  Atterton  v.  Harward,  Cro. 
Eliz.  349,  78  Eng.  .Reprint  597. 

'7.    A^d    'tee     generally     the    'title' 
"Venue." 

[a]  An  action  for  an  escape  is  prop- 
erly brought  -ju  the  county  where  the 
escape  occurred,  although  the  judg- 
ment on  which  the  prisoner- was 'held 
is  recorded  'in  -a  different  county. 
Bogert  17.  Hildreth,  1. Gaines.  (N.  Y.)  1. 

[b]  Place  of  Tdal. — By  reason  of 
statute  it  is  sometimes  made  necessary' 
to  try  an  action  against  a  prison  of- 
&eev  for  an  act -done '  by 'him .  in  •virtue, 
of  his  office,  in  the  county  where  the 
cause  of  action  or  some  part '  thereof 
arose.  Porter  v.Pillsbury,  11  Ho'W.'Pr, 
(N.  Y.)  240. 

8.  Ind. — Hall  v.  Johnson,  3  Blaekf. 
363.    Ky.— Brown  v.  Com.,  6  Mod.  621. 

•  N.  .Y.— Smith  v.  Knapp,.  30  N.  Y.  581; 
^McCreery  v.  Willett, '4^Bosw.  6iZ,  af- 
firmed, 9  Bosw.  600, '  23  How.  Pr.  129. 

fa]  'Basis  of  Judgment. — When  the 
■statute  provides  that  to  preclude  a 
defendant  from  taking  the  poor  debt- 
or's-oath  the  oourt  on  rendering,  judg- 
ment must  .adjudge  that  the  cause  of 
action  arose  from  the  wilful,  and  mali- 
cious act  of  the  4ef endant,  r-and  that 
a  minute,  of  such  adjudication  must 
be  indorsed -on  the -exeeation,  it  io 
necessary  for  the  declaration  to  alleg(« 
the  making  of  such-  a'  minute.  Barber 
V.  Chase,  3  Vt.  340. 

[b]  "But  .If  the  prisoner  Is  arrested 
on  mesne  process,  the  complaint  muali 
allege  that  an  indebtedness ' exists  bej 
tween  plaintiff  and  thepHsOBer.  Gos-I 
grove  «.  Bowe,  10  Daly  (N.  "Y.)  358^ 
2  Civ,  Proc.   61. 

9.  111.— Lattin  v.  Smith,. 1  111.  36]i 
Ky. — Oordon  v.  Eyan,  1  .J..  J.  Marsh, 
55,  ■  59.  "N.  "H.^Atherton  v.  Gilmore, 
9  N.  H.  185.  N.  J.^unham  v.  Sol- 
omon, 16  N. 'J.' L.  50.    N.  Y.^Smithi;. 

■  Knapp,  -30  N.  -Y.  '581;  MeCreery  v. 
'  Wiliett,  4  B(5sw."643,  ■^;^fme'd,V9,Bo8iw. 
aOO,  23  How.  Pr.  129, 
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[a]  The  indorsement  on  the  execu- 
tion,-directiiig  the  sheriff -what  sum  to 
'  levy,   need  -"nbt   be   set    out.     Jones  «. 

Cook,  1  .Cow..  (N.  Y0:'309. 

[b]  Where  the  declaration  alleges  a 
commitment,  such  allegation,  at  l«a^t 
after  -verdict,  "Will  be  considered  as 
including  all  facts  necessary  to  make 
a  legal  commitment.  Atherton  v.  Gil- 
more,;- 9  >N.  H.  185. 

•10.  Ind.^Hall  i).  Johnson,  3  Blaekf. 
363.  Ky.— Barns  v,  Williams,  2  Bibb 
562.  N.  Y. — Eichtmeyer  v.  Eemsen,  38 
'N.  tY.  ;306;-  Coagrove-  v.  Bowe, :  10  .Daly 
353,  2 1  Civ.  Proc.  61. 

[a,]  ^n  escape  from  the  custody  of 
a,  deputy  sheriff  may  be  declared  on 
as  •  an  escape  from '  the  sheriff.  Skin- 
ner v. -White,  9  N.  H.  204. 

[b]  .An  allegation  that  the  prisoner 
departed  and  went  without  the  prison 
rules,  is  not  sufficient,  notwithstanding 
•the  ■  .additional .  allegation  that  he  did 
so  contrary  to  the  condition  of  the 
bond,  whereby  the  bond  was  broken. 
Barns  v.  Williams,  2  Bibb   (Ky.),  562. 

[c]  Voluntary  Escape. — A  complaint 
alleging  that  the  sheriff  "suffered  and 
permitted  such  person  to  escape  and 
■go  at  -large,"  states  a  voluntary  and 
not  a  negligent  escape.  Loosey  v.  Or- 
ser,  4  Bosw.   (N.  Y.)   391. 

■11.    See  the  title  "Demurrer." 

[a]  Special  Demurrer.  —  See  State 
''Treasurer  v.  Weeks,  4  Vt.  215;  Burley 

v.  Griffith,  ^8  Leigh  (35  Va.) -442;  and 
6  ■Standard  Pace.  934. 

[b]  Omission  to  state  name  of  jus- 
tice ■who  issued  the' warrant  of  commit- 
ment '  not  available  on  general  demur- 
rer.    BuHey-t).    Griffith,    8   Leigh    (35 

-Va.)  442. 

12.  See  the  titles  "Denials;" 
"Pleas,"  and  titles  dealing  with  par- 
ticular pleas. 

■13.  See  the. titles  "Ans'wers;"  '.'De- 
nials," and -Loosey  V.  Orser,  4  Bosw. 
(N. 'Y.)'3Sl;;Kingan  iJ.'Hall,  23  IT.  C. 
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such  pleadings.  .  A  plea  stating  the  return  of  the  prisoner  into  custody 
after  the  escape  before  action  brought  should  show  his  detention  by 
the  officer  down  to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  or  a  legal  dis- 
charge from  that  detention.^* 

3.  Trial  and  Judgment.  —  Under  a  plea  of  general  issue,  a  volun- 
tary return  cannot  be  shown,^^  but  a  defense  of  fresh  pursuit  and  re- 
capture may  be.^^  In  an  action  on  the  ease  for, an  escape  from  ar- 
rest on  mesne  process,-a  variance  as  to  the  amount  of  the  debt  alleged 
to  be  due  by  the  prisoner  is  not  material." 

Verdict.  — A  verdict  for  plaintiff  need  not  expressly  find  that  the 
escape  was  with  the  consent  or  thraugh  the  negligence  of  defendant." 

Judgment.  —  The, judgment  in  an  action  ;f or  an  escape  cannot  be 
more  rigorous  than  the  terms  of  the  original  judgment.^^  The  sheriff 
cannot  be  committed; until  the  sura  is  paid,  though  the  original  judg- 
ment contains  such  a  provision.^"  Execution  on  the  judgment  will 
be  stayed  to  allow '  the  sheriff  time  to  bring  his  action  on  the  bond 
taken  for  the  liberties  of  the  prison'.^^ 

B.  Criminaij  Cases. —  1.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  A  state  court 
has  jurisdiction  of  a  prosecution  for  escape  from  a  county  jail  though 
the  prisoner  was  in  custody  under  a  commitment  from  a  federal  court.^^ 
A  prosecution  for  escape,  should  take  place  in  the  jurisdiction  wherein 
the  escape  oceurred.^^ 

2.  Indictment  and  Information.^*  —  a.  In  General.  —  Every  ele- 
ment of  the  offense  must  be  charged  in- the  indictment  or  information.^^ 
As  in  other  cases,  it  is  sufficient  to  follow  the  language  of  the  statute,^* 


Q.  B.  503:   Wilson  17.  MuEro,.20  TJ.  C. 
iQ.  B.  18. 

14.  Chambers  «;. -Jones,  11  East'406, 
103  Eug.  Eeprint  1061;  Meriton  v. 
Briggs,  1  ,Ld.  Eaym, -39,  91  Eng.  Ee- 
print 922. 

[a]  How  he  was  discharged  should 
(be  averred.  Gatherwood  v.  -Fitler, .  2 
Pa.  L,  J.  296,  1  Clark. (Pa.)  314. 

15.  Howland  v.  Squier,.9  Cow.  ,(N. 
T.)   91. 

tfi.  Whicker  v.  Eoberts.  32  N.  C. 
485. 

17.  Smith  V.  Hart, '2  Bay  (S.  C.) 
395,   1  Brev.  146. 

18.  Burley  v.  Griffith,  8  Leigh  (:35 
Va.)  442. 

19.  Hoaglaiid  v.  State,  '22  Ind.  'App. 
204,  40  N.  E.  931,  59  N.  E.  336,  75 
Am.   St.  Eep.  298. 

[a]  If  the  original  judgment  is  pay- 
able in  installments  the  Sheriff  should 
be  given  the  benefit  of  the- same  con- 
dition and,  not  be  required  to  pay  the 
entire  sum  at  once.  Hoagland  v.  State, 
22  Ind.  App.  204,  40  N. -E.  931,  59 
N.  "E.  336,  72  Am.TSt.'Eep.  :298. 

20.  Hoagland u.  State,.:22' Ind.  App. 
204,-40  N.«'E.-931,  ■59.iN.  ;E.  336,  72 
Am,  St.  Eep.  298. 


21.  McIntyre-tJ.    Woods,    5 
(N.  T.)  357 

22.  ~ 
•422. 

23. 


Johns. 


Com.  V.  Eamsey,  1  Brewst.  (Pa.) 
Com.  V.  Eamsey,  1  Brewst.  (Pa.) 


i422. 

.24.  See  the  title  "Indictment  and 
Information." 

,25.     Smith  u. .  State,  76  Ala.  69. 

26.  Ala.— Hurst  v.  State,  79  Ala.  55; 
Smith  V.  State,  76  Ala.  69.  Ark. — Dick- 
ens u.  State,  109  Ark.  425,  160  S.  W. 
218;  Houpt  V.  State,  100  Ark.  409,  140 
S.  W.  294,  Ann.  Gas.  19130,-690.  Ky. 
Hinkle  v.  Com.,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  J  988, 
66  :S.  -W.  816.  Mich.— People  v.  Mur- 
Tfiy, '57  Mich.  396,  24  N.  W.  118.  Mo. 
State  V.  Johnson,  93  Mo.  317,  6  S.  W. 
i77;.De  Soto  ■!).  Brown,  44  Mo.  App. 
148.  Nov.- State  v.  Angelo,  18  Nev. 
42ff,  4:Pac.  1080.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Ram- 
sey, 1  Brewst.  422.  Tex. — State  v. 
Hedriak,  35  Tex.  485;  Barthelow  v. 
State,,  26  Tex.  175. 

See  12-  Standard  Phoc.  442. 

[a]  General  terms,  when  defined  by 
the  statute  may  ;be  used  in  the  indict- 
ment without  adding  any  additional  de- 
tails. Porter .«.  State,  34  Tex.  dim. 
364,  30  S.  W..791. 
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provided  every  essential  element  of  the  offense  is  embraced  therein.^' 
The  use  of  the  words  "feloniously  or  unlawfully"  are  unnecessary, 
unless  they  are  used  in  the  statute.^^ 

b.  Charging  Prisoner  With  Escape.^^  —  The .  indictment  or  infor- 
mation against  a  prisoner  for  escape  should  set  forth  facts  showing 
an  arrest  and  imprisonment,^"  and  the  subsequent  escape^^  from  a 
lawful  place  of  confinement.^^ 

c.  Against  Officer  for  Suffering  an  Escape.  —  In  charging  the  officer 
with  suffering  an  escape,  facts  should  be  alleged  showing  that  the  pris- 
oner was  in  the  legal  custody  of  the  defendant,^^  and  escaped  there- 
from^* through  the  fault  of  the  ofScer.^^  It  is  not  necessary  to  aver 
the  particulars  of  the  crime  and  arrest  of  the  person  who  is  charged 


27.  Fla.— King  v.  State,  42  Pla.  260, 
28  So.  206.  Kan. — State  v.  Lawrence, 
43  Kan.  125,  23  Pac.  157.  Mass. — Com. 
V.  Filburn,  119  Mass.  297.  Tex. — Vaugh- 
an  V.  State,  9  Tex.  App.  563. 

28.  Eandall  v.  State,  53  N.  J.  L.  488, 
22  Atl.  46.  See  12  Standakd  Peoc. 
404. 

29.  Attempt  to  escape,  see  infra,  1, 
B,  2,  e. 

30.  Com.  V.  Bamsey,  1  Brewst.  (Pa.) 
422. 

[a]  Not  necessasy  to  state  the  of- 
fense for  which  defendant  was  ar- 
rested. Com.  V.  Eamsey,  1  Brewst. 
(Pa.)    422. 

[b]  Where  the  offense  was  com- 
mitted need  not  be  alleged.  Com.  v. 
Eamsey,  1  Brewst.   (Pa.)   422. 

[c]  That  the  court  had  jurisdiction 
to  commit  the  prisoner  need  not  be 
alleged,  when  it  is  charged  that  he 
was  confined  under  the  judgment  and 
order  of  a  particular  court  whose  juris- 
diction is  defined  by  public  statute. 
State  V.  Whalen,  98  Mo.  222,  11  S.  W. 
576. 

[d]  The  length  of  the  term  foi 
which  he  was  convicted  need  not  be 
alleged.  Harris  v.  Com.,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
775,  64  S.  W.  434. 

31.  Com.  V.  Eamsey,  1  Brewst.  (I'a.* 
422;  Carter  v.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  5, 
14  S.  W.  350. 

[a]  That  the  escape  was  without 
employer's  consent  need  not  be  alleged 
in  an  information  against  a  convict  for 
escaping  from  his  employer.  Carter  v. 
State,  29  Tex.  App.  5,  14  S.  W.  350. 

32.  State  v.  HoUon,  22  Kan.  580. 
See  People  v.  Ah  Teung,  92  Cal.  421, 
28  Pae.  577,  15  L.  E.  A.  190:  Daniel 
V.  State,  114  Ga.  533,  40  S.  E.  805. 

[a]  The  only  reason  for  such  an  al- 
legation (1)  is  that  the  pleading  show 
on  its  face  that  the  breaking  away  is  a 
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crime  (Daniel  v.  State,  114  Ga.  533, 
40  S.  E.  805);  (2)  consequently  it 
is  sufficient  if  the  pleading  charge  that 
the  accused  "unlawfully"  escaped. 
Daniel  v.  State,  114  Ga.  533,  40  S.  B. 
805.  And  see  Com.  v.  Eamsey,  1  Brewst. 
(Pa.)  422. 

[b]  That  the  sheriff  had  a  certified 
copy  of  the  sentence  or  some  other 
paper  under  which  to  hold  the  defend- 
ant must  appear.  State  v.  HoUon.  22 
Kan.  580. 

[cj  The  name  of  the  officer  from 
whose  custody  the  ^  prisoner  escaped 
need  not  be  set  out.  State  v.  Shirley, 
233  Mo.  335,  135  S.  W.  1. 

33.  State  v.  Eitchie,  107  N.  C.  857, 
12  S.  E.  251;  State  v.  Baldwin,  80  N.  C. 
390;  Weaver  v.  Com.,  29  Pa.  445. 

[a]  That  the  keeper  received  the 
^prisoner  as  such  keeper  need  not  be 
alleged.     Weaver  v.  Com.,  29  Pa.  44!i. 

34.  Mo.— State  v.  Shirley,  233  Mo. 
335,  135  S.  W.  1.  N.  0.— State  v.  Bald- 
win, 80  N.  C.  390.  S.  C— State  v.  Ma 
berry,  3  Strobh.  144, 

[a]  It  Is  sufficient  if  the  indictment 
allege  that  the  prisoner  liid  escape  ami 
go  at  large,  without  alleging  that  the 
officer  "did  permit"  the  prisoner  to 
escape  and  go  at  large.  State  v.  Ma- 
berry,  3  Strobh.  (S.  C.)  144.  Compam 
State  V.  Wright,  81  Vt.  281,  69  Atl. 
761. 

35.  State  v,  McLain,  104  N,  C.  894, 
10   S.   E.   518. 

[a]  Charging  the  act  to  have  been 
"negligently"  done  (1)  is  sufficient 
where  the  offense  is  negligent  escape; 
it  is  not  necessary  to  charge  that  it 
was  wilfully  or  unlawfully  done  (State 
V.  McLain,  104  N.  C.  894,  10  S.  E. 
518),  unless  (2)  it  is  sought  to  charge 
wilful  escape.  Barthelow  v.  State,  26 
Tex.  175. 
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to  have  escaped,^^  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which  the  con- 
viction was  had,^'  that  the  officer  had  the  prisoner  in  his  custody  by 
vii'tue  of  a  sufficient  warrant,^*  or  that  the  officer  had  knowledge  of 
the  guilt  of  the  prisoner.^' 

I>upllcity.  -An  indictment  charging  both  a  wilful  and  negligent 
escape,  conjunctively,  is  bad  for  duplicity.*" 

d.  Aiding  an  Escape.*^  —  The  indictment  should  allege  sufficient 
facts  showing  that  the  prisoner  was  lawfully  in  custody,*^  the  acts 
done  by  the  accused,*'  the  means  employed,**  except  where  the  statute 
makes  it  an  offense  to  aid  in  escape,  by  any  means  whatever,*^  and 
that  they  were  done  with  intent  to  aid  in  the  escape  of  the  prisoner,*" 
unless  the  statute  makes  this  latter  allegation  unnecessary.*^ 

e.  Attempt  To  Escape.  —  In  charging  the  prisoner  with  an  attempt 
to  escape,  the  pleading  should  state  facts  showing  that  the  accused 
while  lawfully  confined*®  made  an  attempt  to  escape  from  such  lawful 


36.  State  v.  Hedrick,  35  Tex.  485. 

[a]  Except,  perhaps,  where  volun- 
tary escape  is  the  crime  with  which 
the  officer  is  charged.  Com.  v.  Ram 
sey,  1  Brewst.  (Pa.)  422;  2  Hawk. 
P.  C.  (Eng.);  §14. 

37.  Daniel  v.  State,  114  Gfa.  533,  -to 
S.  E.  805;  State  v.  Whalen,  98  Mo 
222,  11  S.  W.  576.  But  see  Martin 
V.  State,  32  Ark.  124,  holding  that 
when  the  escape  was  while  a  prisonej 
was  being  held  on  a  warrant,  the  in 
dictment  must  show  the  authority  of 
the  officer  issuing  the  warrant. 

38.  State  v.  Sparks,  78  Ind.  366, 
nor  need  the  warrant  be  set  out. 

39.  Weaver  v.  Com.,  29  Pa.  445. 

40.  State  v.  Dorsett,  21  Tex.  656. 
But  see  State  v.  McLain,  104  N.  C 
894,  10  S.  E.  518,  holding  that  under 
an  indictment  charging  an  unlawful 
and  negligent  escape,  there  may  be  a 
conviction  for  a  negligent  escape. 

41.  See  also  the  title  "Rescue." 

42.  State  v.  Jones,  78  N.  C.  420. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  prisoner 
was  lawfully  detained  in  the  stated 
place  of  confinement  is  sufficient.  State 
V.  Daly,  41  Ore.  515,  70  Pac.  706. 

[b]  Whether  for  a  felony  or  a  mis- 
demeanor (1)  must  be  stated,  when 
such  fact  affects  the  gravity  of  the 
offense  (Trammel  v.  State,  111  Ala.  77, 
20  So.  631;  Kyle  v.  State,  10  Ala.  236. 
See  also  Oleson  v.  State,  20  Wis.  .'58), 
(2)  but  the  particular  felony  with 
which  he  was  charged  need  not  be 
alleged.  State  v.  Addcockj,  65  Mo. 
590. 

[o]  No  allegation  as  to  the  guilt  of 
the  prisoner  necessary.  State  v.  Daly, 
41  Ore.  515,  70  Pac.  706. 


[d]  The  particular  court  in  which 
the  conviction  was  had  need  not  be 
set  out.  De  Soto  v.  Brown,  44  Mo. 
App.  148. 

[e]  Where  the  prisoner  was  in 
charge  of  a  posse,  the  individual  names 
of  those  comprising  the  posse  need  not 
be  set  out.  Perry  v.  State,  63  6a. 
402. 

[f]  The  original  indictment  or  in- 
formation need  not  be  set  forth.  Gun- 
yon  V.  State,  68  Ind.  79. 

43.  Jenkins  v.  State,  49  Tex.  Grim. 
470,  93  S.  W.   554. 

44.  Walker  v.  State,  91  Ala.  32,  10 
So.  30;  Hurst  v.  State,  79  Ala.  55; 
Eamsey  v.  State,  43  Ala.  404. 

fa]  Where  the  statute  limits  the 
offense  to  conveying  into  jail  (1)  cer- 
tain enumerated  articles,  .an  indict- 
ment is  insufficient  which  charges  that 
they  were  conveyed  "unto"  the  jail 
(People  V.  Eathbun,  105  Mich.  699,  63 
N.  W.  973),  or  (2)  were  furnished. 
Francis  v.  State,  21  Tex.  280. 

45.  Holloway  v.  Reg.,  17  Q.  B.  317, 
2  Den.  C.  C.  287,  15  Jur.  825,  79  E.  C. 
L.  317,  117  Eng.  Reprint  1300. 

46.  Johnson  v.  State,  7  Ala.  Ajpp. 
88,  60  So.  973;  Jenkins  v.  State,  49 
Tex.  Crim.  470,  93  S.  W.  554. 

47.  Marshal]  v.  State,  120  Ala,  390, 
25  So.  208. 

48.  State  v.  Angelo,  18  Nev.  425,  4 
Pac.  1080. 

[a]  No  warrant  or  commitment 
authorizing  the  prisoner's  incarcera- 
tion need  be  alleged.  State  v.  Angelo. 
18  Nev.  425,  4  Pac.  1080. 

fb]  That  a  certified  copy  of  the 
iudgment  against  the  accused  had  been 
delivered  to  the  warden  of  the  prison 
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confinement.*®  If  it  is  sought  to  charge  a  third  person  with  aiding  the 
prisoner  in  the  attempt,  facts  as  to  the  prisoner 's  lawful  custody  should 
appear,'"  and  also  that  the  accused  had  knowledge  of  such  custody, 
where  that  is  necessary  to  show  intent,°^  but  not  otherwise.'^ 

3.  .Trial,  —  a.  Time  for  Holding  Trial.  —  A, prisoner  may  be  tried 
for  an  escape,  although  his  original  terra  of  imprisonment  has  not  ex- 
pired,^^  and  on  recapture  a  prisoner  may  be  held  after  his  original 
sentenee  has  been  fulfilled,  until  a  prosecution  for  the  escape  can  be 
instituted.'* 

b.  .'Proof  and  Variance.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  proof  and  vari- 
ance are  applied  to  prosecutions  relating  to  escape.'' 

c.  Questions  for  Jury.  —  On  the  trial  of  a  prosecution  for  aiding 
an  escape,  the  fact  of  custody  is  for  the  jury,'"  as  is  also  the  legality 
of  that  particular  custody,'^  When  there  is  evidence  that  the  officer 
in  .good  faith  tried  to  prevent  the  escape,  the  questions  of  good  faith 
and  diligence  are  for  the  jury.'* 

d.  Instructions.  —  The  court  should  instruct  the  jury  as  to  the 
rules  of  law  enabling  them  to  distinguish  legal  from  illegal  custody,'*' 
and  as  .to  the  nature  of  the  care  required  of  the  sheriff. ""    When  the 


:iieed  not  b«  charged.    State  v.  Angelo, 
18  -Nev.  425,  4  Pae.  1080. 

49.  State  v.  Angelo,  18  Nev.  425,  4 
.Eae.  1080, 

[a]  A  criminal  intent  is  sufficiently 

•  charged  by  the  allegation  that  the  ao- 

•  cuaed  ,  attempted   to    escape.     State   v. 
Clark,  32  Nev.  145,  104  Pac.  593,  Attn. 

,Gas.  1912C,''754. 

[b]  But  in  charging  the  piisonei 
with   having   aided   in   an   attempt   to 

:  escape,    it    is   not  ,  necessary    to    allege 

that   he  ;did  .  attempt   to    escape.      Rex 

f.Tilley,  2  Leach  Cr.  Oaa.   (Eng.)  662. 

60.     Newberry  v.  State,  15  Ohio  Cir, 

Ct.  208,  7  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  622. 

:.51.  -Fla.— King  j;.  State,  42  Fla.  26i', 

;28  So.  206.    .Kan. — State  v.  Lawrence. 

43    Kan.    125,    23    Pac.     157.       Mass. 

Com.  V.  Filburn,  119  Mass.   297.     Tex. 

Vaughan  v.'  State,  9  Tex,  App.  563. 

■;52.     Wilson    v.    State,    61    Ala.    151, 

-Newberry   v.    State,    15    Ohio    Cir.    Ct 

308,   7    Ohio    Cir.   Dei*.   622.'    See   al*> 

Rex  V.  Shaw,  E.  &  R.   (Eng.)   526. 

63.  Hays  v.  Stewart,  7  Idaho  ld3. 
61  Pac.  591. 

54.  Ex  parte   Clifford,   29   Ind.   106. 

55.  See  12  Standabd  Peoc.  568,  and 
the  title  "Variance  and  Failure  of 
Proof." 

[a]  An  Indictment  for  a  voluntary 
escape  is  sufficient. to  authorize  a  con- 
viction .  for  a  negligent  escape,  bu> 
there  is  some  doubt  whether  proof  ol' 
»a  voluntary  escape  can  be  made  under 
ran  indictment  charging  a  negligent 
escape.     Kavanaugh  v.  State,  41   Ala 
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399.     And  see  Nail  v.  State,  34  Ala 
262. 

[b]  Attempt.  —  Where  the  statute 
makes  it  an  offense  to  set  a  prisoner 
at  liberty  or  attempt  to  do  so,  and  also 
makes  the  conveying  into  jail  of  any 
tool  or  instrument  to  aid  in  an  escape, 
a  separate  crime,  an  attempt  to  do  the 
latter  is  not  punishable  under  an  in- 
dictment for  the  former  offense.  Patrick 
V.  People,  132  111.  529,  24  N.  E.   619. 

[c]  Variance  in  Cescriptiop  of 
Process. — It  is  no  variance  that  the 
indictment  described  the  process  on 
which  the  arrest  was  made  as  issuing 
upon  an  indictment  against  two  per- 
sons as  to  whom  it  was  returned,  in- 
stead of  against  three  persons,  that 
being,  its  form  when  submitted  to  the 
grand  jury.  State  v.  McLain,  104  N. 
C.  894,  10  S.  E.  518. 

56.  Habersham  v.  State,  56  Ga.  61. 

57.  Habersham  v.  State,  56  Ga.  61.' 
Compare  People  v.  Hochstim,  76  App. 
Div.  25,  78  N.  Y.  Supp,  638,  986,  17 
N.  Y.  Crim.  117. 

58.  State  V.  Blackley,  131  N.  C.  726, 
42  S.  E.  569. 

59.  Habersham  v.  State,  56  Ga.  61. 
[a]    An     instruction     that     certain 

documents  were  sufficient  proof  of  law- 
ful custody  is  a  proper  explanation  of 
the  legal  effect  of  the  evidence  and 
not  an  instruction  on  the  weight  of 
evidence.  Broxton  v.  State,  9  Tex, 
App.  97. 

•'60.    Garver    v.    Territory,     5     Okla. 
342,  49  Pac.  470. 
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indictment  alleges  that  defendant  aided  and  assisted  a  prisoner  to 
escape  by  aid  given  in  a  particular  manner,  it  is  error  to  instruct 
the  jury  that  they  must  convict  if  they  find  the  defendant  aided  in 
the  escape  in  any  manner."^  The  instructions  must  relate  to  the  par- 
ticular offense  charged."^ 

e.  Verdict.  —  The  verdict  must  follow  the  indictment  with  respect 
to  the  crime  charged."' 

II.  PROCEEDINGS  BY  AND  AGAINST  CONVICTS.  —  A.  Civil 
Proceedings.  —  1.  In  Greneral.  —  Unless,  as  at  common  law,  con- 
viction of  a  felony  works  a  forfeiture  of  the  convict''s  civil  rights,** 
he  is  not  incapacitated  to  sue°^  or  be  sued.®' 


61.  White  V.  State,  13   Tex.   133. 

62.  Mason  v.  State,  7  Tex.  App 
623. 

63.  Westbrook  v.  State,  52  Miss. 
777,  verdict  for  negligently  permitting 
escape  is  improper  uiiiJer  a  ciarge  of 
aiding  an   escape.  , 

64.  Beck  v.  Beck,  36  Miss.  72. 

[aj  Even  though  he  escape,  tiie  con- 
vict is  incapacitated  to  sue  during  tne 
continuation  of  his  term.  Beck  v.  Beck. 
36   Miss.   72. 

65.  Del. — Cannon  v,  Windsor,  I 
Houst.  143.  Fla. — Willingham  v.  King, 
23  Fla.  478,  2  So.  851.  Ga.— Dade 
Coal  Co.  V.  Haslett,  83  Ga.  549,  10 
S.  B.  435.  Kan.— New  v.  Smith,  73 
Kan.  174,  84  Pae.  1030.  R.  I.— Kenyan 
V.  Saunders,  18  E.  I.  590,  30  Atl.  470, 
26  L.  E.  A.  232. 

[a]  When  a  convict  has  Ijeen  sut)- 
jected  to  indignities  by  prison  ofB.cial8 
an  action  may  be  maintained  against 
them,  but  not  the  municipality.  Bart- 
lett  V.  Paducah,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1174, 
91  S.  W.  264. 

[b]  Conviction  and  sentence  in  an- 
other state  does  not  affect  the  con- 
victed person's  right  to  sue  in  the 
forum.  Wilson  ».  King,  59  Ark.  32. 
26  S.  W.  18,  23  L.  E.  A.  802. 

66.  Cal. — Coffee  v.  Haynes,  124  Cal. 
581,  57  Pac.  482,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  99; 
Brown   v.   Mann,    68    Cal.   517,   9   Pan, 

_545;  In  re  Nerao's  Estate,  35  Cal.  392, 
'95  Am.  Dec.  Ill;  Caatera  v.  Superior 
Court  Los  Angeles  County,  29  Cal. 
App.  694,  159  Pac.  735.  Del.— Cannon 
V.  Windsor,  1  Houst.  143.  Ky. — Wool- 
bridge  V.  Lucas,  7  B.  Mon.  49.  Mo. 
Gray  v.  Gray,  104  Mo.  App,  520,  79 
S.  W.  505.  Nev. — Maxwell  v.  Eives. 
11  Nev.  213.  N.  J. — Dunham  v.  Drake, 
1  N.  J.  L.  315.  N.  Y.— Bowles  v. 
Haberman,  95  N.  Y.  246;  Davis  v.  Duf- 
fle,  1    Abb.   Dec.   486,   3   Keyes   606,   3 


Transcr.  App.  54,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
478;  Stephani  v.  Stephani,  75  Hun  188, 
26  N.  Y.  Supp.  1039,  58  N.  Y.  St. 
185;  Bonnell  v.  Eome,  W.  &  0.  R 
Co.,  12  Hun-218;  Werckman;  v.  Wercfc 
man,  4  Civ.  Froc.  146;  Morris  v.  Walsh, 
9  BoBW.  636,  14  Abb.  Pr.  387.  Alnd 
see  Avery  v.  Everett,  110  N.  Y.  317, 
18  N.  E.  148,  6  Am.  St..  Bep,  368,  J 
L.  E.  A.  264.  But  compare  O'Brien  v, 
Hagan,  1  Duer  664;  Graham  v.  Adams, 

2  Johns.  Cas.  408.  Okla. — Byers  v. 
Sun  Sav.  Bank,  41  Okla.  728,  139  Pac. 
948,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  222,  52  L.  E.  A. 
(N.   S.)    320.     Pa.— Smith    v.    Hdoton, 

3  Pa.  Dist.  250.  Va.— Guarantee  Co. 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  95  Va.  480,,  28 
S.  E.  909.  And  see  Merchant's  Adinr. 
V.  Shry,  116  Va.  437,  82  S.  E.  106, 
Ann.   Cas.   1916D,  1203. 

[a]  Confinement  in  a  state  prison 
does  not  change  the  residence  of  a 
convict  and  his  confinement  in  a  state 
other  than  that  in  which  he  residetl 
prior  to  his  incarceration  does,  not 
change  either  his  citizenship  or'  his 
residence;  therefore  suit  may  be 
brought  in  the  jurisdiction  of  his  resi- 
dence regardless  of  where  he  is  i  con- 
fined. Guarantee  Co.  v.  First  Nat, 
Bank,  95    Va.   480,   28   S.   E.   909. 

[b]  Though  civil  death  abates  au 
action  for  personal  tort,  an  answer 
setting  up  that  defendant  is  civilly- 
dead  is  inconsistent,  and  is  bad  on 
demurrrer.  Freeman  v.  Prank,  10  Abb 
Pr.   (N.  Y.)   370. 

[c]  A  person  under  sentraice  of 
death  is  not  thereby  rendered  incapable 
of  managing  his  property.  The  rules 
affecting  those  confined  for  a  period 
less  than  life  or  for  life  do  not  ap- 
ply and  he  may  defend  an  action 
broueht  ap-ainst  him.  Grav  v.  Stew- 
art. 70  Kan;  429,  73'  Pac.  852.  109 
Am.  St.  Eep.  461. 
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2.  Parties.  —  The  convict  sues  and  is  isued  in  his  own  name/^  unless 
by  statute  a  trustee  is  authorized  to  take  charge  of  his  property  and 
in  consequence  to  represent  him  as  plaintiff,^*  or  deffindant."^ 

3.  Service  of  Process  on  Convicts.'"  —  In  the  absence  of  a  pro- 
hibitory statute  service  of  process  may  be  made  on  a  convict  in  the 
prison  where  he  is  confined/^  and  service  on  the  keeper  or  warden  of 
the  prison  has  been  held  sufScient.'^  Service  by  leaving  process  at 
the  prisoner's  place  of  residence  with  an  adult  member  of  his  family 
is  authorized  by  some  statutes.'^ 

4.  Trial  of  Action.  —  When  there  is  an  action  pending  at  the  time 
of  a  conviction,  in  which  the  prisoner  is  plaintiff,  the  defendant  therein 
is  entitled  to  a  speedy  trial  thereof,  notwithstanding  plaintiff's  in- 
carceration.'* 

B.  Prosecutions  for  Other  Crimes.'^  —  1.  Offenses  Prior  to  Con- 
viction. —  The  doctrine  of  some  early  authorities  that  a  conviction  of 
a  person  prevented  his  being  prosecuted  for  any  other  offense  com- 
mitted by  him  prior  to  his  conviction,'"  has  been  changed  by  statute 
in  England,"  and  in  general  does  not  prevail  in  this  country.'^    The 


67.  Willingham  v.  King,  23  Fla.  478. 
2  So.  851. 

[aj  Prochein  ami  not  necessary  or 
proper  in  case  of  adult  convict.  Wil- 
lingham V.  King,  23  Fla.  478.  2  So. 
Sol. 

[b]  In  name  of  trustee  alone  and 
Bot  in  their  joint  names.  New  v. 
Smith,   73   Kan.   174,   84  Pac.   1030. 

68.  New  V.  Smith,  73  Kan.  174,  84 
Pac.   1030. 

69.  Kan. — Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Law- 
rence, 29  Kan.  158.  Mo. — McLaugh- 
lin V.  McLaughlin,  228  Mo.  635,  129  S. 
W.  21,  137  Am.  St.  Eep.  680.  N.  Y. 
Bowles  jv.  Haberman,  95  N.  Y.  246; 
Stephani  v.  Stephani,  75  Hun  188,  26 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1039,  58  N.  Y.  St.  185. 
Va. — Merchant's  Admr.  v.  Shry,  116  Va. 
437,  82  S.  E.  106,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D, 
1203. 

[a]  In  foieclosuie  proceedings  .a 
trustee  need  not  be  appointed,  as  such 
appointment  would  not  dispense  with 
the  necessity  of  making  the  convict 
a  party  to  the  action.  Davis  v.  Duf&e, 
8  Bosw.   (N.  Y.)  617. 

[b]  Divorce  proceedings  constitute 
an  exception  to  this  rule.  See  Board 
of  Comrs.  v.  Lawrence,  29  Kan.  158; 
McLaughlin  v.  McLaughlin,  228  Mo. 
635,  129  S.  W.  21,  137  Am.  St.  Eep. 
680. 

[c]  No  valid  judgment  can  be  en- 
tered until  a  trustee  has  been  ap- 
pointed. McLaughlin  v.  McLaughlin, 
228  Mo.  635,  129  S.  W.  21,  137  Am. 
St.  Eep.   680.     And  see  Cobb  v.  Gar- 
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lington,  100  S.  C.  51,  84  S.  E.  302; 
Merchant 's  Admr.  v.  Shry,  116  Va.  437, 
82  S.  E.  Wa,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  1203, 

70.  See  generally  the  title  "Service 
of  Process  and  Papers." 

71.  Board  of  Control  of  State  Home 
V.  Mulertz,  60  Colo.  468,  154  Pac.  742; 
Davis  V.  Duffie,  8  Boaw.  (N.  Y.)  617; 
Phelps  V.  Phelpa>  7  Paige  (N.  Y.) 
150.  6      V  / 

72.  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  Walk.  Ch. 
(Mich.)  309;  Newenham  v.  Pemberton, 
2  Coll.  54,  9  Jur.  637,  63  Eng.  Re- 
print 634.  - 

73.  See  the  statutes,  and  also  Smith 
V.  Hooton,  3  Pa.  Dist.  250. 

74.  Castera  v.  Superior  Court  Loi 
Angeles  County,  29  Cal.  App.  694,  159 
Pac.   735. 

75.  For  failure  to  perform  convict 
labor  contract,  see  infra,  III,  A. 

76.  Crenshaw  v.  State,  Mart.  &  T. 
(Tenn.)  122,  17  Am.  Dec.  788;  Arm- 
strong V.  L'lsle,  12  Mod.  109,  88  Eng. 
Reprint  1199;  Stone's  Case,  2  Dyer 
214b,  73  Eng.  Reprint  474;  4  Bl.  Com. 
336;   2  Hawk.  P.   C.   532. 

[a]     This  rule  only  applied  when  the 

offense  for  which   the   conviction   was 

had  was  of  such  character  that  there 

was   a   corruption    of   blood   and    for- 

'feiture  of  lands.     2  Hawk.  P.  C.  534. 

77.  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.,  ch.  28,  §4. 

78.  Ala. — Hawkins  v.  State,  1  Port. 
475,  27  Am.  Dec.  641.  Cal.— People  v. 
Majors,  65  Cal.  138,  3  Pac.  597,  52 
Am.  Rep.  295,  5  Am.  Grim.  Rep.  486. 
Oa.— -Flagg  V.  State,  11  Ga.  App.  37, 
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defendant's  right  to  a  speedy  trial  is  not  affected  by  his  imprison- 
ment,'* and  statutes  requiring  any  defendant  to  he  brought  to  trial 
within  a  period  designated  in  the  statute,  apply  as  well  to  persons 
under  confinement  as  to  other  persons.*" 

2.  Crimes  Committed  While  Prisoner.  —  One  who  commits  a  crime 
while  under  sentence  for  a  crime  previously  committed  may  be  prose- 
cuted therefor  regardless  of  his  previous  conviction  and  sentence.*^ 

Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  A  prisoner  may  be  tried  for  an  offense  com- 
mitted by  him  while  a  prisoner,  in  the  county  where  the  prison  is 
situated,  though  the  crime  may  have  been  committed  by  him  in  an- 
other county.*^  , 

Indictment  or  Information — The  indictment  is  in  the  common  form, 
without  allegations  as  to  the  former  trial,  conviction  or  sentence.'*^ 

Sentence.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  sentence  in  such  case  runs 
from  the  time  of  the  expiration  of  his  previous  term,  in  other  words 
the  punishment  is  cumulative.**     In  others  the   sentences  are  cOn- 


74  S.  E.  562.  m.— Peri  v.  People,  65 
111.  17.  Md.— Eigor  v.  State,  101  Md. 
465,  61  Atl.  631.  Nov.— State  v.  Tran- 
mer,  39  Nev,  142,  154  Pac.  80;  Ex 
parte  Tramner,  35  Nev.  56,  126 
Pae.  337,  41  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1095. 
Pa.— Com.  V.  Eoss,  28  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  276. 
See  Com.  v.  Eamunno,  219  Pa.  204,  68 
Atl.  184,  123  Am.  St.  Eep?  653,  14 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  209.  S.  C— State  v. 
Eodgers,  100  S.  C.  77,  84  S.  E.  304; 
State  V.  McCarty,  1  Bay  334.  Tenn. 
Arrowsmith  r.  State,  131  Tenn.  480, 
175  S.  W.  545,  L.  E.  A.  1915B,  363. 
Tex.— Brown  v.  State,  50  Tex.  Crim. 
114,  95  S.  W.  1039;  Gaines  v.  State 
(Tex.  Crim.),  53  S.  W.  623;  Coleman 
V.  -State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  404,  33  S.  W. 
1083.  Wash.— Clifford  v.  Dryden,  31 
Wash.  545,  72  Pae.  96.  W.  Va.— Dud- 
ley V.  State,  55  W.  Va.  472,  47  8.  E. 
285.  Wyo.— State  v.  Keefe,  17  Wyo. 
227,  98  Pae.  122,  22  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
896. 

But  see  State  v.  Bell,  212  Mo.  130, 
111  S.  W.  29;  State  v.  Buck,  120  Mo. 
479,  25  S.  W.  573;  "Ex  parte  Meyers, 
44  Mo.  279,  that  the  prosecution  can- 
not be  maintained  until  the  sentence 
has  been  served  or  the  judgment  of 
conviction  is   set  aside   or  reversed. 

79.  Ga. — Elagg  v.  State,  11  Ga.  App. 
37,  74  S.  B.  562.  N.  Y.— People  -  v. 
Smith,  2  N.  T.  Crim.  45.  S.  C— State 
V.  Stain  aker,  2  Brev.  44.  Tenn. — Ar- 
rowsmith V.  State,  131  Tenn.  480,  175 
S.  W.  545,  L.  E,  A.  1915E,  363.  Tex. 
See  Gaines  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  53 
S.  W.  623.  Utah. — See  People  v. 
Flynn,  7  Utah  378,  26  Pac.  1114.  Wyo. 
State  V.  Keefe,  17  Wyo.  227,  98  Pac 


122,  22  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  896. 

[a]  Defendant  must  demand  trial 
or  he  waives  the  right.  Ex  parte  Tram- 
ner, 35  Nev.  56,  126  Pae.  337,  41  L. 
E.  A.   (N.  S.)   1095. 

80.  Ga.— Plagg  v.  State,  11  Ga.  App. 
37,  74  S.  E.  562.  W.  Va.— Dudley  v. 
State,  55  W.  Va.  472,  47  S.  E.  285. 
Wyo.— State  v.  Keefe,  17  Wyo.  227,  98 
Pac.  122,  22  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  896. 

But  see  Gillespie  v.  People,  176  HI. 
238,  52  N.  E.  250;  State  v.  Brophy, 
8  Ohio  Dec.  698. 

81.  Ind. — Kennedy  v.  Howard,  74 
Ind.  87.  Ky. — Huffaker  v.  Com.,  124 
Ky.  115,  98  S.  W.  331.  Miss.— Single- 
ton V.  State,  71  Miss.  782,  16  So.  295, 
42  Am.  St.  Eep.  488.  Mo. — Ex  parte 
Allen,  196  Mo.  226,  95  S.  W.  415. 
Ohio. — Henderson  v.  James,  52  Ohio 
St.  242,  39  N.  E.  805,  27  L.  E.  A. 
290.  Utah. — People  v.  Flynn,  7  Utah 
378,  26  Pac.  1114.  Wash.— Clifford  v. 
Dryden,  31  Wash.  545,  72  Pac.  96. 
Wyo.— State  v.  Keefe,  17  Wyo.  227,  98 
Pac.  122,  22  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   896. 

[a]  Second  Crime  Committed  Dur- 
ing an  Escape. — People  v.  Flynn,  7 
Utah  378,  26  Pac.  1114. 

82.  EuflSn  V.  Com.,  21  Gratt.  (62 
Va.)    790. 

83.  Flagg  V.  State,  11  Ga.  App.  37, 
74  S.  B.  562;  State  v.  Brown,  119 
Mo.  527,  24  S.  W.  1027,  25  S.  W.  200. 
See  also  State  v.  Johnson,  93  Mo.  73, 
5  S.  W.  699. 

[a]  But  if  such  facts  are  set  out 
in  the  indictment,  it  is  not  for  that 
reason  subject  to  demurrer.  Williams 
V.  State,  130  Ala.  31,  30  So.  336. 

H.    Ex  parte  Allen,  196  Mo.  226,  95 
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current.*^  If  the  later  crime  be  a;  capital  offensec,  the  convict  may  be 
sentenced  to  death  and  executed.'^ 

III.  CONTRACT  LA-BOB.  r—  A-. .  Geiminal  R]J0SECUtions.  — When 
a  contract  to  labor  in  consideration  of  pa-j^nentfof  a. fine  and  eofsts 
is  entered  into,  the  failure- of :  the  prison-er  to-pierform  the  labor  con- 
tracted for  may  be  punished  by- imprisonment.*'  Minority  of  the 
prisoner  is  not  a  defense  to  ;sue'h< a <progfecu^tioaA** 

The  person  in  charge-;  of '  convict  laborers  isHaaaenable  to  criminal 
prosecution  under  some  statutfes, .  for- wilfully  allowing;  one  under  his 
care  and  control  to  escaps.*' 

B.  Actions  Respecting  Contract  Labor.  —  1.  In  General.  —  No 
action  can  be  maintained  against,  a-  public  officer  personally  to  enforce 
a  contract  made  for  the  hire  of  convict  laborers.*"  Under  some  statutes 
the  superintendent  or- warden,  of,  a  penitentiary,  may  sue  in  his  own 
name  to  recover  damages  on  aeeount  of;th«.  loss  of  convicts  who  were 
permitted  to  escape,'^  and.th&offieial  in.whose.  name  a  contract  is  made 
may  maintain  an  action  for  breach  thereof.®^  Under  others  the  action 
must  be  brough-t  in>the  name  of- the  county."^  The  prisoner  may  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  contractor- fordnguries- negligently  inflicted 
by  the  latter.** 


S.  W.  415;  Henderson  v.  Jamea,  52; 
Ohio  St-.  242,  39  N.  E...  805,  .27' L.  E.. 
A.  290. 

85.  Kennedy  Xf.  Howard,  Y4  Ind.  87. 

86.  Ala-^Jchnson  v.  State,  183  A-la., 
79,  63  So.  163;  See  Williams  ,i;.  State,, 
130  Ala..  31,  30  Sqii  336.'  Cad.— People 
V.  Oppenheim-er,  156  Cal:  73,3,.  106  Pae. 
74;  People  V.  ,Caison,  155  Cal..l64>  99 
Pac.  970;  People  v.  Majors, ,  66  Cal. 
138,  3  Pac.  597,  52  Am.  Bep,  295,  5 1 
Am.  Crim.  Eep.  486.  And '  see  Beopje 
V.  Hong  Ah  Duck,  61  Cal.  387. ,  Ga. 
See  Perry  «.  State,  110  Ga.  234j.  36 
S.  E.  781.  lU.— Peri  v.  People,  65-  HI. 
17.  Ind. — See  Kennedy  v.  Howard,  74 
Ind.  87.  Ky.— See  Huffaker  v.  Com., 
124  Ky.  115,  98  S.  W.  331.  Miss. 
Singleton  v.  State,  71  Miss..  782,  16  go. 
295,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  488.  Mo.— State 
V.  Counell,  49  Mo.  282.  N.'  Y. — Thomas 
V.  People,  67  N.  Y.  218.  Tex. — Brown 
V.  State,  50.  Texi  Crim.  114.  95  S.  W. 
1039. 

87. .  Winslow  v.  State,  97  Ala.  68, 
12  So.  423.  And  see  McQueen  v.  State,. 
141  Afe.  100,' 37  So.  360. 

[a]  Nothing  hut  the-  original,  fine; 
and  costs  can  be  included,  and  the 
failure  to  repay  other  advances  to  the 
surety  will  not  subject  the:  prisoner  to; 
such  imprisonment.  Winslow  v.  State,, 
97  Ala.  68,  12  So.  423;  Wynn  v.  State, 
82  Ala.  55,  2  So.  630;  Smith  v.  State, 
82   Ala.   40,  2   So.   629. 

[b]  The  indictment  or  Informatiou' 
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must  allege  among  other  things  •  direct- 
ly and)  natiiufereatially  the  imposition 
of  the  fine,  the  signing  of  the  con- 
tract r  in  op.en  court  and  its  approval 
by.  th«'  judget  presiding  and  a  descrip- 
:tioB  of  the  act-  or  service  which  de- 
fendant agreed. by  the  contract  to  do 
or  ■  perform.  Giles  v.  State,  89  Ala. 
50,  8  •  Sa.  121.  And  see  McQueen  v. 
State,  141  Ala.  100,  37  So.  360. 

88i  Wynn  t);  State,  82  Ala.  55,  2 
So.  630. 

89.    State  v.  Sneed,  94  N.  C.  806. 

90..  Comer,  «.  Bankhead,  70  Ala. 
493  J-  Neal  v.  Suber, ,  56  S.  C.  298,  33 
S.  B.  463. 

.  91.  Lipscomb  V.  Seegers,  19  S.  C. 
,425. 

92.  Johnson  v.  Johnson  (Tex.  Cir. 
App.),,33  a  W.  682;  Day  v.  Johnson 
(Te»,Civ;  App,),  33  S.  W.  675. 

93.,  Pik«  V.  Hancbey,  119  Ala.  36, 
24  8a.  751;  Trammell  v.  Lee,  94  A-Ia. 
194,  10.  So.   213.. 

;  94.  U.  S. — Dalheim  v.  Lemon,  45 
Fed..  225.  Art.'— St.  Louis,  I.  M.  & 
8.  E..  Co.  V.  Hydrick,  109  Ark.  231, 
160,8.  W.  196.  Ga.— Dade . Coal  Co;  v. 
Haslett;.  83  Ga.  549^  10  S.  B.  435. 
Com'pmet  Mason  v. .  Hamby,  6  Ga.  App 
131,  64.  S.  E.  569<  N.  Y.— Hartwig  ». 
Bay  State  Shoe.  &  Leather  Co.,  43  Hun 
425,.  6  N.  Y.  St.  712.  Tex.— San  An- 
tonio &  A.  P.  ft!  Ooi  V.  Gonzales,  31 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  321,  72  8.  W.  213. 

But. see  Eayborn  v,  Patton,  11  Ohio 
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An  stction  on  a  bond  of  a  contractor  for  convict  labor  is  maintainable 
in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  in  respect  to  actions  on  bonds.** 

A  recovery  for  a  statutory  penalty  may  be  had  against  a  contractor  or 
lessee  who  suffers  the  convict  to  escape.*** 

2.  Pleading.  —  In  an  action  for  breach  of  the  condition  to  pay  the 
hire  of  a  convict  laborer,  the  condition  of  the  bond  must  be  set  out.*' 

Set-off  and  Counterclaim.ss  _  The  lessee  or  contractor  may,  in  an  action 
to  recover  for  the  wages  of  convict  laborers,  set  off  any  or  all  damage 
sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  state  to  perform  its 
stipulations  to  keep  the  convicts  under  good  discipline  and  to  keep 
them  at  diligent  and  faithful  labor.**  He  may  also  set  off  damages 
sustained  by  him  because  of  interference  with  and  interruption  of  his 
work,  in  order  that  repairs  and  improvements  might  be  made  to  the 
state  prison.^  When  the  convicts  commit  a  wanton  and  malignant 
mischief  not  in  the  course  of  their  employment,  causing  injury  to  the 
contractor's  property,  such  damage  cannot  be  set  off  against  a  claim 
under  the  contract.^ 


Dec.   (Eeprint)    100,  24  Wkly.  L.  Bui. 
434. 

[a]  When  relief  has  been  granted 
to  the  convict  by  the  state  on  his 
petition,  he  cannot  afterwards  main- 
tain an  action  for  his  injuries  against 
the  contractor.  Metz  ■».  Soule,  Kret- 
singer  &  Co.,  40  Iowa  236. 

[b]  Doctrine  of  assumption  of  risk 
not  applicable.  Chattahoochee  Brick 
Co.  V.  Braswell,  92  Ga.  631,  18  S.  E. 
1015.  See  also  Capital  Gas  &  Blee. 
L.  Co.  V.  Davis'  Admr.,  138  Ky.  628, 
128  S.  W.  1062. 

95.    See   4   Standard  Peoc.   496,   et 
seq. 
[a]    For  a  negligent  esc&pe  of  con- 


vict. Penitentiary  Co.  No.  2  v.  Gor- 
don, 85  Ga.  159,  11  S.  B.  584;  Lips- 
comb V.  Seegers,  19  8.  C.  425. 

96.  Lipscomb  v.  Seegers,  19  S.  0. 
425. 

97.  Pike  v.  Hanchey,  119  Ala.  36, 
24  So.  751.  See  also  4  Standard  Proc. 
503. 

98.  See  the  title  "Set-Off,  Counter- 
claim and  Becoupment." 

99.  In  re  Southwestern  Car  Co.,  9 
Biss.  76,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,192. 

1.  Com.  V.  Todd,  9  Bush  (Ky.) 
708,  although  he  became  the  contractor 
for  such  repairs  and  improvements. 

2.  Austin  V.  Foster,  9  Pick.  (Mass.) 
341. 
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I.  PRIVATE  ROADS.  —  A.  Defined. —  A  private  road  is  one 
laid  out  by  the  public  authorities  at  the  expense  and  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  individuals.^  It  is  distinguished  from  a  public  road 
by  the  fact  that  it  is  established  and  maintained  at  the  expense  of 
individuals  instead  of  the  public.^ 

B.  Establishment.  —  1.  Review  of  Proceedings.  —  a.  By  Appeal. 
Proceedings  to  establish  a  private  road  are  usually  reviewable  by 
appeal,^  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  those  in  refer- 
ence to  public  roads.*  The  appeal,  as  in  other  cases,  must  be  from 
a  final  decision,®  and  must  be  taken  by  one  having  an  appealable 
interest,®  and  to  the  tribunal  authorized  by  statute  to  entertain  the 
same.'    Where  a  trial  de  novo  is  had*  it  is  upon  the  then  state  of 


1.  Clark  V.  Boston,  C.  &  M.  E.  E., 

24  N.  H.   114. 

[a]  For  other  definitions,  see:  Cal. 
MoHterey  v.  Cushing,  83  Cal.  507,  23 
Pae.  700;  Kripp  v.  Curtis,  71  Cal.  62, 
11  Pae.  879.  La. — Morgan  v.  Living- 
ston, 6  Mart.  (O.  S.)  19,  231.  Mo. 
Sarcoxie  v.  Wild,  64  Mo.  App.  403. 
N.  Y.— Whiting  v.  Dudley,  19  Wend. 
373.  Ore. — Wittam  v.  Osburn,  4  Ore. 
318,  18  Am.  Eep.  287.  Pa. — Kister  v. 
Eeeaer,  98  -Pa.  1,  42  Am.  Eep.  608. 
S.  0. — Singleton  v.  Comr.  of  Eoads,  2 
Nott  &  McC.  526. 

[b]  A  neighborhood  way  is  a  pri- 
vate road.  Dickey  v.  Tennison,  27 
Mo.  373;  State  v.  Mobley,  1  MeMul. 
(S.  C.)  44;  Ex  parte  Withers,  3  Brev. 
(S.  C.)  83.  But  see  Kissinger  v.  Han- 
selman,   33    Ind.    80. 

2.  Madera  County  v.  Eaymond  Gran- 
ite Co.,  139  Cal.  128,  72  Pae.  915,  989; 
Sherman  v.  Buick,  32  Cal.  241,  91  Am. 
Dee.  577.  See  also  Welton  v.  Dick- 
son, 38  Neb.  767,  57  N.  W.  559,  41 
Am.    St.    Eep.    771,    22   L.    E.   A.    496. 

[a]  Private  ways  and  highways 
distinguished  by  the  method  of  their 
establishment.  Butchers'  S.  &  ll.  Assn. 
V.  Boston,  139  Mass.  290,  30  N.  E. 
94. 

3.  Ala. — See  Ballard  v.  Cook,  166 
Ala.  105,  52  So.  147.  Idaho.— Latah 
County  V.  Hasfurther,  12  Idaho  797, 
88  Pae.  433.     la. — Bankhead  v.  Brown, 

25  Iowa  540.  Ky. — Freeman  v.  Cook, 
113  Ky.  461,  68  S.  W.  410;  Eout  v. 
Mountjoy,  3  B.  Mon.  300.  IMd.— Arns- 
perger  v.  Crawford,  101  Md.  247,  61 
Atl.  413,  70  L.  E.  A.  497.  Mo.— State 
ex  r-el.  United  Eys.  Co.  v.  Wiethaupt, 
238  Mo.  155,  142  S.  W.  323;  Moore 
V.  Bailey,  8  Mo.  App.  156.  N.  Y. 
People  .ex  rel.  Keenholts  v.  Eobinson, 
29  Barb.  77,  17  How.  Pr.  534.  N.  C. 
Burden  v.  Harman,  52  N.  C.  354;  Ladd 


V.  Hairston,  12  N.  C.  368;  Wood  v. 
Wood,  4  N.  C.  126.  Pa.— In  re  Eea- 
rick's  Private  Eoad,  7  Pa.  Super.  5*8. 

4.  See  the  title  "Highways,  Streets 
and  Bridges." 

[a]  From  a  decision  denying  the 
application  to  establish  a  private  road 
an  appeal  lies  as  well  as  from  a 
favorable  decision.  Karnes  v.  Drake, 
103  Ky.  134,  44  S.  W.  444. 

5.  Exall  V.  Holland,  166  Ky.  315, 
179  S.  W.  241. 

[a]  From  an  order  setting  aside 
the  viewer's  report,  no  appeal  lies. 
Exall  V.  Holland,  166  Ky.  315,  179 
S.  W.  241;  In  re  Perry's  Eoad,  36  Pa. 
Super.   131. 

6.  Eout  V.  Mountjoy,  3  B.  Mbn. 
(Ky.)    300. 

[a]  One  who  is  not  a  party  to  the 
proceedings  to  establish  a  private  road 
and  who  would  not  be  affected  by  the 
result  cannot  appeal.  Eout  v.  Mount- 
joy, 3  B.  Mon.   (Ky.)   300. 

7.  Arnsperger  v.  Crawford,  101  Md. 
247,  61  Atl.  413,  70  L.  E.  A.  497. 

[a]  To  Court  Named  by  Statute. 
Where  the  statute  provides  for  an  ap- 
peal to  a  specified  court  a  further  ap- 
peal to  a  higher  appellate  court  will 
not  be  permitted.  Arnsperger  v.  Craw- 
ford, 101  Md.  247,  61  Atl.  413,  70 
L.  E.   A.  497. 

8.  Ala.— Ballard  v.  Cook,  166  Ala. 
105,  52  So.  147.  Idaho.— Latah  Coun- 
ty V.  Hasfurther,  12  Idaho  797,  88 
Pae.  433.  Ky. — Exall  v.  Holland,  166 
Ky.  315,  179  S.  W.  241.  Minn.— John- 
son V.  Town  of  Chisago  Lake,  122 
Minn.  134,  141  N.  W.  1115.  Mo.— Stat© 
■ex  rel.  United  Eys.  Co.  v.  Wiethaupt, 
238  Mo.  155,  142  S.  W.  323;  Allen  v. 
Welch,  125  Mo.  App.  278,  102  S.  W. 
665;  Moore  v.  Bailey,  8  Mo.  App.  156. 
N.  C— Cook  V.  Viekers,  141  N.  C.  101, 
53  S.  E.  740. 
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facts,"  and  in  some  jurisdictions  may  be  before  a  jury.^"  On  such 
trial  de  novo  all  the  rights  of  the  parties  must  be  determined.^^  If 
the  proceedings  on  appeal  are  revisory  merely,  the  review  is  confined 
to  the  questions  presented.^'*  The  highway  commissioner's  exercise 
of  discretion  will  not  be  disturbed*'  unless  palpably  abused  and  sub- 
stantial injury  has  resulted.** 

b.  By  Certiorari.  —  Certiorari  within  its  proper  limitations*''  is 
available  to  review  proceedings  to  establish  private  roads  to  the  same 
extent  as  in  public  road  proceedings.*"  The  writ  is  not  proper  where 
an  adequate  remedy  by  appeal  exists,*^  and  the  review  thereon  ex- 
tends only  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  before  the  highway 
tribunal.** 

9.  Johnson  v.  Town  o£  Chisago  termini  (In  r.e  Keeling 's  Boad,  59  Pa. 
Lake,  122  Minn.  134,  141  N.   W.  1115.    358),    or    (2)    a   failure    to    show    the 

10.  Ballard  v.  Cook,  166  Ala.  105,  necessity  of  the  road  (Colville  v.  Judy, 
52  So.  147;  State  ex  rel.  United  Eys.  73  Mo.  651);  (3)  also  for  failure  of 
Co.  V.  Wiethaupt,  238  Mo.  155,  142  the  lower  tribunal  to  act  in  accord- 
S.   W.   323.  anee  with   the  statute  in  some   essen- 

11.  State  ex  rel.  United  Eys.  Co.  tial  particular,  such  as  neglecting  to 
V.  Wiethaupt,  238  Mo.  155,  142  S.  W.  fix  the  width  of  the  road  as  required 
323.  hy   statute    {In  re   Beyer's    Eoad,    37 

[a]     The  establishment  of  the  road  Pa.  257),  or   (4)   where  the  road  was 

must    be   provided    for;    and    a    mere  ordered  opened,  as  shown  by  the  rec- 

judgment    awarding    damages   ,and    re-  ord,    before    the    payment    of    the    as- 

manding  for  further  proceedings  is  in-  sessed    damages,    when    this    is    neces- 

sufficient.      State    ex   rel.   United    Eys.  sary.      In    re    Clowes'    Private    Eoad, 

Co.    V.    Wiethaupt,    238    Mo.    155,    142  31  Pa.  12. 

S.   W.    323;    Allen   v.   Welch,   125   Mo.  15.    See    the    title    "Certiorari,"    4 

App.  278,  102  S.   W.  665.  Standakd  Pboc.  881. 

12.  Long  V.  Butler  County  Comrs.  16.  See  the  title  "Highways, 
Court,  18  Ala.  482.  Streets    and   Bridges,"     11     Standard 

[a]  Only  the  record  proper  in  some    Pboc.  54,  61,  91. 

jurisdictions  may  be  considered  by  the  17.    i^''-'""'®  *'•   Bailey,   8    Mo.    App. 

appellate   court   when    the   lower   trib-  156. 

unal   and   its   proceedings   are   regular  [a]     The    owner    of    the    land     (1), 

on  their  face.     In  re  Eoche's  Private  whose    title    was    acquired   before    the 

Eoad,  10  Pa.  Super.  87.  final    order    was    made,    but    who   "has 

[b]  The  amount  of  damages  to  lost  the  right  of  appeal-  without  fault 
which  he  is  entitled  is  the  only  ques-  or  negligence  on  his  part,  is  entitled 
tion  to  be  considered  upon  appeal  by  to  the  writ  (Eoberts  v.  Williams,  15 
the  landowner  dissatisfied  with  the  Ark.  43),  but  (2)  not  after  an  un- 
value  placed  upon  his  land.  Such  successful  action  for  damages  and  to 
questions  as  the  necessity  for  the  road  reverse  the  order  of  confirmation, 
and  whether  or  not  the  viewer's  re-  In  re  Weaver's  Boad,  45  Pa.  405. 
port  should  be  set  aside  are  not  be-  18.  In  re  Keller's  Private  Eoad,  154 
for©  the   court.     Ballard  v.   Cook,  166  Pa.  547,  25  Atl.  814. 

Ala.  105,  52  So.  147;  Cleckler  v.  Mor-  [a]  Grounds  of  Reversal. — (1)  The 
row,  150  Ala.  524,  43  So.   784.  j  proceedings    of    the    highway    tribunal 

13.  In  re  Perry's  Eoad,  36  Pa.  will  be  reversed  upon  a  finding  of  any 
Super.  131.  |  material    defect    therein,    such    as     a 

14.  In  re  Keeling 's  Eoad,  59  Pa.  failure  of  the  applicant's  petition  for 
358.  ;  the    road    to    show    or    aver    no    other 

[a]  Grounds  of  Reversal.— (1)  The  way  of  access  to  his  land  (Hall  v. 
proceedings  of  the  lower  tribunal  will  Pettit,  88  Mich.  158,  50  N.  W.  117); 
'be  set  aside  for  the  omission  of  a  (2)  failure  to  serve  the  statutory  no- 
material  and  essential  fact  from  the  tice  on  the  owner  of  the  land  (Hall 
petition,  such  as  a  failure  to  set  forth  ii.  Pettit,  88  Mich.  158,  50  N.  W. 
a  description  of  the  road  showing  its  117;  In  re  Shawhan,  4  Sad.  [Pa.]  ISlj 
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2.  Recovery  of  Damages  Awarded.  —  If  the  damages  awarded  or 
assessed  by  the  highway  tribunal  are  not  paid,  the  owner  of  the  land 
may  recover  them  in  an  action  of  assumpsit. ^^ 

C.  Obstructing  or  Encroaching  Upon  Private  Egad.  —  1.  Civil 
Remedies.  —  Any  one  for  whom  a  private  road  is  established  or  main- 
tained may  recover  damages  in  an  action  at  law  for  an  illegal  en- 
croachment or  obstruction,^"  and  where  an  action  at  law  is  inadequate 
a  suit  in  equity  to  restrain  further  or  continued  encroachment  or 
obstruction  will  lie.^^ 

2.  Criminal  Prosecutions.  —  Obstructing  a  private  road  is  some- 
times madq  an  offense  by  statute.^^  The  indictment,  therefore,  is 
ordinarily  sufficient  if  it  follows  the  language  of  the  statute.^^ 

D.  Review  op  Proceeding  To  Vacate.  —  Only  the  regularity  of 
the  proceedings  to  vacate  a  private  road  will  be  considered  on  ap- 
peal,^* but  the  statutory  requirements  as  to  jurisdiction  of  the  high- 
way tribunal  must  be  strictly  followed  or  the  proceedings  will  be  set 
aside.^^ 

E.  Actions  for  Injuries.  —  An  action  for  an  injury  received 
through  a  defect  or  obstruction  in  a  private  road  may  be  maintained 
by  one  lawfully  using  such  road  against  the  party  whose  duty  it  is  to 
keep  it  in  repair.^^ 


7  Atl.  97),  or  (3)  occupant  (Hall  v. 
Pettit,  88  Mich.  158,  50  N.  W.  117), 
or  (4)  payment  of  more  than  the  legal 
fees  to  the  surveyors.  Parmley  v. 
White,  35   N.  J.  L.   203. 

[b]  Remittitur. — In  some  jurisdic- 
tions where  .a  simple  mistake  which 
may  be  easily  corrected  has  been 
made,  such  as  exceeding  in  width  the 
statutory  provisions  for  the  width  of 
a  private  road,  the  proceeding  may 
be  remitted,  or  when  permitted  by  stat- 
ute, amended  forthwith  on  application 
of  defendant.  Gruner  v.  Hartman,  66 
N.  J.  L.  189,  48  Atl.  522. 

19.  Baker  v.  Braman,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
47,  40  Am.  Dec.  387.  See  also  Fer- 
nald  V.  Palmer,  83  Me.  244.  22  Atl. 
467.  See  generally  the  title  ^'Assump- 
sit." 

20.  Herrick  v.  Stover,  5  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)    580. 

21.  Downing  v.  Corcoran,  112  Mo. 
App.  645,  87  S.  W.  114. 

As  to  encroachmeut  on  public  high- 
way, see  the  title  "Highways,  Streets 
and  Bridges." 

22.  State  v.  Combs,  120  N.  C.  e07, 
27  S.  E.  30. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  a  statute,  it 
has  been  held  that  obstructing  a  pri- 
vate road  is  not  indictable.  Gilbert 
V.  People,  121  111.  App.  423.  See 
State  V.  Eandall,  1  Strobh.  (S.  C.)  110, 
47  Am.  D«c.  548. 


23.  State  v.  Combs,  120  N.  C.  607, 
27  S.  E.  30.  See  generally  12  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  442. 

[a]  Alleging  Establishment  of  Road. 
When  a  statute  makes  it  an  offense 
to  maliciously  injure  a  private  road 
laid  out  by  authority  of  law,  an  in- 
dictment should  aver  or  allege  facts 
showing  the  establishment  of  the  road 
by  such  authority.  Territory  v.  Rich- 
ardson,  8   Ariz.   336,   76   Pac.   456. 

24.  In  re  Glenfield  Borough  Eoad, 
5  Pa.  Super.  222. 

25.  State  v.  Allen,  11  N.  J.  L.  103. 
[a]     Showing  Location  of  Road. — If 

neither  the  published  notice  nor  the 
surveyor's  return  shows  the  location 
of  the  road  in  the  township  of  the 
highway  tribunal,  the  proceedings  will 
Ibe  set  aside.  State  v.  Allen,  11  N.  J. 
L.    103.  '  •  * 

26.  Coles  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  E.,  223 
Mass.  408,  111  N.  E.  893;  Cavanaugh 
V.  Block,  192  Mass.  63,  77  N.  E.  1027, 
116  Am.  St.  Eep.  220,  6  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  310;  Benson  v.  Hudson  River  Water 
Power  Co.,  72  App.  Div.  270,  76  N.  Y. 
Supp.   42. 

Actions  for  injuries  from  defects  in 
a  public  highway  or  street,  see  11 
Standard  Peoc.  198. 

[a]  Against  Municipal  Corporation. 
Ga. — See  Mitchell  County  v.  Dixon,  20 
6a.  App.  21,  92  S.  E.  405.  Ma«B. 
Warner   v.    Holyoke,    112    Mass.    362; 
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P.      COLI-ATERAL  ATTACK  ON  ROAD  PROCEEDINGS.^^ The  decisioD  Of  a 

highway  tribunal  cannot  be  attacked  collaterally,^^  unless  void  for 
want  of  jurisdiction,^' 

II.  TOLL  OR  TURNPIKE  ROADS.  — A.  Definition.  —  A  toll 
road  or  turnpike  road  is  a  public  highway  established  and  maintained 
by  individuals  under  the  state's  authority  for  the  use  of  the  public 
upon  payment  of  a  toll.^° 

B.  Collection  and  Enforcement  of  Toll  Charges.  —  An  action 
for  toll  charges  will  lie^^  at  the  instance  of  any  one  entitled  to 
them.^^ 

C.  Actions  for  Injuries.  —  1.  In  General.  —  For  any  injury  re- 
sulting from  defects  in  a  toll  road,  an  action  for  damages^^  may  be 
maintained  against  the  company  or  individual  owning  or  operating 


Baker  v.  Dedham,  16  Gray  393.  N.  H. 
Brown  v.  Brown,  50  N.  H.  538;  Proc- 
tor V.  Andover,  42  N.  H.  348.  Vt. 
Loveland  v.  Berlin,  27  Vt.  713. 

27.  See  generally  15  Standard  Peoc. 
377. 

28.  Jones  v.  Smith  (Mo.  App.),  186 
S.  W.  1088;  Brown  v.  Brown,  50  N.  H. 
538. 

In  proceedings  involving  a  public 
highway,  see  11  Standabd  Pboc.  56, 
113,  128;   15   Standard  Proc.  410. 

[a]  That  the  land  was  within  the 
township  whose  board  acted  in  the 
matter,  presumed.  Belt  v.  Hamilton, 
130  Mo.  292,  32  S.  W.  656. 

[b]  That  no  formal  judgment  en- 
tered on  the  commission-er 's  report,  im- 
material. Belk  V.  Hamilton,  130  Mo. 
292,  32  S.  "W.  656. 

29.  Proctor  v.  Andover,  42  N".  H. 
348;  Berridge  v.  Shults,  32  Misc.  444, 
66  N.  T.  Supp.  204. 

[a]  The  record  must  afllrmatively 
show  that  the  tribunal  had  jurisdic- 
tion. Belk  V.  Hamilton,  130  Mo.  292, 
32  S.  W.  656. 

30.  Colo.  —  Virginia  Canon  Toll 
Road  Co.  V.  People,  22  Colo.  429,  45 
Pae.  398,  37  L.  E.  A.  711.  Mo.— State 
V.  Hannibal  &  E.  C.  Gravel  Ed.  Co., 
138  Mo.  332,  39  S.  W.  910,  36  L.  E. 
A.  457.  N.  J.— Jersey  City  &  B.  P. 
Plank  Ed.  Co.  v.  Haight,  30  N".  J. 
L.  443.  N.  Y. — Bradshaw  v.  Eodgers, 
20   Johns.   103. 

[a]  Turnpike  Eoad  Includes  Gravel 
Beads  and  Flank  Koads. — State  v.  Han- 
nibal &  E.  C.  Gravel  Ed.  Co.,  138 
Mo.  332,  39  S.  W.  910,  36  L.  E.  A. 
457.  . 

fb]  Not  public  roads  In  larger  sense, 
that  is,  in  th«  sense  that  public  roads 
are   completely  under   legislative   oon- 
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trol.     Shelby  v.  Castetter,  7  Ind.  App. 
309,  33   N.   E.   986,   34  N.  E.   687. 

[c]  Origin  of  word  turnpike,  see 
Northam  Bridge  &  E.  Co.  v.  London, 
etc.  Ey.  Co.,  6  M.  &  W.  (Eng.)  428. 

31.  Boyer  v.  Burton,  79  Ore.  662, 
149  Pac.  83,  156  Pac.  281. 

[a]  Assumpsit,  a  proper  remedy. 
N.  J. — Nicholson  v.  Williamstowu  & 
G.  I.  Tpk.  Co.,  28  N.  J.  L.  142;  Ayres 
V.  Trenton  &  N.  B.  Turnpike  Co.,  9 
N.  J.  L.  33.  Pa. — Eeeler  v.  Pittsburgh 
Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Tpk.  Ed.  Co., 
14  Pa.  162;  Dorman  v.  Pittsburgh  & 
S.  Tpk.  Ed.  Co.,  3  Watts  126;  Susque- 
hanna &  Y.  B.  Tpk.  Co.  V.  Hauser,  20 
Pa.  Dist.  11.  W.  Va.— See  Graham 
Bros.  V.  Carroll,  27  W.  Va.  790.  Eng. 
Seward  v.  Baker,  1  T.  E.  616,  99  Eng. 
Eeprint   1283. 

[b]  In  an  inferior  court,  where 
the  action  is  brought  under  a  statute 
providing  express  limitations,  the  rec- 
ord should  show  that  the  action  in 
every  respect  complies  with  the  stat- 
ute. Susquehanna  &  Y.  B.  Tpk.  Co. 
V.  Hauser,  20  Pa.  Dist.  11. 

[c]  In  the  county  or  township 
where  the  defendant  resides.  Morton 
Gravel  Ed.  Co.  v.  Wyson,  51  Ind.  4. 

32.  Beeler  v.  Pittsburgh  Farmers' 
&  Mechanics'  Tpk.  Ed.  Co.,  14  Pa, 
162. 

[a]  A  lessee  of  a  toll  gate.  Ches- 
ley  V.  Smith,  1  N.  H.  20. 

[b]  A  state  officer  in  charge  of  a 
road.  Hopkins  v.  Stockton,  2  Watts 
&  8.   (Pa.)   163. 

33.  Conn.— Goshen  &  Sharon  Tpk. 
Co.  V.  Sears,  7  Conn.  86.  Md. — Balti- 
more &  Y.  Tpk.  E.  V.  Parks,  74  Md. 
28%  22  Atl.  399;  Baltimore  &  T. 
Turnpike  Co.  v.  Crowther,  63  Md.  558, 
1  Atl.  279.    Mass.— Williams  v.  Hing- 
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it  by  any  one  liable  to  pay  toll  for  use  of  the  road  at  the  time  the 
injury  occurs.'* 

'  2.  Declaration  or  Complaint.'^  —  The  plaintiff  should  set  forth  facts 
showing  a  duty  owing  by  the  defendant  toward  the  injured  party/' 
defendant's  negligence  in  the  exercise  thereof,'^  and  the  resulting 
damage.'*  In  some  jurisdictions  the  plaintiff  must  negative  con- 
tributory negligence.'^ 

3.  Trial.*"  —  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.  —  Under  confliqting  evi- 
dence it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  road  was  in  a  safe 
condition,*^  and  whether  the  injured  party  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence.*^ 


ham  &  Q.  B.  &  T.  C.  <7orp„  4  Pick. 
341.  Mich. — Carver  v  Detroit  &  S. 
Plank  Ed.  Co.,  61  Mich.  584,  28  N.  W. 
721.  Mo.— Ashley  v.  Elsberry  &  N.  H. 
Gravel  Ed.  Co.,  99  Mo.  App.  178,  73 
S.  W.  229.  N.  J.— Ward  v.  Newark  & 
P.  Tpk.  Co.,  20  N.  J.  L.  323.  N".  Y. 
Wilson  V.    Susquehanna   Tpk.   Ed,    Co., 

21  Barb.  68.  Pa. — Born  v.  Allegheny 
&  P.  Plank  Ed.  Co.,  101  Pa.  334.  Teim. 
Murfreesboro  &  W.  Tpk.  Co.  v.  Bar- 
rett, 2  Coldw.  508.  Vt. — Davis  v. 
Lamoille  County  Plank  Ed.  Co.,  27 
Vt.  602;  Mathews  v.  Winooski  Tpk. 
Co.,  24  Vt.  480;  Eichardson  v.  Eoyal- 
tou  &  W.  Tpk.  Co.,  6  Vt.  496,  5  Vt. 
580. 

34.  Mass. — Williams  v.  Hingham  & 
Q.  B.  &  T.  C.  Corp.,  4  Pick.  341.  Mo. 
Mabrey  v.  Cape  Grirardeau  &  J.  G.  Ed. 
Co.,  92  Mo.  App.  596,  69  S.  W,  394. 
Pa. — Lancaster  Ave.  Imp.  Co.  ». 
Ehoads,  116  Pa.  377,  9  Atl.  852,  2  Am. 
St.  Eep.  608.  Vt. — Brown  v.  WinooSki 
Tpk.  Co.,  23  Vt.  104. 

See  also  11  Standaed  Peoc.  198,  et 
seq. 

35.  See  generally  the  title  "Dec- 
laration and  Complaint." 

36.  Bank  Liek  Tpk.  Co.  v.  Broadus, 

22  Ky.  L.  Eep.  827,  58  S.  W.  778; 
Williams  v.  Hingham  &  Q.  B.  &  T.  C. 
Corp.,   4    Pick.    (Mass.)    341. 

[a]  The  liability  to  pay  toll  (1) 
should  appear  from  the  facts  stated. 
Williams  v.  Hingham  &  Q.  B.  &  T.  C. 
Corp.,  4  Pick.  (Mass.)  341.  (2)  An 
averment  that  the  plaintiff  was  law- 
fully using  the  road  is  sufficient  with- 
out a  statement  that  he  had  paid  the 
toll.  Evans  v.  New  Brunswick  &  C.  T. 
Co.,  59  N.  J.  L.  3,  34  Atl.  985. 

37.  Baltimore  &  H.  Tpk.  Co.  c.  Bate- 
man,  68  Md.  389,  13  Atl.  54,  6  Am. 
St.  Eep.  449;  Hydes  Ferry  Tpk.  Co. 
V.  Yates,  108  Tenn.  428,  67  S.  W. 
69.      See    also    Ind. — Speer   v.    Green- 


castle  &  C.  G.  E.  Co.,  4  Ind.  App. 
525,  31  N.  B.  381.  Ky.— -Canton,  C. 
&  H.  Tpk.  Co.  V.  Mclntire,  105  Ky. 
185,  48  S.  W.  980.  Mich.— Monyhan 
V.  Detroit  &  S.  P.  Ed.  Co.,  129  Mich. 
549,  89  N.  W.  372.  N.  Y.— Wilson  v. 
Susquehanna  Tpk.  Ed.  Co.,  21  Barb. 
68. 

[a]  The  particular  place  where  the 
injury  occurred  on  the  road  should  be 
set  out  when  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  make  it  necessary  to  do  so,  but 
a  failure  to  make  such  an  allegation 
is  generally  cured  by  the  verdict. 
Noyes  v.  White  Eiver  Tpk.  Co.,  11 
Vt.  531.  See  generally  the  title  "Neg- 
ligence." 

38.  Bank  Lick  Tpk.  Co.  v.  Broadus, 
22  Ky,  L.  Eep.  827,  58  S.  W.  778. 
See  generally  the  title  "Injuries  to 
Persons  and  Property." 

39.  Sale  v.  Aurora  &  L.  T.  Co.,  147 
Ind.  324,  46  N.  E.  669;  Wilson  v. 
Trafalgar  &  B.  C.  G.  Ed.  Co.,  83  Ind. 
326.     See  the  title   "Negligence." 

40.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial." 

41.  Coim. — Weeks  v.  Connecticut  & 
E.  I.  Tpk.  Co.,  20  Conn.  134.  Md. 
Baltimore  &  E.  Tpk.  Ed.  Co.  v.  State, 
71  Md.  573,  18  Atl.  884.  Mich.— Car- 
ver V.  Detroit  &  S.  Plank  Ed.  do., 
69  Mich.  616,  25  N.  W.  183.  Mo. 
Mabrey  v.  Cape  Girardeau  &  J.  G. 
Ed.  Co.,  92  Mo.  App.  596,  69  S.  W, 
394.  Pa. — Born  v.  Allegheny  &  P. 
Plank  Ed.  Co.,  101  Pa.  334;  Stewart 
V.  Chester  &  D.  T.  Ed.  Co.,  3  Pa. 
Super.  86, 

42.  Conn. — Weeks  v,  Connecticut  & 
E.  I.  Tpk.  Co.,  20  Conn.  134.  Md. 
Baltimore  &  E.  Tpk.  Ed.  Co.  i>.  State, 
71  Md.  573,  18  Atl.  884,  Mass.— Coles 
V.  Boston  &  M.  E.  E.,  223  Mass.  408, 
111  N.  E.  893.  imch.— Carver  v.  De- 
troit &  S.  Plank  Ed.  Co.,  69  Mich.  614", 
25  N.  W,  183, 
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Instructions.  —The  court  should  instruct  the  jury  in  respect  to  the 
defendant's  duty  under  the  facts  disclosed.*' 

D.  Actions  for  Penalties.**  —  Statutes  in  some  jurisdictions  pro- 
vide that  an  action  for  a  penalty  in  a  specified  sum  may  be  main- 
tained against  a  toll  road  company  or  toU-gfitherer  for  demanding 
and  receiving  an  excessive  toU,*^  and  also  that  such  an  action  may 
be  maintained  by  the  company  or  toll-gatherer*^  against  any  one  who, 
in  order  to  avoid  the  payment  of  a  legal  toll,  forcibly  or  otherwise 
goes  through  or  around  a  toll  gate.*^  In  such  eases  the  general  rules 
of  pleading  and  practice  apply  to  the  statement  of  the  cause  of 
action,*^  plea  or  answer,*^  proof,°°  and  the  determination  of  questions 
of  law  and  fact.^^ 

E.  Mandamus  To  Turnpike  and  Toll-Road  Companies.^^  —  As  a 
general  rule,  when  no  other  remedy  is  provided,^'  mandamus  will  lie 


43.  Henderson  &  C.  Or.  B.  Co.  v. 
Crosby,  103  Ky.  182,  44  S.  W.  639. 
See  the  title   "Instructions." 

[a]  With  respect  to  the  defect 
causing  the  injury.  Henderson  &  C. 
G.  E.  Co.  V.  Crosby,  103  Ky.  182,  44 
S.  W.  639;  Baltimore  &  E.  Tpk.  Ed. 
Co.  V.  State,  71  Md.  573,  18  Atl.  884. 

[b]  Instructions  Not  To  Be  IMis- 
leading. — Baltimore  &  L.  Tpk.  Co.  v. 
Casisell,  66  Md.  419,  7  Atl.  805,  59  Am. 
Rep.  175. 

44.  See  generally  the  title  "Pen- 
alties, rorfeitures  and  Fines." 

45.  Culbertson  v.  Kinevan,  73  Cal. 
68,   14  Pac.   364. 

[a]  Applicable  to  Flankroads  and 
Turnpikes. — Marselis  v .  Seaman,  21 
Barb.   (N.  Y.)   319. 

[b]  Only  Where  Wrongful. — Fox  v. 
Francher,  66  Mich.  536,  33  N,  W.  416. 

[c]  Where  party  exempt  from  pay- 
ing toll,  statutes  do  not  apply.  Cal. 
Culbertson  v.  Kinevan,  73  Cal.  68,  14 
Pac.  364.  Mich. — Van  Buren  v.  Wylie, 
56  Mich.  501,  23  N.  W.  195.  N.  J. 
Evans  v.  Newkirk,  3  N.  J.  L.  433. 
Contra,  Skinner  v.  Anderson,  12  Barb. 
(N.   Y.)    648. 

46.  Mich. — Canal  St.  Gravel  Eoad 
Co.  V.  Paas,  95  Mich.  372,  54  N.  W. 
907.  N.  Y.— Monterey  P.  B.  Co.  v. 
Chamberlain,  32  N.  Y.  659,  33  N.  Y. 
46.  Pa. — Com.  ex  rsl.  Ernst  v.  Metz- 
ger,  6  Kulp  408. 

47.  Ind. — Wayne  Pike  Co.  v.  Bos- 
worth,  91  Ind.  210;  Mt.  Carmel  &  J.  F. 
Tpk.  Co.  V.  Loos,  53  Ind.  App.  6,  101 
N.  E.  116.  Ky.— Eives  v.  Wood,  12 
Ky.  L.  Bep.  691,  15  S.  W.  131.  Md. 
Hagerstown  &  Cross  Beads  Turnpike 
Co.  •».  Evers,  130  Md.  8,  99  Atl.  980, 
L.  E.  A.  1917D,  333.     Tenn.— Gourley 
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V.  Nashville  &  6.  Tpk.  Co.,  104  Tenn. 
305,  56  S.  W.  855.  Vt.— Centre  Turn- 
pike Co.  V.  Vandusen,  10  Vt.  197.  Can. 
Beg.  V.  Haystead,  7  TJ.  C.  Q.  B.  9. 

48.  See  generally  the  titles  "Dec- 
laration and  Complaint;"  "Penalties, 
Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

[a]  Passing  through  the  gate  is  not 
an  essential  fact  to  be  alleged  if  it 
is  not  necessary  to  the  collection  of 
the  toll.  Hunter  v.  Burnsville  Tpk. 
Co.,  56  Ind.  213. 

49.  See  the  titles  "Answers;"  "De- 
nials;" "Pleas." 

[a]  Want  of  repair  as  a  bar  to  re- 
covery for  avoiding  payment  of  toll 
may  be  pleaded  under  some  statutes, 
■but  where  the  action  is  commenced 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  this  de- 
fense may  be  relied  upon  without  spe- 
cial plea.  Mt.  Carmel  &  J.  P.  Tpk. 
Co.  V.  Loos,  53  Ind.  App.  6,  101  N.  E. 
116;  Aurora  &  L.  Tpk.  Co.  v.  Nei- 
brugge,  25  Ind.  App.  567,  58  N.  E. 
864. 

50.  Stipp  V.  Spring  Mill  &  W.  C. 
G.  Ed.  Co.,  54  Ind.  16;  Gourley  v. 
Nashville  &  G.  Tpk.  Co.,  104  Tenn. 
305,  56   S.   W.   855. 

51.  See  Dexter  &  L.  Plank  Ed.  Co. 
V.  Allen,  16  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  15;  Gour- 
ley V.  Nashville  &  G.  Tpk.  Co..  104 
Tenn.  305,  56  S.  W.  855;  and  the  title 
"Province  of  Judge  and  Jury." 

52.  See  generally  the  title  "Man- 
damus." 

53.  State  ea;  reZ.  Morgan  v.  Mon- 
mouth Plank  Ed.  Co.,  26  N.  J.  L.  99 
(a  case  in  which  toll  could  not  be 
collected  while  road  was  out  of  re- 
pair); Beg.  V.  Oxford  &  W.  Tpk.  BdB., 
12  Ad.   &  El.   427,   6   Jur.   216n,  4  P. 
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to  compel  a  company  owning  or  operating  a  toll  road,  plank  road,  or 
turnpike,  to  perform  the  duties  imposed  upon  it  by  law,"*  but  not  to 
enforce  purely  contract  obligations  not  involving  a  trust."' 

F.  Proceedings  To  Enforce  Abandonment  or  Forfeiture  of  Toll 
KoAD  Franchise.  —  Under  some  statutes  a  toll  road  may  be  aban- 
doned to  the  public  without  a  judicial  determination  of  abandon- 
ment,"' but  when  a  determination  of  forfeiture  for  nonuser  or  mis- 
user is  desired  or  is  necessary  an  appropriate  proceeding,  such  as 
scire  facias,"^  or  quo  warranto,"'  should  be  instituted  by  or  on  behalf 
of  the  state."^  Where  the  remedy  of  quo  warranto  is  inadequate  the 
state,""  or  the  county,  under  certain  circumstances,"^  may  enjoin  the 
collection  of  tolls.  The  existence  of  one  remedy,  however,  as  a  rule 
dees  not  preclude  resort  to  another,"^  but  when  the  proceeding  may 
be  for  either  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  the  former  is  preferred."'    The 


&  D.   154,  40  E.   C.  L.  215,  113  Eng; 
Keprint   873. 

54.  Eeg.  V.  Eochdale  &  H.  Tpk.  Ed., 
12  Q.  B.  448,  64  E.  C.  L.  448,  116 
Eng.  Eeprint  935. 

[a]  Forbidding  Use  of  ToU  Road 
to  Automobiles. — Bertles  v.  Laurel  Eun 
Tpk.  Co.,  15  Pa.  Dist.  94. 

[b]  To  Remove  Idle  Tollhouse. — Eeg. 
V.  Greenlaw  Ed.  Trustees,  4  Q.  B.  D. 
447,  48  L.  J.  Q.  B.  409,  40  L.  T.  N.  S. 
555,  27  Wkly.  Eep.  800.   ' 

55.  State  v.  Zanesville  &  M.  T.  Ed. 
Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  308. 

56.  Conn. — ^Lee  v.  Barkhamsted,  46 
Conn.  213.  Ind.— Western  Plank  Ed. 
Co.  V.  Central  Union  Tel.  Co.,  146 
Ind.  229,  18  N.  E.  14.  N.  Y.— People 
V.  Fishkill  &  B.  P.  Ed.  Co.,  27  Barb. 
445.  Pa.— West  Philadelphia  Pass.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Philadelphia  &  W.  C.  Tpk.  Ed. 
Co.,   186   Pa.    459,   40    Atl.    787. 

57.  Ala. — State  v.  Moore,  19  Ala. 
514.  Md. — Washington  &  B.  Tpk.  Ed. 
V.  State,  19  Md.  239.  Tenn.— State 
V.  Scott,  2  Swan  332. 

58.  Ark. — Darnell  v.  State,  48  Ark. 
321,  3  8.  W.  365.  Ind.— Covington, 
etc.  Plank  Ed.  Co.  v.  Van  Sickle,  18 
Ind.  244.  Mo. — State  v.  Louisiana,  B. 
&  G.  &  A.  G.  Ed.  Co.,  116  Mo.  App. 
175,  92  S.  W.  153.  Wis. — Stat«  ra  rel. 
Mengel  v.  Steber,  154  Wis.  505,  143 
N.  W.   156. 

See  the  title   "Quo  Warranto." 

59.  Ind. — Western  Plank  Ed.  Co.  v. 
Central  Union  Tel.  Co.,  116  Ind.  229, 
18  N.  E.  14.  Ky. — Kennedy  v.  Crum, 
16  Ky.  L.  Eep.  257,  26  S.  W.  190. 
Mich. — Bridg*  St.  &  A.  Gravel  Ed.  Co. 
V.  Hogadone,  150  Mich.  638,  114  N.  W. 


917;  Detroit  v.  Detroit  &  H.  Plank 
Ed.  Co.,  43  Mich.  140,  5  N.  W.  275. 
Mo. — State  v.  Louisiana,  B.  &  G.  &  A. 
G.  Ed.  Co.,  116  Mo.  App.  175,  92  S.  W. 
153.  Ohio.— See  Salt  Creek  Val.  Tpk. 
Co.  V.  Parks,  50  Ohio  St.  568,  35  N.  E. 
304,  28  L.  E.  A.  769.  Ore.- Boyer  v. 
Burton,  79  Ore.  662,  149  Pae.  83,  156 
Pae.  281.  Va.— See  New  Market  & 
S.  T.  Co.  V.  Keyser,  119  Va.  165,  89 
S.  E.  251.  W.  Va.— Moore  v.  Schop- 
pert,  22  W.  Va.  282. 

[a]  By  Resisting  Collection  of 
Tolls. — The  right  to  collect  tolls  is  a 
franchise  which  cannot  be  forfeited 
■by  a  third  person  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding. Boyer  v.  Burton,  79  Ore.  662, 
149  Pae.  83,  156  Pae.  281.  Contra, 
Montgomery  County  v.  C.  &  E.  Tpk. 
Co.,  120  Tenn.  76,  109  S.  W.  1152. 

60.  State  v.  Louisiana,  B.  &  G.  & 
A.  G.  Ed.  Co.,  116  Mo.  App.  175,  92 
S.   W.   153.  * 

61.  Montgomery  County  v.  Clarks- 
ville  &  E.  Tpk.  Co.,  120  Tenn.  76, 
109  S.  W.  1152,  where  county  has  been 
given  supervision  of  its  highways  and 
th«  franchise  to  collect  tolls  has  ex- 
pired. 

62.  Ala. — State  v.  Moore,  19  Ala. 
514.  Ky. — Daviess  County  v.  Daviess 
County  Gravel  Ed.  Co.,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
711,  63  S.  W.  752.  Md.— Washington 
&  B.  Tpk.  Ed.  V.  State,  19  Md.  239. 
Mo. — State  v.  Louisiana,  B.  &  G.  & 
A.  6.  Ed.  Co.,  116  Mo.  App.  175,  92 
S.  W.  153.  Vt.— State  v.  Pasumpsic 
Tpk.   Co.,  3  Vt.  178. 

63.  Com.  V.  Newport  L.  &  A.  Tpk. 
Co.,  29  Ky.  L.'  Eep.  1285,  97  8.  W. 
375,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1235,  100  S.  W. 
871, 
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general  rules  of  pleading  apply  to  all  such  actions.** 


64.  See  the  following  eases:  Ky. 
Com.  V.  Newport  L.  &  A.  Tpk.  Co.,  29 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1285,  97  S.  W.  375,  30 
Ky.   L.   Eep.   1235,   100    S.    W.    871. 


Mich. — People  v.  Jackson  &  M.  Plank 
Ed.  Co.,  9  Mieh.  285.  Vt.— State  v. 
Pasumpsie  Tpk.  Co.,  3  Vt.  178. 


PRIVATE  INTERNATIONAL  LAW.  —  See  Remedy. 


PRIVATE  PROSECUTOR.  —  See  Grand  Jury;  Indi^  ment  and  In- 
formation. 
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PRIVILEGE 

By  the  Editorial  Staft. 


I.    WHO  PRIVILEGED,  621 

A.    From  Arrest,  621 

1.  Under  Criminal  Process,  621 

a.  Members  of  Congress  and  Legislatures,  621 

b.  Federal  Officers  and  Employees,  621 

c.  Foreign  Ministers,  Legation  Officers,  and  Con' 

suls,  621 

d.  Election  Officers  and  Electors,  621 

e.  Persons  Illegally  Brought   Within  Jurisdiction^ 

621 

f.  Parties  and  Witnesses,  &2!2, 

2,  In  Civil  Actions,  622 

a.  Members  of  Congress  and  State  Legislatures,  622 

b.  Federal  Officers,  622 

c.  Ambassadors  and  Consuls,  623 

d.  Judges,  623 

e.  Jurors,  623 

f.  Clerk  of  Court,  623 

g.  Sheriffs  and  Other  Peace  Officers,  623 
h.  Electors,  623 

i.     Parties,  623 

(I.)     Generally,  623 

(II.)     Defendant  in  criminal  Proceeding,  624 
j.     Attorneys,  624 
k.     Witnesses,  625 
1.     Freeholders,  625 
m.     Wom^n,  625 

n.    Persons  Forcibly  or  Fraudulently  Brought  With- 
in Jurisdiction,  625 
(I.)     Generally;  625 

(II.)     Persons  Brought  Into  State  by  Extradition 
Proceedings,  625 
o.    Privileged  Person's  Co-Party,  625 
B.    From  Service  of  Civil  Process,  626 

1.    Members  of  Congress  and  Legislatures,  626 
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2.  Ambassadors,  Ministers  and  Consuls,  626 

3.  Judges  and  Jurors,  626 

4.  Attorneys,  627 

5.  Parties,  627 

a.  Generally,  627 

b.  Non-Besident  Parties,  627 

c.  Defendant  in  Criminal  Proceeding,  629 

6.  Wifwesses,  630 

-  a.    Z'rt.  General,  630 

b.  Reason  and  Source  of  Rule,  633 

c.  Growth  and  Extent  of  Rule,  633 

d.  Duration  of  Privilege,  634 

e.  Necessity  of  Subpoena,  635 

7.  Miscellaneous  Persons,  635 

II.  NECESSITY  FOR  CLAIMING  PRIVILEGE  AND  WAIVER, 

635 

A.  Generally,  635 

B.  Must  Be  Claimed  at  First  Opportunity,  636 

III.  MANNER  OF  CLAIMING  PRIVILEGE,  637 

A.  From  Arrest,  637 

B.  From  Service  of  Process,  637 

IV.  REMEDY  FOR  VIOLATION  OF  PRIVILEGE,  637 

CBOSS-BEFEBEKCES : 

Service  of  Process  and  Papers. 

Privilege  of  soldiers  and  sailors  from  arrest,  see  the  title  "Navy 
and  Army." 

Privilege  from  service  of  process  while  in  attendance  on  justice's 
courts,  see  17  Standard  Proc.  1024. 

Privilege  of  witnesses  from  testifying,  see  14?  Enct.  of  Ev.  632. 

Plea  of  privilege  in  actions  for  libel  and  slander,  see  the  title  "Libel 
and  Slander." 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  1000. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 
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I.  WHO  PRIVILEGED.  — A.  Feom  Arrest.  — 1.  Under  Crim- 
inal Process.  —  a.  Members  of  Congress  and  Legislatures.  —  The  pro- 
vision of  the  federal  constitution  exempting  members  of  congress  from 
arrest  in  all  cases  "except  treason,  felony,  and  breach  of  peace"  dur- 
ing attendance  at  a  session  of  congress  and  in  going  to  and  returning 
from  the  same,^  is  merely  a  privilege  from  arrest  in  civil  cases  and 
does  not  exempt  them  from  arrest  on  criminal  process.^  A  constitu- 
tional privilege  of  legislators  from  arrest  in  all  cases  except  treason, 
felony  and  breach  of  the  peace  gives  immunity  in  cases  which  were  not 
felonies  at  the  time  the  constitution  was  adopted  but  have  been  since 
made  felonies  by  statute.^ 

b.  Federal  Officers  and  Employees.  —  An  employee  of  the  United 
States  is  not,  by  reason  of  being  such,  privileged  from  arrest  on  crim- 
inal process.* 

c.  Foreign  Ministers,  Legation  Officers,  and  Consuls.  —  An  ambas- 
sador or  public  minister  of  a  foreign  state  is  not  subject  to  arrest  on 
criminal  process;^  and  this  privilege  is  held  to  extend  to  the  family 
and  servants  of  a  foreign  minister.*  A  foreign  consul,  however,  is  not 
privileged  from  prosecution  for  a  crime  committed  by  him.'' 

d.  Election  Officers  and  Electors.  —  Except  for  treason^  felony, 
or  a  breach  of  the  peace,  an  election  officer  is  privileged  from  arrest 
on  election  day  both  at  the  polls  and  in  going  to  or  returning  there- 
from.* The  same  privilege  extends  to  electors  during  attendance  on 
elections  and  in  going  to  and  returning  therefrom." 

6.  Persons  Illegally  Brought  Within  Jurisdiction.  —  Generally  the 
fact  that  a  person  has  been  illegally  brought  within  a  jurisdiction  does 
not  exempt  him  from  arrest  for  a  criminal  offense,^"  though  a  contrary 


1.  United  States  Const.,  art.  1,  §6, 
cl.  1. 

2.  Williamson  v.  United  States,  207 
U.  S.  425,  28  Sup.  Ct.  163,  52  L.  ed. 
278;  United  States  v.  Wise,  1  Hayw. 
&  H.  82,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,746a, 
holding  •  that  a  congressman  is  subject 
to  arrest  on  a  warrant  charging  him 
to  be  about  to  commit  a  breach  of 
peace  by  fighting  a  duel. 

3.  State  V.  Polacheck,  101  Wis.  427, 
77  N.  W.  708. 

4.  United  States  v.  Kirby,  7  Wall. 
482,  19  L.  ed.  278. 

[a]  Even  though  engaged  in  carry- 
ing mail  at  the  time  of  his  arrest. 
United  States  v.  Hart,  Pet.  C.  C.  390, 
26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,316,  3  Wheel.  Cr. 
(N.  Y.)  304  (for  driving  through 
crowded  streets  at  a  dangerous  rate 
of  speed);  Penny  v.  Walker,  64  Me. 
430,  18   Am.   Eep.   269. 

5.  State  V.  De  La  Foret,  2  Nott  & 
MeC.  (S.  C.)  217.  See  Ex  parte  Cab- 
rera, 1  Wash.  C.  C.  232,  4  Fed.  Cas. 
No.   2,278;   United  States  v.  La  Fon- 


taine, 4  Cranch  C.  C.   (U.  S.)   173,  26 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,550. 

6.  United  States  v.  La  Fontaine,  4 
Craneh  C.  C.  (U.  S.)  173,  26  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  15,550. 

[a]  Secretary  of  a  foreign  legation 
held  entitled  to  protection  from  crim- 
inal process,  see  Ex  parte  Cabrera,  1 
Wash.  C.  C.  (U.  S.)  232,  4  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,278. 

7.  State  V.  De  La  Foret,^  2  Nott  & 
McC.  (S.  C.)  217.  See  also  Com.  v. 
KoslofE,  5  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  545,  2 
Wheeler  Cr.  Cas.  622,  holding  that  a 
consul  general  is  not  protected  front 
a  prosecution  for  rape,  but  the  state 
courts  have  no  jurisdiction  in  such 
case;  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  is 
vested  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States. 

8.  In  re  Application  by  Election  Of- 
ficers for  Advice,  1  Brewst.  (Pa.)  182. 

9.  Thomas  v.  Henderson,  125  La. 
292,  51  So.  202. 

10.  U.  S.—Ex  parte  Ker,  18  Fed. 
167.    m.— -Ker  v.  People,  110  HI.  627, 
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rule  is  recognized  in  some  jurisdictions.'^ 

f.  Parties  and  Witnesses.  —  "Witnesses  in  attendance  on  court  are 
not  privileged  from  arrest  for  a  criminal  offense;"  though  a  witness 
coming  into  a  state  in  obedience  to  a  subpoena  from  a  federal  court 
has  been  held  privileged  from  arrest  on  state  criminal  process.'^ 
Neither  is  the  accused  privileged  from  arrest  under  a  statute  exempt- 
ing "any  party  or  witness  in  any  cause;"  such  statute  applies  only  to 
parties  in  civil  suits.'* 

2.  In  Civil  Actions.  —  a.  Members  of  Congress  and  State  Legis- 
latures. —  Members  of  congress  are  privileged  from  civil  arrest  while 
attending  and  while  going  to  and  from  a  session  of  congress.'^  So, 
also,  .members  of  state  legislatures  are  privileged  from  arrest  on  civil 
process  while  attending  and  while  going  to  and  from  a  session  of  the 
legislature.'" 

b.    Federal  Officers."  —  Neither  a   customs  ofiScer  of  the  United 


51  Am.  Eep.  706.  la.— State  v.  Day, 
58  Iowa  678,  12  N.  W.  733;  State  v. 
Eosa,  21  Iowa  467.  N.  Y. — People  v. 
Eowe,  4  Park.  Cr.  253;  Lagrave's  Case, 
14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  333.  Pa.— J»  re 
Dews,  18  Pa.  37,  1  Phila.  234.  S.  C. 
State  V.  Smith,  1  Bailey  283,  19  Am. 
Dec.  679.  Vt.—In  re  Durant,  60  Vt~ 
176,  12  Atl.  650. 

11.  State  V.  Simmons,  39  Kan.  262, 
18-  Pac.  177,  holding  that  the  court  has 
no  such  jurisdiction  as  will  authorize 
rendition  of  judgment  against  a  de- 
fendant in  a  criminal  case  where  the 
court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant 
only  by  means  of  the  service  of  process 
in  the  state  procured  by  the  illegal 
arrest  of  the  defendant  in  another 
state.  Kendall  v.  Aleshire,  28  Neb. 
707,  45  N.  W.  167,  26  Am.  St.  Eep. 
367.  See  also  In  re  Cannon,  47  Mich. 
481. 

[a]  "Ample  provisions  are  made 
for  the  arrest  and  return  of  a  person 
accused  of  crime,  who  has  fled  to  a 
sister  state,  by  extradition  warrants 
issued  by  the  executives  of  the  states. 
There  is  no  excuse  for  a  citizen  or 
oflScer  arresting,  without  authority  of 
law,  a  fugitive,  and  taking  him  forcibly 
and  against  his  will  into  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  state  for  the  purpose  of 
prosecution.  We  cannot  sanction  the 
method  adopted  to  bring  the  petitioner 
into  the  jurisdiction  of  this  state  .  .  . 
and  his  detention  is  unlawful."  In  re 
Eobinson,  29  Neb.  135,  45  N.  W.  267, 
26  Am.  St.  Eep.  378,  8  L.  E.  A.  398. 

12.  Ex  pa/rte  Levi,  28  Fed.  651; 
United  States  v.  Jaca,  26  Phil.  Isl.  100, 
110. 

13.  United  States  v.  Baird,  85  Fed. 
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633,  if  so  arrested  he  will  be  released 
on  habeas  corpus  and  safely  conducted 
from  the  state  by  the  marshal. 

14.  Scott  V.  Curtis,  27  Vt.  762. 

15.  V.  S. — Miner  v.  Markham,  28 
Fed.  387  (slight  deviation  from  most 
direct  route  in  going  to.  attend  a  ses- 
sion of  congress  will  not  affect  priv- 
ilege) ;  Kimberly  v.  Butler,  14  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  7,777.  D.  C. — Merrick  v.  Oiddings, 
McA.  &  M.  55.  N.  Y. — Lewis  v.  Elmen- 
dorf,  2  Johns.  Cas.  222.  Pa.— Dunton 
V.  Halatead,  2  Clark  450.  E.  I. — Hop- 
pin  V.  Jenckes,  8  E.  I.  453,  5  Am.  Eep. 
597,  privilege  limited  to  reasonable 
time  for  going  and  returning.  Wis. 
Doty  V.  Strong^  1  Pin.  84. 

[a]  Privilege  applies  to  delegates 
from  territories  as  well  as  members 
from  the  states.  Doty  v.  Strong,  1  Pin. 
(Wis.)   84. 

16.  Kan. — Cook  v.  Senior,  3  Kan. 
App.  278,  45  Pac.  126.  Ky.— Catlett 
V.  Morton,  4  Litt.  122.  Mass. — Hiss  v. 
Bartlett,  3  Gray  468,  63  Am.  Dec.  768. 
Minn.— Ehodes  v.  Walsh,  55  Minn.  542, 
57  N.  W.  212,  23  L.  E.  Ai  632.  N.  Y. 
Colvin  V.  Morgan,  1  Johns.  Cas.  415, 
but  not  privileged  after  return  home 
though  time  allowed  by  statute  to  re- 
turn home  has  not  expired.  Tex. — Gen- 
try V.  Griffith,  27  Tex.  461.  Va. — See 
Prentis  v.  Com.,  5  Band.  (26  Va.)  697, 
16  Am.  Dec.  782.  Wis.— State  v.  Pola- 
cheek,  101  Wis.  427,  77  N.  W.  708; 
Anderson  v.  Eountree,  1  Pin.  115. 

fa]  After  being  expelled  from  the 
legislature  the  member  is  no  longer 
privileged.  Hiss  v.  Bartlett,  3  Gray 
(Mass.)  468,  63  Am.  Dec.  768. 

17.  Judges,  see  infra„  I,  A,  2,  d. 
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States,"  nor  a  United  States  marshal,"  is  privileged  from  arrest  in 
civil  eases  because  of  his  office. 

c.  Ambassadors  and  Consuls.  —  All  persons  associated  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  duties  of  a  foreign  embassy  are  privileged  from  ar- 
rest on  civil  process.^"  But  a  foreign  consul  has  been  held  liable  to 
arrest  in  an  action  to  recover  money  received  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.^^ 

d.  Judges  are  exempt  from  arrest  on  civil  process  during  their 
attendance  on  court. "^ 

e.  Jurors  are  privileged  from  arrest  on  civil  process  while  in 
attendance  on  court  and  in  going  to  and  from  court.^' 

f.  The  clerk  of  the  court  has  been  held  privileged  from  arrest  on 
civil  process  during  the  sitting  of  the  court.^* 

g.  Sheriffs  and  Other  Peace  Officers.  —  In  the  absence  of  statute, 
a  sheriff  is  not  generally  privileged  from  arrest  on  civil  process.^^  tJn- 
der  a  statute  exempting  sheriffs  from  arrest  on  civil  process,  deputy 
sheriffs  are  not  privileged.^°  Members  of  municipal  police  forces  are 
privileged  from  arrest  in  some  states  while  on  duty.^^ 

h.  Electors  in  attendance  upon  an  election  are  generally  privi- 
leged.^* 

i.  Parties.  —  (I.)  Generally.  —  Parties  to  litigation^^  are  generally 
privileged  from  arrest  on  civil  process  while  in  attendance  on  court, 


18.  Ex  parts  Murray,  35  Fed.  496, 
not  exempt  by  reason  of  a  statute  pro- 
hibiting any  one  from  forcibly  assault- 
ing, resisting,  opposing,  preventing, 
impeding,  or  interfering  with  finy  of- 
ficer of  the  customs. 

19.  Parsons  v.  Stanton,  2  Day 
(Conn.)  300. 

20.  United  States  v.  Benner,  Baldw. 
234,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,568;  Ex  parte 
Cabrera,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  232,  4  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  2,278  (secretary  of  legation 
is  privileged);  In  re  Anfrye,  3  "Wkly. 
N.  C.  (Pa.)  188,  attache  of  foreign 
legation  held  privileged. 

21.  McKav  V.  Garcia,  6  Ben.  556, 
16  Fed.  Cas."  No.  8,844. 

22.  U.  S. — ^Lyell  v.  Goodwin,  4  Mc- 
Lean 29,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,616.  Del. 
Brooks  V.  State  ex  rel.  Richards,  3 
Boyce  1,  79  Atl.  790,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A, 
1133,  51  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1126.  Ga. 
Elam  V.  Lewis,  19  Ga.  608.  N.  J. 
Gratz  V.  Wilson,  6  N.  J.  L.  419.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Livingston,  8  Johns.  351.  Va. 
Com.  V.  Eonald,  4  Call.  (8  Va.)  97. 

23.  Del. — ^Brooks  v.  State  ex  rel. 
Richards,  3  Boyce  1,  79  Atl.  790,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915A,  1133,  51  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1126.  Md. — Brookes  v.  Chesley,  4  Harr. 
&  McH.  295.  Mass. — In  r-e  McNeil,  3 
Mass.  288.  Mich.— Brower  v.  Tatro, 
115  Mich;  368,  73  N,  W.  421.  Pa. 
United  States  v.  Edme,  9  Serg.  &  B. 


147.     Va.— Com.  v.  Ronald,  4  Call.   (8 
Va.)  97. 

24.  Elam  v.  Lewis,  19  Ga.  608. 

25.  Day  v.  Brett,  6  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
22;  Hill  V.  Lott,  io  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
46. 

[a]  But  during  the  sitting  of  the 
court,  he  may  be.  Elam  v.  Lewis,  19 
Ga.  608. 

26.  George  v.  Fellows,  58  N.  H. 
494, 

27.  Hart  v.  Kennedy,  23  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  417,  14  Abb.  Pr.  432  (privilege 
is  only  while  actually  on  duty  and 
superintendents  and  captains  of  police 
are  always  on  actual  duty,  but  patrol- 
men have  certain  intervals  of  remis- 
sion from  duty,  fixed  and  known,  dur- 
ing which  they  are  not  liable  to  duty, 
and  consequently  in  such  cases  may 
be  liable  to  arrest  on  civil  process); 
Coxson  V.  Doland,  2  Daly  (N.  Y.)  66. 

28.  See  Swift  v.  Chamberlain,  3 
Conn.  537;  Coxson  v.  Doland,  2  Daly 
(N.  Y.)  66. 

[a]  But  the  privilege  does  not  ex- 
tend to  an  elector  preparing  to  go, 
if  he  has  not  actually  started  on  his 
way.  Hobbs  v.  Getchell,  8  Greenl. 
(Me.)   187,  23  Am.  Dec.  497. 

29.  U.  &— Ea;  parU  Mifflin,  17  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9,537;  McFerran  v.  Wherry, 
5  Cranch  C.  C.  677,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,792;  Ex  parte  Hurst,  1  Wash.  C.  C. 
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and  while  going  to  and  returning  from  court;  and  this  applies  to  a 
non-resident  party.'"         ' 

(II.)  Defendant  in  Criminal  Proceeding.  —  A  defendant  in  a  criminal 
case  is  not  privileged  from  arrest  on  civil  process  while  attending 
court  in  response  to  the  criminal  charge.'^ 

j..  Attorneys.  —  As  an  officer  of  the  court,  an  attorney  is  privileged 
from  arrest  on  civil  process  during  his  attendance  upon  sessions  of 
the  court  for  the  purpose  of  engaging  in  the  trial  of  a  cause  ;'^  but 
attorneys  are  not  privileged  from  arrest  at  all  times  merely  because  of 
their  profession.^' 


186,  12  Fed.  Gas.  No.  6,924,  4  Ball. 
387,  1  L.  ed.  878;  Lamed  v.  Griffin, 
12  Fed.  590.  Del. — Brooks  v.  State  ex 
■ml.  Eichards,  3  Boyce  1,  79  Atl.  790, 
Ann.  Gas.  1915A,  1133,  51  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1126.  Ga. — Henegar  v.  Spang- 
ler,  29  Ga.  217;  Elam  v.  Lewis,  19  Ga. 
608.  Mass. — In  re  Thompson's  Case, 
122  Mass.  428;  Wood  v.  Neale,  5  Gray 
538.  Mich. — People  v.  Judge  of  Supe- 
rior Court,  40  Mich.  729.  N.  Y. — Clark. 
V.  Grant,  2  Wend.  257;  Petrie  v.  litz- 
gerald,  1  Daly  401;  Salhinger  v.  Adler, 
2  Eobt.  704.  Ohio. — Barber  v.  Knowles, 
77  Ohio  81,  82  N.  E.  1065;  Gray  v. 
Ayres,  Tapp.  164.  Pa. — Steinmetz  v. 
Wade,  3  Wkly.  N.  Gas.  187.  R.  I. 
In  re  Greene,  35  E.  I.  67,  85  Atl.  552; 
-Ellis  V.  De  Garmo,  17  E.  I.  715,  24 
Atl.  579,  19  L.  E.-  A.  560.  S.  C— Sad- 
ler V.  Ray,  5  Eich.  L.  523;  Vincent 
V.  Watson,  1  Eich.  L.  194.  Vt. — Scott 
V.  Curtis,  27  Vt.  762.  Va.— Com.  v. 
Eonald,  4   Call.    (8  Va.)    97. 

[a]  Bankruirt;  is  privileged  from  ar- 
rest while  in  attendance  on  the  hear- 
ing of  his  petition.  United  States  v. 
Dobbins,  1  Clark  5,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,971;  In  re  Kimball,  2  Ben.  38,  14 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,767.  See  Tillinghast 
V.  Carr,  4  MeCord  (S.  C.)   152. 

[b]  Deviation  on  return  from  court 
to  attend  funeral  removes  the  priv- 
ilege. Wood  V.  Neale,  5  Gray  (Mass.) 
538. 

30.  Ga. — Henegar  v.  Spangler,  29 
Ga.  217.  Mass. — In  re  Thompson 's 
Case,  122  Mass.  428.  N.  Y.— Gold- 
smith V.  Haskell,  120  App.  Div.  403, 
105  N.  T.  Supp.  327.  B.  l.—In  re 
Greene,  35  E.  I.  67,  85  Atl.  552;  Ellis 
V.  De  Garmo,  17  R.  L  715,  24  Atl. 
579,  19  L.  E.  A.,  560. 

[a]  Involuntary  bankrupt  attend- 
ing hearing  before  a  referee  comes 
within  rule.  Goldsmith  v.  Haskell, 
120  App.  Div.  403,  105  N.  Y.  Supp. 
327. 
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31.  Ga. — Rogers  v.  Rogers,  138  Ga. 
803,  76  S.  E.  48.  KT.  C— See  Moore 
V.  Green,  73  N.  C.  394,  21  Am.  Rep. 
470.  N.  D. — Ex  parte  Henderson,  27 
N.  D.  155,  145  N.  W.  574,  51  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  328.  Pa.— Wood  v.  Boyle,  177 
Pa.  620,  35  Atl.  853,  55  Am.  St.  Rep. 
747;  Treichler  v.  Hauck,  2  Woodw. 
Dec.  19.  Vt.— Scott  v.  Curtis,  27  Vt. 
762. 

32.  Del. — Brooks  v.  State  -ex  rel. 
Richards,  3  Boyce  1,  79  Atl.  790,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915A,  1133,  51  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1126.  Mich. — Hoffman  v.  Bay  Circuit 
Judge,  113  Mich.  109,  71  N.  W.  480, 
67  Am.  St.  Rep.  458,  38  L.  R.  A.  663. 
N.  Y. — National  Press  Int.  Co.  v. 
Brooke,  18  Misc.  373,  41  N.  Y.  Supp. 
658;  75  N.  Y.  St.  1044;  Cole  v.  Mc- 
Glellan,  4  Hill  59;  Humphrey  v.  Gum- 
ming, 5  WenS.  90;  Corey  v.  Russell,  4 
Wend.  204;  Sperry  v.  Willard,  1  Wend. 
32  (holding  that  a  counselor  is  priv- 
ileged from  arrest  during  the  sitting 
of  the  court,  though  not  in  actual 
attendance  at  term);  Gibbs  v.  Loomis, 
10  Johns.  463.  N".  O. — Greenleaf  v. 
People's  Bank,  133  N.  C.  292,  45  S.  E. 
638,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  709,  63  L.  R. 
A.  499,  when  in  actual  attendance  in 
court  in  the  due  course  of  employment 
as  attorney.  Va. — Com.  v.  Ronald,  4 
Call.  (8  Va.)  97. 

[a]  While  attending  before  an  ex- 
aminer, master,  or  a  judge  out  of  court, 
an  attorney  is  not  privileged  from  ar- 
rest. Cole  V.  McClellan,  4  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
59. 

[b]  When  sued  with  another  an  at- 
torney is  not  privileged  from  arrest, 
though  during  the  actual  sitting  of  the 
court,  and  during  his  attendance  at 
court.  Gay  v.  Rogers,  3  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
368. 

33.  Ga.— Elam  v.  Lewis,  19  Ga.  608. 
N.  Y. — Gibbs  v.  Loomis,  10  Joins.  463. 
Pa. — Eespublica  v.  Fisher,  1  Teates 
390. 
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k.  Witnesses.  —  The  privilege  of  witnesses  from  civil  arrest  is 
treated  elsewhere  in  this  title. ^* 

1.  Freeholders.  —  A  resident  freeholder  is  privileged  from  civil 
arrest.^' 

m.  Women  are  privileged  from  arrest  on  civil  process  under  some 
authorities.^" 

n.  Persons  Forcibly  or  Fraudulently  Brought  Within  Jurisdiction. 
(I.)  GeneraOly.  —One  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  by  false  or 
fraudulent  representations  of  a  plaintiff  cannot  be  arrested  at  his  in- 
stance on  civil  process.''  And  where  one  was  forcibly  detained  until 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  could  arrest  him,  he  was  released  on  motion.*' 

(II.)  Persons  Brought  Into  State  by  Extradition  Proceedings.  — A  per- 
son brought  into  the  United  States  under  an  extradition  treaty  is  not 
subject  to  arrest  in  a  civil  proceeding.^"  The  same  is  true  of  one 
brought  into  one  state  from  another  by  virtue  of  extradition  proceed- 
ings.*" 

0.  Privileged  Person's  Go-Party.  —  The  fact  that  a  party's  co- 
defendant  is  privileged  from  arrest  has  been  held  not  to  privilege  such 
party.*^ 


[a]     While   remaining   at  home,   an 

attorney  is  not  privileged  from  arrest. 
Corey  v.  Eussell,  4  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
204. 

34.  See  infra,  I,  B,  6. 

35.  U.  S. — Penman  v.  Wayne,  3. 
Dall.  348,  1  L.  ed.  169.  N,  Y.— Bur- 
ton V.  Temple,  1  How.  Pr.  8.  Pa. 
Fitler  v.  La  Breure,  1  Serg.  &  R.  363; 
Henry  v.  Flanagan,  1  Kulp  352. 

[a]  His  land  must  be  unincum- 
bered, to  entitle  a  freeholder  to  the 
privilege  from  arrest.  Logan  v.  O'Neill, 
34  Wkly.  N.  Cas.  (Pa.)  281;  Tesone  v. 
Longo,  18   Wkly.   N.   Cas.    (Pa.)    64. 

36.  See  the  following:  Me.— Knowl- 
ton  V.  Ross,  114  Me.  18,  95  Atl.  281. 
Mich. — People  ex  rel.  Strickland  v. 
Bartow,  27  Mich.  68.  N.  J.— Blight  v. 
Meeker,  7  N.  J.  L.  97.  N.  Y.— North- 
ern R.  Co.  V.  Carpentier,  13  How.  Pr. 
222,  3  Abb.  Pr.  259;  Wheeler  v.  Hart- 
well,  4  Bosw.  684;  Eypert  v.  Bolenius, 
2  Abb.  N.  C.  193;  Duncan  v.  Katen,  6 
Hun  1.  Ohio. — O 'Boyle  v.  Brown, 
Wright  465.  Pa. — Kent  Iron  &  Hdw. 
Co.  V.  Pearson,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  349; 
Kirkendall  Bros.  v.  Stevens,  4  Kulp 
473.  S.  C. — Desprang  v.  Davis,  3  Mc- 
Cord  16. 

[a]  In  California  the  arrest  of  a 
female  in  any  civil  action  is  unlawful. 
Nelson  v..  Kellogg,  162  Cal.  621,  123 
Pac.  1115,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  759. 

37.  Conn.  —  Hill  v.  Goodriah,  32 
Conn.   588,   holding   that   one,   decoyed 


by  false  pretenses  from  the  state  of 
Massachusetts  where  he  resides,  into 
Connecticut  for  the  purpose  of  being 
sued,  will  be  discharged  from  arrest 
■yvhen  his  body  is  attached  in  such 
suit.  III.— Wanzer  v.  Bright,  52  111.  35. 
N.  Y. — Snelling  v.  Watroua,  2  Paige 
314;  Goupil  V.  Simonson,  3  Abb.  Pr. 
474;  Smith  V.  Meyers,  1  Thomp.  &  C. 
665.  Vt. — Steele  v.  Bates,  2  Aiken  338, 
16  Am.  Dec.  720. 

38.  Harland  v.  Howard,  57  Hun  113, 
587,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  449,  32  N.  Y.  St. 
869,   871,   872. 

39.  In  re  Baruch,  41  Fed.  472;  In  re 
Reinitz,  39  Fed.  204,  23  Abb.  N.  C. 
69,  7  N.  Y.  Cr.  74,  4  L.  E.  A.  236. 

40.  Moletor  v.  Sinned,  76  Wis.  308, 
44  N.  W.  1099,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  71,  7 
L.  E.  A.  817.  Contra,  Adriance  v.  ha- 
grave,  59  N.  Y.  110^  17  Am.  Rep.  317, 
reversing  Bacharach  v.  Lagrave,  1  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  689,  47  How.  Pr.  385,  4  Thomp. 
&  C.  215.  See  also  Slade  v.  Joseph,  5 
Daly  (N.  Y.)  187;  Williams  v.  Bacon, 
10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  636;  Cora.  v.  Daniel, 
4  Clark  (Pa.)  49. 

[a]  After  an  extradited  person  has 
been  discharged,  he  cannot  be  detained 
upon  civil  process.  Benninghoff  v.  Os- 
well,  37  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  235. 

41.  Gibbes  v.  Mitchell,  2  Bay  (S.  C.) 
406.  But  see  Faulkner  v.  Whitaker,  15 
N.  J.  L.  438,  holding  that  where  one 
enters  into  a  contract  with  two  per- 
sons,  one   of   whom   he  knows   cannot 
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B.  From  Service  of  Civil  Process.  —  1.  Members  of  Congress 
and  Legislatures.  —  The  privilege  of  members  of  congress  from  ar- 
rest given  by  the  constitution  does  not  include  a  privilege  from  the 
service  of  civil  process  where  it  is  not  accompanied  with  an  arrest  of 
the  person.*^  Members  of  state  legislatures  are  usually  privileged 
from  the  service  of  process  while  in  attendance  on  a  session  of  the  leg- 
islature,*' though  in  the  absence  of  statute  no  such  privilege  exists.** 
and  a  statute  exempting  members  of  the  legislature  from  arrest  while 
attending  a  session  thereof  does  not  exempt  the  members  from  serv- 
ice of  civil  process  while  so  attending.*^ 

2.  Ambassadors,  Ministers,  and  Consuls.  —  All  persons  associated 
in  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  embassy  are  privileged  from 
seizure  of  the  goods  by  civil  process.*'  A  foreign  consul  cannot  be 
compelled  to  appear  for  examination  as  a  judgment  debtor.*^ 

3.  Judges  and  Jurors.  —  While  holding  court  or  traveling  to  and 
from  court,  a  judge  has  been  held  privileged  from  the  service  of  civil 
process;*'  but  while  at  home  he  may  be  served.*^ 

A  statute  exempting  jurors  from  the  service  of  civil  process  does  not 
exempt  them  from  the  service  of  civil  process  not  requiring  arrest.^" 


be  arrested  on  civil  process  (being  a 
freeholder)  he  thereby  extends  the 
exemption  from  such  process  to  the 
other. 

42.  U.  S. — Kimberly  v.  Butler,  14 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,777.  D.  C— Howard 
V.  Citizens'  Bank  &  Tr.  Co.,  12  App. 
Cas.  222.  N.  H.— Bartlett  v.  Blair,  68 
N.  H.  232,  38  Atl.  1004. 

•See  also  Worth  v.  Norton,  56  S.  C. 
56,  338  S.  E.  792,  76  Am.  Stj  Eep.  524, 
45  L.  E.  A.  563. 

Contra,  Miner  v.  Markham,  28  Fed. 
387. 

43.  XT.  S. — Oyer's  Lessee  v.  Irwin,  4 
Ball.  107,  1  L.  ed.  762.  See  Bolton  v. 
Martin,  1  Ball.  296,  1  L.  ed.  144. 
Conn. — King  v.  Coit,  4  Day  129.'  Ean. 
Cook  V.  Senior,  3  Kan.  App.  278,  45 
Pae.  126.  S.  C. — Tillinghast  v.  Oarr, 
4  McCord  152.  Va. — MoPherson  v. 
Nesmith,  3  Gratt.  (44  Va.)  237.  Wis. 
Anderson  v.  Eountree,  1  Pin.  115. 

44.  Berlet  v.  Weary,  67  Neb.  75,  93 
N.  W.  238,  108  Am.  St.  Eep.  616,  60 
L.  E.  A.  609. 

But  see  Anderson  v.  Eountree,  1  Pin. 
(Wis.)  115,  holding  members  of  terri- 
torial legislature  privileged  from  serv- 
ice of  civil  process  though  there  was 
no  statute  on  the  subject. 

45.  Ky.— Johnson  v.  Offutt,  4  Mete. 
19;  Catlett  V.  Morton,  4  Litt.  122. 
Minn. — Rhodes  v.  Walsh,  55  Minn.  542, 
57  N.  W.  212,  23  L.  E.  A.  632.  Neb. 
Berlet  v.  Weary,  67  Neb.  75,  93  N.  W. 
238,  108  Am.  St.  Eep.  616,  60  L.  E.  A. 
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609.      Tex.— Gentry   v.   Griflath,   Hyatt 
&  Co.,  27  Tex.  461. 

But  see  Anderson  v.  Eountree,  1  Pin. 
(Wis.)  115,  holding'  that  the  privilege 
from  arrest  secured  to  members  of  the 
legislature  not  only  exempts  their  per- 
sons from  actual  arrest,  but  also  ex- 
empts them  from  suit  or  any  civil 
process,  which  may  interfere  with  their 
public  duties,  during  the  continuance 
of  their  privilege. 

46.  Gittings  v.  Crawford,  Taney  1, 
10  Fed.  Gas.  No.  5,465;  Parkinson  v. 
Potter,  16  Q.  B.  Div.  152,  55  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  153,  2  Eng.  Eul.  Cas.  696,  50 
J.  P.  470,  34  W.  E.  215,  53  L.  T.  N.  S. 
818. 

47.  Griffin  v.  Dominguez,  2  Duer  (N. 
Y.)  656,  after  an  order  for  liis  ex- 
amination has  been  obtained,  and 
served,  he  cannot  be  attached  for  his 
refusal  to  obey  it. 

[a]  May  Be  Summoned  as  a  Gar- 
ui^ee. — Kidderlin  v.  Meyer,  2  Miles 
(Pa.)   242. 

48.  Lyell  v.  Goodwin,  4  McLean  29, 
15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,616;  Cameron  v. 
Eoberts,  87  Wis.  291,  58  N.  W.  376, 
41  Am.  St.  Eep.  43. 

[a]  Service  of  summons  on  justice 
of  the  peace  while  holding  court  is  voiij 
and  a  c'entempt  of  court.  Cameron  v, 
Eoberts,  87  Wis.  291,  58  N.  W.  376, 
41  Am.  St.  Eep.  43. 

49.  Lyell  v.  Goodwin,  4  McLean  44, 
15  Fed.   Cas.   No.   8,617. 

50.  Grove    v.     Campbell,    9    Yerg. 
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4.  Attorneys  are  privileged  from  tlie  service  of  civil  process  while 
attending  court,-  in  soine,'^  but  not  all,°^  jurisdictions. 

A  non-resident  attorney,  within  the  state  to  act  in  a  matter  pending 
in  the  courts,  has  been  held  not  privileged  from  service  of  process  ;°^ 
while  in  some  jurisdictions,  the  privilege  has  been  recognized.^* 

5.  Parties.  —  a.  Generally.  —  A  party  to  a  suit  is  privileged  from 
service  of  civil  process,  in  some  jurisdictions,  while  attending  and 
while  going  to  and  from  a  session  of  court.^^  But  in  other  jurisdic- 
tions, this  privilege  is  not  recognized.^" 

b.  Non-Besiclent  Parties.  —  A  non-resident  party  defendant  who 
comes  into  the  state  for  the  purpose  of  defending  a  suit  pending 
against  him  is  exempt  from  service  of  civil  process  for  the  commence- 
ment of  another  civil  action  against  him.»'    And  the  same  is  true  of 


(Tenn.)  7.  See  Brown  v.  Edinger,  61 
Misc.  366,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  1116,  hold- 
ing that  an  order  in  supplementary 
proceedings  for  the  examination  of  a 
judgment  debtor  may  be  served  on 
him  while  attending  court;  and  if  such 
service  interferes  with  his  duties  as  a 
juror,  the  matter  may  be  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  court  by  motion. 

51.  Mich. — HofEman  v.  Bay  Circuit 
Judge,  113  Mich.  109,  71  N.  W.  480, 
67  Am.  St.  Eep.  458,  38  L.  E.  A.  663, 
privDeged  from  service  of  process 
while  attending  upon  the  supreme 
court,  and  while  going  to  the  court, 
and  returning  therefrom  to  the  county 
of  his  residence.  N.  Y. — Gilbert  v. 
Vanderpool,  15  Johns.  242.  But  see 
National  Press  Int.  Co.  v.  Brooke,  18 
Misc.  373,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  658,  75  N.  Y. 
St.  1044,  statutory  modification  of 
common  law  rule.  Va. — Com.  v.  Eon- 
aid,  4  Call.  (8  Va.)  97. 

52.  Eobbins  v.  Lincoln,  27  Fed.  342 
(Illinois) ;  Greenleaf  v.  People 's  Bank, 
133  N.  C.  292,  45  S.  B.  638,  98  Am. 
St.  Eep.  709,  63  L.  E.  A.  499. 

53.  U.  S.— Eobbins  '  v.  Lincoln,  27 
Fed  342.  Minn. — Nelson  v.  McNulty, 
135 'Minn.  317,  160  N.  W.  795,  L.  E. 
A  1917C,  86.  N.  Y.— Kutner  v.  Hod- 
nett,  59  Misc.  21,  109  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1068.  See  National  Press  Int.  Co.  v. 
Brooke,  18  Misc.  373,  41  N.  Y.  Supp. 
658,  75  N.  Y.  St.  1044.  N.  C— Green- 
leaf  V.  People's  Bank,  133  N.  C.  292, 
45  S.  E.  638,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  709,  63 
L  E.  A.  499.  Ohio. — Whitman  v. 
Sheets,  20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  1,  11  Ohio  OL. 
Dec.  179. 

[a]  Non-Besident  of  County.— The 
attorney  for  an  a*c'achment  creditor, 
both  of  whom  are  non-residents  .of  the 
county  in  which  the  action  is  pending, 


is  not  privileged  from  service  of  cita- 
tion in  interlocutory  proceedings  to  dis- 
solve the  writ,  while  in  the  county  for 
the  purpose  of  trying  the  principal 
suit.  Cleland  v.  Clark,  111  Mich.  336, 
69  N.  W.  652. 

54.  U.  S.— Bead  v.  Nefle,  .207  Fed. 
890;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Milwaukee 
St.  E.  Co.,  74  Fed.  442.  Pa.— Huddeson 
V.  Prizer,  9  Phila.  65.  S.  C— Williams 
V.  Hatcher,  95  S.  C.  49,  78  S.  E.  615. 

55.  XT.  S.— Nichols  v.  Horton,  14 
Fed.  327,  4  McCrary  567.  111.— Gregg 
V.  Sumner,  21  111.  App.  110.  Ind. 
Minnich  v.  Packard,  42  Ind.  App.  371, 
85  N.  E.  787.  N.  J.— Halsey  v.  Stew- 
art, 4  N.  J.  L.  366.  Ohio. — Barber  v. 
Knowles,  77  Ohio  St.  81,  82  N.  E. 
1065;  Bassett  v.  Gunsolus,  6  Ohio  Dec. 
1228.  Pa.— Hayes  v.  Shields,  2  Yeates 
222;  Miles  v.  McCuUough,  1  Bin.  77; 
Wetherill  v.  Seitzinger,  1  Miles  237; 
Huddeson  v.  Prizer,  9  Phila.  65;  Moyer 
V.  Place,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  163. 

[a]  This  is  a  rule  of  public  policy 
recognized  at  common  law,  aside  from 
statutes.  Minnich  v.  Packard,  42  Ind. 
App.  371,  85  N.  E.  787. 

[b]  Party  attending  before  an  ex- 
aminer in  an  ecLUity  case  is  privileged. 
Huddeson  v.  Prizer,  9  Phila.   (Pa.)   65. 

56.  U.  S.— Blight  V.  Fisher,  Pet.  C. 
C.  41,  3  Fed.  Gas.  No.  1,542.  Mich. 
Case  V.  Eorabacher,  15  Mich.  537.  N.  Y. 
Coburn  v.  Hopkins,  1  Wend.  292.  See 
also  Parker  v.  Marco,  136  N.  Y.  585, 
32  N.  E.  989,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  770, 
20  L.  E.  A.  45.  S.  C— Hunter  v. 
Cleveland,  1  Brev.  167;  Sadler  v.  Eay, 
5  Eich.  L.  523. 

57.  IT.  S.— Skinner  &  M.  Co.  v. 
Waite,  155  Fed.  828;  Parker  v.  Hotch- 
kiss,  1  Wall.  Jr.  269,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
10,739;  Hale  v.  Wharton,  73  Fed.  739. 

Vol.  XXI 


628 


PRIVILEGE 


non-resident  parties  generally,  in  many  jurisdictions." 


See  also  Iron  Dyke  Min.  Co.  v.  Iron 
Dyke  E.  Co.,  132  Fed.  208.  Ky. 
Jackson  j;.  Bank  of  Lockport,  144  Ky. 
43,  137  S.  W.  767.  Md.— Long  v. 
Hawken,  114  Md.  234,  79  Atl.  190,  42 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1101.  Minn.— First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Ames,  39  Minn.  179,  39 
N.  W.  308.  N.  J. — Dungan  v.  Miller, 
37  N.  J.  L.  182;  Halsey  v.  State,  4  N. 
J.  L.  324.  N.  Y. — Parker  v.  Mareo, 
136  N.  Y.  585,  32  N.  E.  989,  32  Am. 
St.  Eep.  770,  20  L.  E.  A.  45;  Gold- 
smith V.  Haskell,  120  App.  Div.  403, 
105  N.  Y.  Supp.  327;  People  ■ex  r.el. 
Hess  V.  Inman,  74  Hun  130,  26  N.  Y. 
Supp.  329. 

Contra. — Baldwin  v.  Emerson,  16  E.  I. 
304,  15  Atl.  83,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  741, 
the  court  saying:  "While  we  concede 
the  force  of  the  reasons  advanced  for 
protecting  nonresident  witnesses  from 
the  service  of  a  summons  against  them 
for  the  dommencement  of  a  suit  .  .  . 
we  are  not  convinced  of  the  sufficiency 
of  the  reasons  assigned  for  the  ex- 
emption of  nonresident  suitors  from 
such  process.  We  think  it  would  rare- 
ly happen  that  the  attention  of  a  non- 
resident plaintiff  or  defendant  would 
be  so  distracted  by  the  mere  service 
of  a  summons  from  the  immediate 
business  in  hand,  in  prosecuting  or 
defending  a  pending  suit,  that  the  in- 
terests of  justice  would  suffer  in  con- 
sequence, or  that  the  liability  to  such 
service  would  often  deter  them  from 
prosecuting  or  defending  their  just 
claims  or  rights."  To  same  effect,  see 
Christian  v.  Williams,  111  Mo.  429,  20 
S.  W.  96;  State  v.  Moore,  164  Mo. 
App.  649,  147  S.  W..  551;  Ellis  v.  De- 
garmo,  17  E.  I.  715,  24  Atl.  579,  19 
li.  E.  A.  560;  Capwell  v.  Sipe,  17  E.  I. 
475,  23  Atl.  14,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  890. 

[a]  This  Exemption  Exists  in  tlie 
Absence  of  a  State  Statute  Abrogating 
It. — Skinner  &  M.  Co.  v.  Waite,  155 
Fed.  828. 

[b]  Case  of  Plaintiff  Distinguished 
From  Defendant. — In  Wilson  Sewing 
Machine  Co.  v.  Wilson,  51  Conn.  595, 
it  is  held  that  a  non-resident  defend- 
ant is  privileged  from  service  of  sum- 
mons in  a  new  suit.  The  court  re- 
fuses, however,  to  overrule  Bishop  v. 
Vose,  27  Conn.  1  (holding  a  non- 
resident plaintiff  to  be  not  so  priv- 
ileged), on  the  ground  that  the  case 


of  a  plaintiff  is  distinguishable  from 
that  of  a  defendant. 

58.  See  the  following:  tJ.  S. — Stew- 
art V.  Eamsay,  242  U.  S.  128,  37  Sup. 
dt.  44,  61  L.  ed.  192;  Peet  v.  Fowler, 
170  Fed.  618;  Kinne  v.  Lant,  68 
Fed.  436;  Plimpton  v.  Winslow,  9  Fed. 

365,  20  Blatch.  82;  Brooks  v.  Farwell, 
4  Fed.  166,  2  McCrary  220;  Juneau 
Bank  v.  McSpedan,  5  Biss.  64,  14  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  7,582.  Alaska. — Pearce  r. 
Sutherland,  3  Alaska  302.  Ark. — Mar- 
tin V.  Bacon,  76  Ark.  158,  88  S.  W. 
863,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  81;  Powers  v. 
Arkadelphia  Lumb.  Co.,  61  Ark.  504, 
33  S.  W.  842,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  276. 
Ind. — Wilson  v.  Donaldson,  117  Ind. 
356,  20  N.  E.  250,  10  Am.  St.  Eep. 
48,  3  L.  E.  A.  266;  Minnich  v.  Packard, 
42  Ind.  App.  371,  85  N.  E.  787.  Kan. 
Bolz  V.  Crone,  64  Kan.  570,  67  Pae. 
1108.  Ky. — Koopendafe  v.  Trimble,  7 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  599,  605.  Mass. — Diamond 
V.  Earle,  217  Mass.  499,  105  N.  E. 
363,  51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1178.  Mich. 
Shaver  v.  Letherby,  73  Mich.  500,  41 
N.  W.  677.  Minn. — First  Nat.  Bank  «. 
Ames,  39  Minn.  179,  39  N.  W.  308. 
Neb. — Linton  v.  Cooper,  54  Neb.  438, 
74  N.  W.  842,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  727. 
N.  J. — Halsey  v.   Stewart,  4  N.   J.   L. 

366.  N.  Y.— ^Matthews  v.  Tufts,  87  N. 
Y.  568,  62  How.  Pr.  508;  Tribune  Assn. 
V.  Sleeman,  12  N.  Y.'  Civ.  Proc.  20,  8 
N.  Y.  St.  343;  Cake  v.  Haight,  30  Mise. 
386,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  1043.  N.C.— Coop- 
er V.  Wyman,  122  N.  C.  784,  29  S.  E. 
947,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  731.  Ohio.— An- 
drews V.  Lembeck,  46  Ohio  St.  38,  18 
N.  E.  483,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  547;  Bas- 
sett  V.  GunsoluB,  6  Ohio  Dec.  1228. 
S.  0. — ^Breon  «.  Miller  Lumb.  Co.,  83 
S.  C.  221,  65  S.  B.  214,  24  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  276,  S.  D.— Fisk  v.  Westover, 
4  S.  D.  233,  55  N.  W.  961,  46  Am. 
St.  Eep.  780.  Vt. — In  re  Healey,  53 
Vt.  694,  38  Am.  Eep.  713. 

[a]  A  resident  of  the  state  while 
in  attendance  upon  a  federal  court  in 
a  county  other  than  that  of  his  resi- 
dence is  exempt  from  the  service  of 
a  summons  in  an  action  brought  in 
that  countv.  Underwood  v.  Fosha,  73 
Kan.  408,   85  Pac.   564. 

[b]  Non-resident  Plaintiff  Not  Priv- 
ileged.— Idaho. — Guynn  v,  McDaniel,  4 
Idaho  605,  43  Pac.  74,  95  Am.  St.  Eep. 
158.  Mo. — ^Baisley  v.  Baisley,  113  Mo. 
544,  21  S.  W.  29,  35  Am.  St.  Eep.  726. 
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e.  Defendant  in  Criminal  Proceeding.  —  A  defendant  attending 
court  in  response  to  a  criminal  charge  against  him  has  been  held  privi- 
leged from  the  service  of  civil  process  ;^^  but  a  defendant  coming  in- 
voluntarily into  a  county,'"'  or  state,''^  other  than  that  in  which  he  re- 
sides to  answer  a  criminal  charge  has  been  held  privileged.  But  if  the 
appearance  be  voluntary,  no  privilege  exists."^  One  brought  into  the 
state  by  extradition  proceedings  has  been  held  not  privileged  from 


Nev. — Tiedemann  v.  Tiedemann,  35 
Nev.  259,  129  Pac.  313.  Okla.— Liven- 
good  V.  Ball  (Okla.),  162  Pac.  768. 

[c]  Hearings  before  referee  or  reg- 
ister in  bankruptcy  are  within  the  rule 
exempting  a  non-resident  party  from 
service  of  civil  process.  Morrow  v. 
Dudley  &  Co.,  144  Ped.  441. 

[d]  Attending  the  taking  of  deposi- 
tions (1)  before  a  commissioner  has 
been  held  within  the  rule.  Lamed  v. 
Griffin,  12  Fed.  590;  Plimpton  v.  Win- 
slow,  9  Fed.  365,  20  Blatch.  82;  Powers 
V.  Arkadelphia  Lumb.  Coi.,  61  Ark. 
504,  33  S.  W.  842,  54  Am.  St.  Eep. 
276.  (2)  The  same  has  been  held 
where  depositions  were  taken  before 
a  notary  public.  Eoschynialski  1).  Hale, 
201  Fed.  1017.  See  also  Parker  v.  Mar- 
co, 136  N.  Y.  585,  32  N.  E.  989,  32 
Am.  St.  Eep.  770,  20  L.  E.  A.  45; 
Partridge  v.  Powell,  180  Pa.  22,  36 
Atl.  419,  holding  that  (3)  where  a 
not-resident  who  is  a  plaintiff  in  a 
suit  in  his  own  state  agrees  that  the 
defendants  shall,  take  depositions  in 
Pennsyjvania,  the  plaintiff  in  attend- 
ing the  taking  of  the  depositions  is 
privileged  from  service  of  process  in 
a  suit  instituted  in  Pennsylvania  by 
the  defendants.  But  in  Greer  v.  Young, 
120  111.  184,  11  N.  E.  167,  it  was  held 
(4)  that  proceedings  for  taking  deposi- 
tions  before  a  notary  public  did  not 
give  the  privilege  to  a  non-resident 
party.  See  also  Cassem  ».  Galvin,  53 
ni.  App.  419. 

[e]  Proceedings  before  auditor  ap- 
pointed to  state  account  between  par- 
ties within  rule.  Martin  v.  Whitney, 
74  N.  H.  505,  69  Atl.  888. 

[f]  When  appearing  before  exam- 
iner in  chancery,  a  non-resident  party 
is  privileged.  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Ames,  39  Minn.  179,  39  N.   W.  308. 

[g]  Non-resident  not  returning  with 
reasonable  dispatch  loses  his  privilege. 
Cake  V.  Haight,  30  Misc.  386,  63  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1043,  7  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  329; 
Sizer  v.  Hampton  &  B.  E.  &  Lumb. 
Co.,  57  App.  Div.  390,  68  N.  T.  Supp. 
232,  9  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  354. 


[h]  Summary  proceedings  for  dis- 
possession under  landlord  and  tenant 
act  are  judicial  proceedings  within 
statute  exempting  non-resident  parties 
while  in  attendance  on  judicial  pro- 
ceedings. Eichardson  v.  Smith,  74  N. 
J.  L.  Ill,  65  Atl.  162. 

59.  Ga. — Rogers  v.  Eogers,  138  Ga. 
803,  76  S.  E.  48.  111.— See  Nichols. 
Shepard  &  Co.  v.  Goodheart,  5  111.  App. 
574.  N.  Y.— See  Williams  v.  Bacon,  10 
Wend.  636.  N.  D. — Ex  parte  Hender- 
son, 2^7  N.  D.  155,  145  N.  W.  574^  51 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  328.  Pa.— See  Garr 
V.  Kessler,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  216;  Treich- 
ler  V.  Hauok,  2  Woodw.  Dec.  19. 

Contra  in  the  United  States  courts. 
Peister  v.  Hulick,  228  Fed.  821. 

60.  Jacobson  v.  Hosmer,  76  Mich. 
234,  42  N.  W.  1110;  Eeid  v.  Ham,  54 
Minn.  305,  56  N.  W.  35,  40  Am.  St. 
Eep.  333,  21  L.  E.  A.  232. 

61.  XT.  S. — Kaufman  v.  Garner,  173 
Fed.  550;  United  States  v.  Bridgman, 
9  Biss.  221,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,645. 
Mich. — McCuUough  v.  McCullough,  168 
N.  W.  929.  N.  Yi— Murphy  v.  Sweezy, 
2  N.  Y.  Supp.  241. 

[a]  A  non-resident  charged  with 
crime  and  brought  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  by  compulsory  process 
is  exempt  from  service  of  civil  process, 
while  coming  into  the  jurisdiction, 
while  necessarily  in  attendance  upon 
the  court,  and  while  returning  to  his 
place  of  residence,  providing  no  un- 
necessary delay  occurs  in  returning. 
McCullough  V.  McCullough  (Mich.), 
168   N.   W.   929. 

[b]  A  creditor  who  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  bringing  of  the  defendant 
in  a  criminal  case  within  the  state 
may  have  process  served  on  such  de- 
fendant in  a  suit  of  his  against  the 
defendant.  Nichols,  Shepard  &  Co.  v. 
Goodheart,  5  111.  App.  574;  Bank  of 
Metropolis  v.  White,  26  Misc.  504,  57 
N.  Y.  Supp.  460. 

62.  King  V.  Phillips,  70  Ga.  409  J 
Netograph  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Scrugham,  133 
App.  Div.  750,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  212. 
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civil  process.*^     One  confined  to  jail  or  prison  on  a  criminal  charge 
is  not  privileged  from  the  service  of  civil  process.** 

6.  Witnesses.  —  a.  In  General.  —  It  is  a  well  settled  general 
rule  that  a  witness  in  attendance  upon  the  trial  of  any  ease  is  privi- 
leged from  arrest  under  any  civil  process,®^  whether  he  is  attending 
with  or  without  a  writ  of  protection.*^    So  also  one  is  privileged  from 


63.  Palmer  v.  Eowan,  21  Neb.  452, 
32  N.  W.  210,  59  Am.  Rep.  844;  Neto- 
graph  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Scrugham,  133  App. 
Div.  750,  118  N.  T.  Supp.  212;  Brown- 
ing V.  Abrams,  51  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
172;  Williams  v.  Baeon,  10  Wend.  (N. 
T.)   636. 

64.  Phelps  V.  Phelps,  7  Paige  (N. 
Y.)  150;  Davis  v.  Duffie,  1  Abb.  Dee. 
(N.  Y.)  486,  3  Keyes  606,  4  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  478  (holding  that  a  statute 
which  "suspends  all  the  civil  rights  of 
the  person"  confined  to  prison  does 
not  exempt  him  from  service  of  civil 
process);  White  v.  Underwood,  125  N. 
C.  25,  34  S.  E.  104,  74  Am.  St.  Kep. 
630,  46  L.  R.  A.  706. 

65.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — ^United 
States  V.  Zavelo,  177  Fed.  536;  Wilson 
Sewing  Machine  Co.  v.  Wilson,  22  Fed. 
803,  23  Blatchf.  51;  Lamed  v.  Grif- 
fin, 12  Fed.  590;  Bridges  v.  Sheldon,  7 
Fed.  17,  18  Blatchf,  295,  507;  Smythe 
V.  Bants,  4  Dall.  329,  1  L.  ed.  854,  22 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,134;  Juneau  Bank  v. 
MeSpedan,  5  Bias.  64,  14  Fed.  Caa.  No. 
7,582;  Hurst's  Case,  4  Dall.  387,  1  L. 
ed.  878,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  186,  12  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  6,924.  Cal. — Page  v.  Randall, 
6  Cal.  32.  G-a. — Rogers  v.  Rogers,  138 
Ga.  803,  76  S.  E.  48;  Thornton  v. 
American  Writing-Mach.  Co.,  ■  83  6a. 
288,  9  S.  E.  679,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  320; 
Henegar  v.  Spangler,  29  Ga.  217; 
Marshall  v.  Carhart,  20  Ga.  419.  Me. 
Smith  V.  Jones,  76  Me.  138,  49  Am. 
Rep.  598.  Md.— Brooks  v.  Chealey,  4 
Harr.  &  McH.  295.  Mass. — Thompson's 
Case,  122  Mass.  428,  23  Am.  Rep.  370; 
May  V.  Shumway,  16  Gray  86,  77 
Am.  Dee.  401;  Wood  v.  Neale,  5  Gray 
538;  Ex  parte  McNeil,  6  Mass.  245. 
Mich. — Watson  v.  Judge  Superior  Court, 
40  Mich.  729.  N.  H.— Dickinson  v. 
Farwell,  71  N.  H.  213,  51  Atl.  624; 
Ela  v.  Ela,  68  N.  H.  312,  36  Atl.  15; 
State  V.  Buck,  62  N.  H.  670.  N.  J. 
Jones  V.  Knauss,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  211. 
N.  Y. — Person  v.  Grier,  66  N.  Y.  124, 
23  Am.  Rep.  35;  Goldsmith  v.  Haskell, 
120  App.  Div.  403,  105  N.  Y.  Supp. 
327  (appeal  dismissed,  189  N.  Y.  536, 
82  N.  E.  1126);   Mackey  v.  Lewis,  7 
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Hun  83;  Sanford  v.  Chase,  3  Cow.. 
381;  Bours  v.  Tuekerman,  7  Johns.  538; 
Norris  v.  Beach,  2  Johns.  294.  N.  C. 
Ballinger  v.  Elliott,  72  N.  C.  596.  Ohio. 
Compton,  Ault  &  Co.  v.  Wilder,  40  Ohio 
St.  130.  Pa. — United  States  v.  Edme, 
9  Serg.  &  R.  147;  Hudson  v.  Prizer,  9 
Phila.  65.  Phil.  Isl.— United  States  v. 
Jaca,  26  Phil.  Isl.  100,  110.  R.  I. 
Jji  r«  Greene,  35  R.  I.  67,  85  Atl.  552; 
In  re  Eliason,  19  R.  L  117,  32  Atl. 
166.  Vt.— 7n  re  Healey,  53  Vt.  694, 
38  Am.  Rep.  713;  Washburn  v.  Phelps, 
24  Vt.  506;  Booream  &  Co.  v.  Wheeler, 
12  Vt.  311;  Ex  parte  Hall,  1  Tyler 
274.  Va.— Com.  v.  Ronald,  4  Call.  (8 
Va.)  97.  Eng.  —  Newton  v.  Askew, 
6  Hare  319,  67  Eng.  Reprint  1188;  Ex 
parte  List,  2  V.  &  B.  373,  35  Eng.  Re- 
print 361;  Arding  v.  Flower,  8  T.  R. 
534,  101  Eng.  Reprint  1531;  Ex  parte 
King,  7  Ves.  Jr.  312,  32  Eng.  Reprint 
127;  Willingham  v.  Matthews,  6 
Taunt.  356,  128  Eng.  Reprint  1072. 

[a]  Must  Attend  as  Witness. — One 
attending  before  a  court  or  oflScer  is 
not  entitled  to  a  witness'  privilege 
from  civil  arrest  unless  he  attends  as 
a  witness;  and  this,  although  he  ia 
sworn  and  examined  after  the  arrest. 
Cole  V.  McClellan,  4  Hill  (N.  Y.)  59. 

[b]  Privilege  extends  to  non-resi- 
dents as  well  as  residents.  Dickinson 
V.  Farwell,  71  N.  H.  213,  51  Atl.  624 
(non-resident  witness  before  referee) ; 
In  re  Greene,  35  R.  I.  67,  85  Atl. 
552. 

[c]  Witness  not  privileged  (1)  from 
arrest  by  his  bail,  Ex  parte  Lyne,  3 
Stark  132,  3  E.  C.  L.  624  (arrest  for 
purpose  of  surrender),  especially  (2) 
where  witness  has  absconded  fronii  his 
bail.  Horn  v.  Swinford,  1  D.  &  R. 
N.  P.  20,  16  E.  C.  L.  417. 

Extent  of  protection  afforded,  see 
infra,  I,  B,  6,  c  and  d. 

66.  See  the  following:  XI.  S. — ^Larned 
V.  GriflSn,  12  Fed.  590.  Mass.— -Thomp- 
son's Case,  122  Mass.  428,  23  Am.  Rep. 
370;  May  v.  Shumway,  16  Gray  86,  77 
Am.  Dec.  401;  Ex  parte  McNeil,  6 
Mass.  264.    R.  I. — In  re  Greene,  35  B. 
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the  service  of  any  civil  process  when  he  comes  from  one  state  or  juris- 
diction into  another  state  or  jurisdiction,^'  or  from  one  county  of  the 


I.   67,   85  Atl.  552,  and   generally   the 
cases  cited  in  the  preceding  note. 

67.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Stew- 
art V.  Eamsay,  242  U.  S.  128,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  44,  61  L.  ed.  192;  Central  Ey.  Sig- 
nal Co.  V.  Jackson,  238  Fed.  625;  In  re 
Smith  Const.  Co.,  224  Fed.  228;  United 
States  V.  Zavelo,  177  Fed.  536  (witness 
brought  into  another  state  under  sub- 
poena of  federal  court  sitting  in  that 
state) ;  SMnner,  etc.  Co.  v.  Waite,  155 
Fed.  828;  American  Wooden- Ware  Co. 
V.  Stem,  63  Fed.  676;  KaufEman  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 25  Fed.  785;  Small  v.  Montgom- 
ery, 23  Fed.  707;  Atchison  v.  Morris, 
11  Fed.  582,  11  Bisa.  191;  Brooks  v. 
Farwell,  4  Fed.  166,  2  McCrary  220. 
Alaska.  —  Pearee  v.  Sutherland,  3 
Alaska  302.  Ark. — Martin  v.  Bacon, 
76  Ark.  158,  88  S.  W.  863,  113  Am. 
St.  Eep.  81.  Cal. — Fox  v.  Hale  &  Nor- 
cross  Silver  Min.  Co.,  108  Cal.  369,  41 
Pae.  308.  Coim. — Chittenden  v.  Car- 
ter, 82  Conn.  585,  78  Atl.  884;  Bishop 
V.  Vose,  27  Conn.  1,  extends  to  non- 
resident witness.  Del. — State  ex  rel. 
Wolcott  V.  Bidder,  6  Boyce  262,  99 
Atl.  278;  Brooks  v.  State,  3  Boyce  1, 
79  Atl.  790,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  1133, 
51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1126;  In  re  Dick- 
enson, 3  Har.  517.  Ga. — Eogers  v. 
Eogers,  138  Ga.  803,  76  S.  E.  48; 
Fidelity  &  Casualty  Co.  v.  Everett,  97 
Ga.  787,  25  S.  E.  734,  54  Am.  St.  Eep. 
440;  Thornton  v.  American  Writing 
Maeh.  Co.,  83  Ga.  288,  9  S.  E.  679, 
20  Am.  St.  Eep.  320.  Idaho.— Guynn 
V.  McDaneld,  4  Idaho  605,  43  Pae.  74, 
95  Am.  St.  Eep.  lo8,  privilege  only  ex- 
tends to  witnesses.  Ind. — ^Wilson  v. 
Donaldson,  117  Ind.  356,  20  N.  E.  250, 
10  Am.  St.  Eep.  48,  3  L.  E.  A.  266. 
la. — Murray  v.  Wilcox,  122  Iowa  188, 
97  N.  W.  1087,  301  Am.  St.  Eep.  263, 
64  L.  E.  A.  534.  Kan. — Gillmore  v. 
Gillmore,  91  Kan.  293,  137  Pae.  958; 
Bolz  V.  Crone,  64  Kan.  570,  67  Pae. 
1108.  Ky. — Eains  v.  Smith,  155  Ky, 
766,  160  S.  W.  493.  Md.— Long  v. 
Hawken,  114  Md.  234,  79  Atl.  190,  42 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1101;  Bolgiano  v.  Gil- 
bert Lock  Co.,  73  Md.  132,  20  Atl.  788, 
25  Am.  St.  Eep.  582.  Mass.— Diamond 
V.  Earle,  217  Mass.  499,  105  N.  E.  363, 
51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  B.)  1178;  May  v. 
Shumway,  16  Gray  86,  77  Am.  Dec. 
401.  Mich. — Ooatsworth  v.  Wayne  Cir- 
cuit Judge,  177  Mich.  565,  143  N.  W. 


881;  Weale  v.  Clinton  Circ.  Judge,  158 
Mich.  563,  123  N.  W.  31;  Jacobson  v. 
Hosmer,  76  Mich.  234,  42  N.  W.  1110; 
Letherby  v.  Shaver,  73  Mich.  500,  41 
N.  W.  677;  Mitchell  v.  Huron  Circuit 
Judge,  53  Mich.  541,  19  N.  W,  176. 
Minn. — Turner  v.  Eandall,  134  Minn. 
427,  159  N.  W.  958,  L.  E.  A.  1917B, 
250;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ames,  39  Minn. 
179,  39  N.  W.  308;  Sherman  v.  Gund- 
lach,  37  Minn.  118,  33  N.  W.  549. 
Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Lane  v.  District 
Ct.,  51  Mont.  503,  154  Pae.  200.  Neb. 
Linton  v.  Cooper,  54  Neb.  438,  74  N. 
W.  842,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  727;  Palmer 
V.  Eowan,  21  Neb.  452,  32  N.  W.  210, 
59  Am.  Eep.  844.  N.  H. — Ela  v.  Ela, 
68  N.  H.  312,  36  Atl.  15.  N.  J.— Eich- 
ardson  v.  Smith,  74  N.  J.  L.  Ill,  65 
Atl.  162;  Mulhearn  v.  Press  Pub.  Co., 
53  N.  J.  L.  153,  21  Atl.  186,  11  L. 
E.  A.  101;  Massey  v.  Colville,  45  N.  J. 
L.  119,  46  Am.  Eep.  754;  Miller  v. 
Dungan,  37  N.  J.  L.  182;  Halsey  v. 
Stewart,  4  N.  J.  L.  366.  N.  Y.— Finu- 
cane  v.  Warner,  194  N.  Y.  160,  86  N. 
E.  1118;  Parker  v.  Marco,  136  N.  Y. 
585,  32  N.  E.  989,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 
770,  20  L.  E.  A.  45;  Matthews  v. 
Tufts,  87  N.  Y.  568,  62  How.  Pr.  508; 
Person  v.  Grier,  66  N.  Y.  124,  23  Am. 
Eep.  35;  Goldsmith  v.  Haskell,  120  App. 
Div.  403,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  327;  Lem- 
berger  v.  Lemberger,  164  N.  Y.  Supp. 
555;  Hopkins  v.  Coburn,  1  Wend.  292; 
Seaver  v.  Eobinson,  3  Duer  622;  Mer- 
rill V.  George,  23  How.  Pr.  331.  N.  C. 
Cooper  V.  Wyman,  122  N.  C.  784,  29 
S.  E.  947,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  731;  Bal- 
linger  v.  Elliott,  72  N.  C.  596.  N.  D. 
Hicks  V.  Besuchet,  7  N.  D.  429,  75 
N.  W.  793,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  665.  Ohio. 
Compton,  Ault  &  Co.  v.  Wilder,  40  Ohio 
St.  130.  Pa.— Hayes  v.  Shields,  2 
Yeates  222;  Miles  v.  McCulloiigh,  1 
Binn.  77;  Huddeson  v.  Prizer,  9  Phila. 
65.  R.  I.— In  r-e  Greene,  35  E.  I.  67, 
85  Atl.  552;  Capwell  v.  Sipe,  17  E.  I. 
475,  23  Atl.  14,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  890; 
Baldwin  v.  Emerson,  16  E.  I.  304,  15 
Atl.  83,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  741;  Water- 
man V.  Merritt,  7  E.  I.  345,  where  per- 
son attending  under  writ  of  protec- 
tion. S.  C— Breon  v.  Miller  Lumb. 
Co.,  83  S.  C.  221,  65  S.  E.  214,  137 
Am.  St.  Eep.  803,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
276.  S.  D. — Malloy  v.  Brewer,  7  S,  D. 
587,  64  N.  W.   1120,  58   Am.   St.  Eep. 
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state  into  another  county  thereof ,°'  for  the  purpose  of  attending*^  court 


856;  Fisk  v.  Westover,  4  S.  D.  233,  55 
N.  W.  961,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  780.  Temi. 
Sewanee  Coal,  "etc.  Co.  v.  Williams  & 
Co.,  120  Tenn.  339,  3  07  S.  W.  968; 
Martin  v.  Bamsey,  7  Humph.  260.  Vt. 
In  re  Healey,  53  Vt.  694,  38  Am.  Eep. 
713.  Wis.— Eix  v.  Sprague  C.  Mach. 
Co.,  157  Wis.  572,  147  N.  W.  1001,  52 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  583;  Cameron  v. 
Eoberts,  87  Wis.  291,  58  N.  W.  376, 
41  Am.  St.  Eep.  43;  Moletor  v.  Sinned, 
76  Wis.  308,  44  N.  W.  1099,  20  Am. 
St.  Eep.  71,  7  L.  E.  A.  817. 

[a]  Same  rule  applies  regardless  of 
whether  witness  is  summoned  before 
state  or  federal  court.  Sewanee  Coal, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Williams  &  Co.,  120  Tenn. 
339,  107  S.  W.  968. 

[b]  Historical. — ' '  The  rule  is  of  an- 
cient origin  and  is  mentioned  in  the 
Year  Books  as  early  as  Henry  VI.  It 
came  to  us  out  of  the  common  law  with 
only  such  modifications  as  were  re- 
quired to  make  its  principle  harmonize 
with  American  institutions  and  to  be 
in  accord  with  American  jurisprud- 
ence." Brooks  V.  State,  3  Boyce  (Del.) 
1,  79  Atl.  790,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  1133, 
51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   1126. 

[c]  Exemption  Does  Not  Depend 
Upon  Permanency  of  Foreign  Resi- 
dence.— Cake  V.  Haight,  30  Misc.  386, 
63  N.  Y.  Supp.  1043,  7  TST.  Y.  Ann. 
Cas.  329  (privilege  extended  even 
though  witness  residing  abroad  for 
purpose  of  avoiding  service  of 
process);  Thotp  v.  Adams,  58  Hun  603, 
11  N.  Y.  Supp.  479,  19  Civ.  Proc.  351, 
33  N.  Y.  St.  797. 

[d]  Non-resident  agent  of  foreign 
corporation  in  attendance  on  court  for 
sole  purpose  of  testifying  as  a  wit- 
ness is  exempt  from  service  upon  him, 
as  such  agent,  of  a  process  against  the 
corporation.  Ga. — Fidelity  &.  Casualty 
Co.  V.  Everett,  97  Ga.  787,  25  S.  E. 
734,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  440.  N.  J.— Mul- 
hearn  v.  Press  Pub.  Co.,  53  N.  J.  L. 
153,  21  Atl.  186,  11  L.  E.  A.  101. 
N.  Y. — Kinsey  v.  American  H.  Mfg. 
Co.,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  455.  Tenn.— Se- 
wanee Goal,  etc.  Co.  v.  Williams  &  Co., 
120  Tenn.  339,  107  S.  W.  968. 

Compare  Currie  F.  Co.  v.  Krish,  24 
Ky.  L.  Een.  2471,  74  S.  W.  268;  Breon 
V.  Miller  Lumb.  Co.,  83  S.  C.  221,  65 
S.  E.  214,  137  Am.  St.  Eep.  803,  24 
L.  E.  A.  (K  S.)  276,  service  on  non- 
resident agent  of  domestic  corporation. 
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[e]  Witness  passing  through  state 
for  purpose  of  attending  trial  in  an- 
other is  not  privileged.  Holyoke  & 
South  Hadley  Falls  Ice  Co.  v.  Ambden, 
55  Fed.  593,  21  L.  E.  A.  319. 

[f]  Bepepl  By  Implication. — Com- 
mon law  privilege  was  not  repealed 
by  implication  by  provisions  of  stat- 
ute prohibiting  arrest  in  civil  actions 
of  persons  attending  courts  as  wit- 
nesses or  suitors.  Cooper  v.  Wyman, 
122  N.  C.  784,  29  S.  E.  947,  65  Am. 
St.  Eep.   731. 

68.  Ark. — Statute  so  provides.  See 
Paul  V.  Stuckey,  126  Ark.  389,  189  S. 
W.  676,  L.  E.  A..  1917B,  888.  111. 
Gregg  V.  Sumner,  21  111.  App.  110. 
Compare  Brya  v.  Thomas,  186  111.  App. 
281.  Kan. — Bolz  v.  Crone,  64  Kan.  570, 
67  Pac.  1108.  Ky. — Eains  v.  Smith,  155 
Ky.  766,  160  S.  W.  493;  Linn  v.  Ha- 
gan's  Admr.,  121  Ky.  627,  87  S.  W. 
1101.  Mich. — Mitchell  v.  Huron  Cir- 
cuit Judge,  53  Mich.  541,  19  N.  W. 
176;  People  v.  Judge  Superior  Ct.,  40 
Mich.  729.  Neb. — Mayer  v.  Nelson, 
54  Neb.  434,  74  N.  W.  841;  Palmer  v. 
Eowan,  21  Neb.  452,  32  N.  W.  210, 
59  Am.  Eep.  844.  N.  J. — Massey  v. 
Colville,  45  N.  J.  L.  119,  46  Am.  Eep. 
754.  N.  Y. — ^People  ex  rel.  Hess  v. 
luman,  74  Hun  130,  26  N.  Y.  Supp. 
329.  N.  D.— Hicks  v.  Besuchet,  7  N. 
D.  429,  75  N.  W.  793,  66  Am.  St.  Eep. 
665.  Pa. — United  States  v.  Edme,  9 
Serg.  &  E.  147;  Miles  v.  McCuUough, 
1  Binn.  77;  Hayes  v.  Shields,  2  Yeates 
222. 

69.  See  the  cases  cited  in  the  pre- 
ceding notes. 

[a]  Mere  spectator  is  not  privi- 
leged. Mclntire  v.  'Mclntire,  5  Mack- 
ey  (D.  C.)  344;  Michaels  v.  Hain,  78 
Hun  500,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  567.  See 
also  Brooks  v.  State,  3  Boyce  (Del.) 
1,  35,  79  Atl.  790,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A, 
1133,  51  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   1126. 

[b]  One  coming  for  double  purpose 
of  attending  court  as  witness  and  at- 
tending to  business  having  no  connec- 
tion with  trial  is  not  privileged. 
Finucane  v.  Warner,  194  N.  Y.  160, 
86  N.  E.  1118.  See  also  Smythe  v. 
Banks,  4  Dall.  329,  1  L.  ed.  854,  2i 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,134;  Chaffee  v.  Jones, 
19  Pick.  (Mass.)  260;  Sofge  v.  Lowe, 
131  Tenn.  626,  176  S.  W.  106,  L,  B.  A. 
1916A,   734, 
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as  a  witness  in  a  pending  cause,  although  he  does  not  in  fact  testify.'"' 

Character  of  Privilege.  —  Such  privilege  is  not  an  absolute  right ;  it 

is,  at  most,  a  conditional  or  contingent  right,'^  which  may  be  waived.^^ 

b.  Reason  and  Source  of  Rule.  —  The  power  of  the  court  thus  to 
protect  witnesses  is  said  to  be  a  necessary  incident  to  the  administra- 
tion of  justice  and  exists  independently  of  statutory  authority.'' 

c.  Groti'th  and  Extent  of  Rule.  —  This  protection  extends  not  only 
to  the  attendance  of  witnesses  upon  courts,'*  but  to  their  attendance  in 
good  faith  upon  any  legal  tribunal  of  a  judicial  character,  whether  a 
court  of  record  or  not,  and  to  every  case  where  the  attendance  is  a 
duty  in  conducting  any  proceedings  of  a  judicial  nature."    It  has  been 


70.  Central  Ey.  Signal  Co.  v.  Jack- 
son, 238  Fed.  625. 

71.  Smith  V.  Jones,  76  Me.  138,  49 
Am.  Eep.  598. 

72.  See  infta,  II. 

73.  See  the  following:  XI.  S. 
United  States  v,  Zavelo,  177  Fed.  536. 
Ark. — Martin  v.  Bacon,  76  Ark.  158, 
88  S.  W.  863,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  81. 
Del. — Brooks  V.  State,  3  Boyce  1,  33, 
79  Atl.  790,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  1133, 
51  L.  E.  A.  (;N.  S.)  1126.  Ga.— Thorn- 
ton V.  American  Writing  Mach.  Co., 
83  Ga.  288,  9  S.  E.  679.  Ind.— Wilson 
V.  Donaldson,  117  Ind.  360,  20  N.  E. 
250,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  48,  3  L.  E.  A. 
266.  la. — Murray  v.  Wilcox,  122  Iowa 
188,  97  N.  W.  1087,  101  Am.  St.  Eep. 
263,  64  L.  E.  A.  534.  Minn. — Sherman 
V.  Gundlach,  37  Minn.  118,  33  N.  W. 
549.  Mont. — State  -ex  ret  Lane  v. 
District    Ct.,    51    Mont.    503,    154   Pac 

200.  N.  H.— Ela  v.  Ela,  68  N.  H.  312 
36  Atl.  15.  N.  J. — Jones  v.  Knauss, 
31  N.  J.  Eq.  211.  N.  Y.— Matthews  v. 
Tufts,  87  N.  Y.  568,  62  How.  Pr.  508; 
Person  V.  Grier,  66  N.  Y.  124,  23  Am. 
Eep.  35;  Lamkin  v.  Starkey,  7  Hun 
479;  Marks  v.  La  Societe  A  De 
L 'Union  Des  Papeteries,  46  N.  Y.  St. 
660,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  470,  22  Civ.  Proc. 

201.  N.  C. — Cooper  v.  Wyman,  122  N. 
C.  784,  29  S.  E.  947,  65  Am.  St.  Eep. 
731.  Ohio. — ^Andrews  v.  Lembeck,  46 
Ohio  St.  38,  18  N.  B.  483.  Pa.— Unit- 
ed States  V.  Edme,  9  Serg.  &  E.  147. 
S.  D.— Malloy  v.  Brewer,  7  S.  D.  587, 
64  N.  W.  1120,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  856. 
Tenn. — Sewanee  Coal,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Will- 
iams &  Co.,  120  Tenn.  339,  107  S.  W. 
968. 

See  generally  the  cases  cited  supra, 
I,  B,  6,  a. 

[a]  The  reason  supporting  the 
privUege  of  witnesses  from  civil  ar- 
rest "is  not  altogether   that  the  de- 


tention of  the  witness  may  prevent  his 
presence  and  testimony  in  the  cause 
at  the  term  at  which  he  is  summoned 
to  testify,  by  reason  of  his  confine- 
ment under  the  writ  of  arrest.  The 
probability  that  the  fear  of  arrest  may 
prevent  his  return  to  the  place  of 
trial  at  a  future  term,  if  his  presence 
be  thereafter  required,  operates  also 
in  support  of  the  rule,  as  does  the 
general  deterrent  effect  upon  the  at- 
tendance of  witnesses  at  court  of  a 
contrary  rule.  The  purpose  of  the 
privilege  is  not  so  much  for  the  ad- 
vantage of  the  witness  as  for  the 
proper  and  efficient  conduct  of  the 
court  in  the  procuring  of  the  neces- 
sary attendance  of  it»  witnesses." 
United  States  v.  Zavelo,  177  Fed.  536. 
[b]  "Considerations  of  public 
policy  and  the  due  administration  of 
justice  prompt  the  enforcement  of  the 
rule,  to  the  end  that  the  personal  pres- 
ence of  witnesses  from  foreign  juris- 
dictions in  the  local  courts  may  be 
encouraged."  State  ex  rel.  Lane  v. 
District  Ct.,  51  Mont.  503,  154  Pae. 
200. 

74.  United  States  v.  Edme,  9  Serg. 
&  E.  (Pa.)  147.    See  supra,  II,  B,  6,  a. 

75.  United  States  v.  Edme,  9  Serg. 
&  E.  (Pa.)  147.  See  Thompson's  Case, 
122  Mass.  428,  23  Am.  Eep.  370. 

[a]  Before  a  Legislative  Commit- 
tee.—Thorp  V.  Adams,  58  Hun  603,  H 
N.  Y.  Supp.  479,  19  Civ.  Proc.  351, 
33  N.  Y.  St.  797. 

[b]  On  Writ  of  Inquiry.— Eimmer 
V.  Green,  1  M.  &  S.  (Eng.)  638,  105 
Eng.  Eeprint  238. 

[c]  On  Justification  of  Bail. — ^Md. 
Bolgrano  v.  Gilbert  Lock  Co.,  73  Md. 
132,  20  Atl.  788,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  582. 
Neb.— Palmer  v.  Eowan,  21  Neb.  452, 
32  N.  W.  210,  59  Am.  Eep.  844.  N. 
Y.— Person  v.  Grier,  66  N.  Y.  124,  23 
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held  to  extend  to  their  attendance  before  arbitrators/^  commission- 
ers/' referees/*  and  masters  in  chancery.'* 

d.  Duration  of  Privilege.  —  The  privilege  exempts  the  witness 
not  only  while  in  attendance  at  the  place  of  the  trial  or  hearing/" 
but  also  on  his  trip  in  coming  and  going*^  between  such  place  and  his 


Am.  Eep.  35.  Vt.— Scott  v.  Curtis,  27 
Vt.  762. 

[d]  At  summary  proceedings  for 
dispossession  of  tenant. — Bichardson 
V.  Smith,  74  N.  J.  L.  Ill,  65  Atl.  162. 

[e]  Involuntary  Bankrupt  Hear- 
ing.— Goldsmith  v.  Haskell,  120  App. 
Div.  403,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  327. 

[f]  Attendance  at  judicial  sale  not 
protected. — Greenleaf  v.  Bank,  133  N. 
C.  292,  45  S.  E.  638,  63  L.  E.  A.  499, 
98  Am.  St.  Kep.  709. 

.  76.  Sanfopd  v.  Chase,  3  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)  381;  Spence  v.  Stuart,  3  East  89, 
102  Eng.  Eeprint  530;  Eandall  v.  6ur- 
ney,  1  Chitty  679,  18  E.  C.  L.  370. 

77.  Stratton  v.  Hughes,  211  Fed. 
557;  Larned  v.  Griffin,  12  Fed.  590; 
In  re  Greene,  35  E.  I.  67,  85  Atl.  552. 

[a]  Before  a  Conuuission  of  the 
Supreme  Court. — Mulhearn  v.  Press 
Pub.  Co.,  53  N.  J.  L.  153,  21  Atl.  186, 
11  L.  E.  A.  101. 

[b]  Before  a  Commissioner  or  No- 
tary Public  Taking  I>epiositions. — U. 
S. — Central  Ey.  Signal  Co.  v.  Jackson, 
238  Fed.  625;  Plimpton  v.  WinsloW,  9 
Fed.  365,  20  Blatch.  82.  Mass. 
Wood  V.  Neale,  5  Gray  538.  N.  Y. 
Parker  v.  Marco,  136  N.  Y.  585,  32 
N.  E.  989,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  770,  20 
L.  R.  A.  45.  Ohio. — Langdon  v.  Bak- 
er, 5  Ohio  N.  P.  118.  Pa. — Partridge 
V.  Powell,  180  Pa.  22,  36  Atl.  419. 

[c]  Commissioners  in  Bankruptcy. 
Matthews  v.  Tufts,  87  N.  Y.  568,  62 
How.  Pr.  508;  Goldsmith  v.  Haskell, 
120  App.  Div.  403,  105  N.  Y.  Supp. 
327;  Ex  ■parte  King,  7  Ves.  Jr.  312, 
32  Eng.  Eeprint  127. 

[d]  Before  a  Commissioner  vtx  a 
Foreign  State. — Bridges  v.  Sheldon,  7 
Fed.  17,  18  Blatchf.  295,  507. 

78.  TJ.  S. — In  re  Smith  Const.  Co., 
224  Fed.  228;  Morrow  v.  Dudley  &  Co., 
144  Fed.  441.  N.  Y.— Clark  v.  Grant, 
2  Wend.  257.  Eng. — Walters  «.  Eees, 
4  Moore  34,  16  E.  C.  L.  360. 

79.  XJ.  S.  — Nichols  v.  Horton,  14 
Fed.  327;  Larned  v.  Griffin,  12  Fed. 
590;  Plimpton  v.  Winslow,  9  Fed.  365, 
20  Blatchf.  82;  Bridges  v.  Sheldon,  7 
Fed.   17,   18  Blatchf.  295,   507.     W3m. 
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First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ames,  39  Minn. 
179,  39  N.  W.  308.  N.  J.— Dungan  v. 
Miller,  37  N.  J.  L.  182.  S.  C— Vincent 
V.  Watson,  1  Eich.  L.  194.  Vt.— Scott 
V.  Curtis,  27  Vt.  762. 

80.  See  supra,  I,  B,  6,  a. 

81.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — United 
States  V.  Zavelo,  177  Fed.  536;  Smythe 
V.  Banks,  4  Dall.  329,  1  L.  ed.  854,  22 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,134.  Ark. — Martin  v. 
Bacon,  76  Ark.  158,  88  S.  W.  863,  113 
Am.  §t.  Eep,  81.  111. — Gregg  v.  Sum- 
ner, 21  111.  App.  110.  la. — Murray  v. 
Wilcox,  12?  Iowa  188,  97  N.  W.  1087, 
101  Am.  St.  Eep.  263,  64  L.  E.  A.  534. 
Ky. — Eains  v.  Smith,  155  Ky.  766,  160 
S.  W.  493.  Md.— Bolgiano  v.  Gilbert 
Lock  Co.,  73  Md.  132,  20  Atl.  788,  25 
Am.  St.  Eep.  582.  Minn. — Sherman  v. 
Gundlaeh,  37  Minn.  118,  33  N.  W.  549. 
Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Lane  ».  District 
Ct.,  51  Mont.  503,  154  Pac.  200.  Neb. 
Palmer  v.  Eowan,  21  Neb.  452,  32  N. 
W.  210,  59  Am.  Eep.  844.  N.  H.— Ela 
v.  Ela,  68  N.  H.  312,  36  Atl.  15.  N.  D. 
Hicks  V.  Besuchet,  7  N.  D.  429,  75 
N.  W.  793,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  665.  N.  Y. 
Goldsmith  v.  Haskell,  120  App.  Div. 
403,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  327;  Salhinger 
V.  Adler,  2  Eobt.  704;  Brett  v.  Brown, 
13  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  295.  N.  C— Cooper 
V.  Wyman,  122  N.  C.  784,  29  S.  E. 
947,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  731.  Pa.— Hays 
v:  Shields,  2  Yeates  222.  S.  D. — Mal- 
loy  V.  Brewer,  7  S.  D.  587,  64  N.  W. 
1120,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  856.  Vt.— Ej; 
parU  Hall,  1  Tyler  274. 

See  also  the  cases  cited  siipra, 
I,  B,  6,  a. 

[a]  Privilege  extends  to  the  wit- 
ness for  a  reasonable  time  after  his 
discharge  as  a  witness  to  enable  him 
to  reach  his  home.  U.  S. — United 
States  V.  Zavelo,  177  Fed.  536.  Neb. 
Linton  v.  Cooper,  54  Neb.  438,  74  N. 
W.  842,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  727,  entitled 
to  reasonable  time  after  trial  to  pre- 
pare for  return  home.  Pa. — Rex  «. 
Piatt,  3  W.  N.  C.  187.  R.  l.—In  re 
Greene,  35  E.  I.  67,  85  Atl.  552.  Vt. 
Eix  parte  Hall,  1  Tyler  274.  Compare 
Brooks  V.  Chesley,  4  Harr.  &  MeH. 
(Md.)   295. 
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home,  provided  he  acts  bona  fide,  and  without  unreasonable  delay.^^ 
e.  Necessity  of  Subpoena.  —  This  exemption  has  been  held  to  ap- 
ply only  to  witnesses  in  attendance  under  a  subpoena,'^  unless  the  wit- 
ness comes  from  anotlier  state,'°  or,  in  some  states,  from  another 
county;^'  but  in  some  jurisdictions,  the  privilege  is  extended  to  all 
witnesses,  irrespective  of  the  manner  of  attendalnce,  whether  volun- 
tary or  compulsory.^' 

7.  Miscellaneous  Persons. —  One  who  is  in  court  as  a  spectator  is 
not  privileged  from  the  service  of  process.**  Nor  is  one  who  is  induced 
by  fraud  to  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  for  the.  purpose 
of  service  of  process  on  him  amenable  thereto.**  An  elector  is  privi- 
leged from  service  of  process  during  the  hours  appointed  for  the  elec- 
tion under  statutes  in  some  states.®"  The  priAdlege  of  persons  engaged 
in  military  service  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.*^ 

II.  NECESSITY  FOR  CLAIMING  PRIVILEGE  AND  WAIVER. 
A.  Generally.  —  The  privilege  is  one  which  the  person  may  avail 
himself  of  or  not  as  he  pleases.    Hence,  the  arrest  of,*^  or  the  service 


82.  See  the  following:  la. — ^Murray 
V.  Wileox,  122  Iowa  188,  97  N.  W. 
1087,  101  Am.  St.  Bep.  263,  64  L.  E. 
A.  534.  Md. — Bolgiano  v.  Gilbert  Lock 
Co.,  73  Md.  132,  20  Atl.  788,  25  Am. 
St.  Eep.  582.  Minn. — Sherman  v.  Gund- 
laeh,  37  Minn.  118,  33  N.  W.  549,  non- 
resident. N.  Y. — Goldsmith  v.  Haskell, 
120  App.  Div.  403,  105  N.  Y.  Supp. 
327:  Woodruff  v.  Austin,  15  Misc.  450, 
37  N.  Y.  Supp.  22,  72  N.  Y.  St.  174; 
Finch  V.  Galligher,  25  Abb.  N.  C.  404, 
12  N.  Y.  Supp.  487.  S.  D.— Malloy  v. 
Brewer,  7  S.  D.  587,  64  N.  W.  1120,  58 
Am.  St.  Bep.  856. 

[a]  While  transacting  general  pri- 
vate business  after  he  is  discharged 
from  the  obligation  of  the  subpoena, 
he  is  not  protected,  Smythe  v.  Banks, 
4  Call.  (U.  S.)  329,  1  L.  ed.  854,  22 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,134.  See  also  supra, 
note  69   [b]. 

[b]  Witness  Need  Not  Take  First 
Train. — Turner  v.  Bandall,  134  Minn. 
42,  159  N.  W.  958,  L.  B.  A.  1917B, 
250. 

[c]  What  constitutes  a  reasonable 
time  for  a  witness  to  take  his  de- 
parture is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  de- 
termined from  evidence  adduced  in 
each  particular  case.  Linton  v.  Cooper, 
.54  Neb.  438,  74  N.  W.  842,  69  Am.  St. 
Eep.  727.  See  Turner  v.  Eandall,  134 
Minn.  427,  159  N.  W.  958,  L.  E.  A. 
1917B,  250. 

83.  Generally,  see  the  title  "Sub- 
poena." 

84.  Kan. — Underwood  v.  Fosha,  73 
Kan.    408,   85  Pac.   564,   9   Ann.   Cas. 


833.  Mo. — Christian  v.  Williams,  111 
Mo.  429,  20  S.  W.  96.  N.  J.— Eogers 
V.  Bullock,  3  N.  J.  L.  109,  by  statute. 
N.  Y. — Hardenbrook's  Case,  8  Abb. 
Pr.  416. 

85.  N.  Y.— Dixon  v.  Ely,  4  Edw.  Ch. 
557.  N.  C— Ballinger  v.  Elliott,  72  N. 
C.  596.  S.  D. — Malloy  v.  Brewer,  7 
S.  D.  587,  64  N.  W.  1120,  58  Am.  St. 
Eep.   856. 

86.  Underwood  v.  Fosha,  73  Kan. 
408,  85  Pac.  564,  9  Ann.  Gas.  833. 

87.  See  the  following:  Mass. — 
Thompson's  Case,  122  Mass.  428,  23 
Am.  Eep.  370.  See  Ex  parte  McNeil, 
6  Mass.  264.  Pa. — ^United  States  v. 
Edme,  9  Serg.  &  E.  147.  R.  I.— In  re 
Greene,  35  E.  I.  67,  85  Atl.  552.  Eng. 
Mountague  v.  Harrison,  3  C.  B.  (N.  S.) 
292,  140  Eng.  Eeprint  753.  Can. 
Croucher  v.  Bradley,  7  Newf.  96. 

[a]  When  the  government  is  a  party 
the  privilege  obtains  as  in  other  oases. 
United  States  v.  Edme,  9  Serg.  &  E. 
(Pa.)   147. 

88.  Mclntire  v.  Mclntire,  5  Mackey 
(B.  C.)  344;  Michaels  v.  Hain,  78  Hun 
(N.  Y^)  50O,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  567,  61 
N.  Y,  St.  234. 

89.  Wanzer  v.   Bright,   52   111.   35. 

90.  See  the  statutes,  and  Corlies  v. 
Holmes,  20  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  681. 

91.  See  the  title  "Navy  and  Army." 

92.  Ark. — Eeed  v.  State,  103  Ark. 
391,  147  S.  W.  76,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B, 
811.  Mich.— -Brewer  v.  Tatro,  115 
Mich.  368,  73  N.  W.  421.  Wis.— State 
V.  Polacheck,  101  Wis.  427,  77  N.  W. 
708, 
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of  process*'  on  one  privileged  is  not  void,  but  merely  voidable.  So 
the  privilege  from  arrest  or  service  of  process  may  be  waived  by  the 
conduct  of  the  party,**  or  by  laehes.^^  But  it  has  been  held  that  a 
foreign  minister  cannot  waive  his  privilege  from  arrest  on  civil 
process.*'  ^ 

B.  Mtjst  Be  Claimed  at  First  Opportunity.  —  The  privilege  must 
be  interposed  at  the  first  opportunity  or  it  will  be  waived.'^  Thus  de- 
murring on  grounds  other  than  jurisdictional  and  entering  into  a  stip- 
ulation,*' or  entering  a  plea  in  bar,**  or  confession  of  judgment,^ 
waives  the  privilege.  But  filing  an  answer  to  the  merits  with  the  plea 
in  abatement  does  not  waive  the  privilege  ;^  nor,  it  has  been  held,  does 
the  filing  of  a  petition  and  bond  for  removal  to  the  federal  court.^ 
The  giving  of  bail*  by  the  privileged  person  upon  his  arrest  is  not  a 


[a]  Privilege  Cannot  Be  Claimed 
for  Him  by  Another. — Savage  v.  Sully, 
74  Mise.  98,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  619. 

93.  Peters  v.  League,  13  Md.  58,  71 
Am.  Dec.  622;  Tiedemann  v.  Tiede- 
mann,  156  N.  T.  Supp.  109. 

94.  TT.  S. — Graeie  v.  Palmer,  8 
Wheat.  699,  5  L.  ed.  719.  Ark.— Beed 
V.  State,  103  Ark.  391,  147  S.  W.  76, 
Ann.  Caa.  1914B,  811.  Me.— Smith  v. 
Jones,  76  Me.  138,  49  Am.  Eep.  598. 
Md.— Peters  v.  League,  13  Md.  58,  71 
Am.  Dec.  622.  'HSicTa.. — McCuUough  v. 
McCullough,  168  N.  W.  929.  N".  H. 
Woods  V.  Davis,  34  N.  H.  328.  N.  Y. 
Weston  V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  64  App. 
Div.  145,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  827;  Parmer 
V.  Bobbins,  47  How.  Pr.  415  (holding 
that  the  giving  of  bail  and  then  wait- 
ing twenty-two  days  .before  applying 
for  his  discharge  amounte'd  to  a  waiv- 
er); Petrie  v.  Fitzgerald,  1  Daly  401; 
Cole  V.  McClellan,  4  Hill  59;  Savage 
V.  Sully,  74  Misc.  98,  131  N.  Y.  Supp. 
619.  Vt. — ^Fletcher  v.  Baxter,  2  Aiken 
224.  Va. — Johnson's  Exrs.  v.  Johnson, 
4  Call  (8  Va.)  38;  Prentia  v.  Com.,  5 
Band.  (26  Va.)  697,  16  Am.  Dec.  782. 
Wis.— State  V.  Polacheek,  101  Wis. 
427,  77  N.  W.  708. 

[a]  Silence  at  time  of  arrest  ia  not 
a  waiver.  Swift  v.  Chamberlain,  3 
Conn.  537. 

95.  See  Thornton  v.  American  Writ- 
ing Mach.  Co.,  83  Ga.  288,  9  S.  E.  679 
(where  a  non-resident  suitor  who  was 
garnisheed  while  in  attendance  upon 
the  trial  of  his  cause  in  the  state  of 
Georgia,  remained  silent  as  to  his  priv- 
ilege, filed  no  answer,  and  suffered  de- 
fault to  be  entered  against  him,  and, 
eighteen  months  thereafter  moved  to 
set  aside  the  judgment,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  motion  came  too  late); 
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Thompaon  v.  Michigan  Mut.,  etc.  Asan., 
52  Mich.  522,  18  N.  W.  247,  objection 
must  be  made  seasonably. 

[a]  Delay  of  three  weeks  in  assert- 
ing privilege  from  service  of  process 
does  not  of  itself  constitute  a  waiver. 
Morrow  v.  Dudley  &  Co.,  144  Fed. 
441. 

96.  United  States  v.  Benner,  Baldw. 
234,  24  Fed.  Caa.  No.  14,568. 

97.  V.  S. — Matthews  v.  Puffer,  10 
Fed.  606,  20  Blatchf.  233.  HI.— Wilson 
V.  Nettleton,  12  111.  61,  plea  of  priv- 
ilege being  a  dilatory  plea.  Md. 
Peters  v.  League,  13  Md.  58,  71  Am. 
Dec.  622.  Mo.— Sheehan  &  L.  Transp. 
Co.  17,  Sima,  36  Mo.  App.  224. 

98.  Sheehan  &  L.  Tranap.  Co.  v. 
Sims,  36  Mo.  App.  224. 

99.  Bandall  v.  Crandall,  6  Hm  (N. 
Y.)  342. 

1.  Peters  v.  League,  13  Md.  58,  71 
Am.  Dec.   622. 

2.  I^rned  v.  GrifSn,  12  Fed.  590. 

3.  Atchison  v.  Morris,  11  Fed.  582, 
11  Biss.  191,  does  not  prevent  objection 
to  service  when  the  cause  is  removed 
to  federal  court. 

4.  V.  S. — ^Larned  v.  Griffin,  12  Fed. 
590;  Matthews  v.  Puffer,  10  Fed.  606, 
20  Blatchf.  233.  N.  H.— Dickinson  v. 
Farwell,  71  N.  H.  213,  51  Atl.  624. 
N.  Y. — Mackay  v.  Lewis,  7  Hun  83; 
Farmer  v.  Bobbins,  47  How.  Pr.  415. 
See  also  Stewart  v.  Howard;  15  Barb. 
26.  See  also  Cole  v.  McClellan,  4  Hill 
59,  holding  that  where  an  attorney  on 
being  arrested  does  not  mention  his 
privilege  bufrequests  the  officer  to  ob- 
tain a  bail  bond  and  executes  it  he 
waives  the  privilege.  Pa.  —  United 
States  v.  Edme,  9  Serg.  &  B.  147.  Tenn. 
Tipton  V.  Harris,  Peck.  414.  Vt. — Wash- 
!burn  V.  Phelps,  24  Vt.  506,  the  court 
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waiver  of  the  privilege  from  arrest,  nor  is  it  waived  by  a  motion  to 
reduce  the  bail.' 

III.  MANNER  OF  CLAIMING  PRIVILEGE.  —  A.  From  Arrest. 
On  being  arrested,  one  privileged  therefrom  may  obtain  his  release 
by  habeas  corpus,"  or  on  motion,'  or  under  some  circumstances,  by  plea 
in  abatement.*  The  application  for  a  discharge  from  arrest  by  one 
privileged  has  been  held  to  be  an  ex  parte  proceeding.^ 

B.  From  Service  of  Process.  —  The  exemption  from  service  of 
process  is  a  personal  privilege  which  the  person  is  entitled  to  plead  in 
abatement,^"  or  take  advantage  of  by  motion  to  quash  the  service.^^ 

IV.  REMEDY  FOR  VIOLATION  OF  PRIVILEGE.^^  —  One  priv- 
ileged from  arrest  on  civil  process  has  a  remedy  by  civil  action  for 
damages  against  one  causing  his  arrest  in  violation  of  that  privilege.^' 


saying:  "It  was  not  esteemed  any 
good  ground  for  presuming  a  waiver 
of  privilege  from  arrest  because  a 
party  makes  the  most  expeditious  mode 
of  freeing  himself."  See  also  Fletch- 
er V.  Baxter,  2  Aiken  224. 

5.  Dobson  v.  Fitzpatrick,  2  "W.  N.  C. 
186,  such  a  motion  not  being  an  ap- 
pearance. 

6.  Conn. — Hill  v.  Goodrich,  32  Conn. 
588.  Me. — Smith  v.  Jones,  76  Me.  138, 
49  Am.  Eep.  598.  Mass. — Thompson's 
Case,  122  Mass.  428,  23  Am.  Bep.  370. 
K  Y. — Lagrave's  Case,  14  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  333,  45  HoT<r.  Pr.  301.  Pa. 
Land  Title  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Crump,  16 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  593.  Wis.— See  State  v. 
Polacheek,  101  Wis.  427,  77  N.  W. 
708. 

See  2  Standard  Pkoc.  970,  and  the 
title  "Habeas  Corpus." 

7.  Oo^nn. — Swift  v.  Chamberlain,  3 
Conn.  537.  Me. — Smith  v.  Jones,  76 
Me.  138,  49  Am.  Eep.  598.  N.  Y. 
Harland  v.  Howard,  57  Hun  113,  587, 
10  N.  Y.  Supp.  449,  32  N.  Y.  St.  869, 
871,  872;  Humphrey  v.  Gumming,  5 
Wend.  90;  Goupil  v.  Simonson,  3  Abb. 
Pr.  474.  Pa. — Land  Title  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Crump,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  593;  United 
States  V.  Edme,  9  Serg.  &  E.  147.  R.  I. 
Ellis  V.  Degarmo,  17  E.  I.  715,  24  Atl. 
579,  19  L.  E.  A.  560.  Tenn.— Tipton 
V.  Harris,  Peck.  414. 

See  2  Standard  Proc.  970. 

8.  See  2  Standard  Pkoc.  970. 

9.  Humphrey  v.  Gumming,  5  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  90,  where  an  attorney  was 
arrested  while  privileged,  The  court 
said:  "The  application  for  a  discharge 
is  necessarily  a  summary  one.  If 
notice  were  required  to  be  given,  the 
privilege  would  be  of  no  value  either 
to  the  attorney  or  to  his  client." 


10.  U.  S. — Morrow  v.  Dudley  &  Co., 
144  Fed.  441;  Larned  v.  Grifan,  12  Fed. 

,590.  Conn.— King  v.  Goit,  4  Day  129; 
Avery  v.  Wetmore,  Kirby  48.  Md. 
Peters  v.  League,  13  Md.  58,  71  Am. 
Dee.  622.  N.  H.— See  Wilkins'  Admr. 
V.  Brock,  79  Vt.  57,  64  Atl.  232.  Tenn. 
Grove  v.  Campbell,  9  Yerg.  7.  Vt. 
Bank  of  Vergennes  v.  Barker,  27  Vt. 
243;  Wood  V.  Kinsman,  5  Vt.  588.  Va. 
Prentia  v.  Com.,  5  Eand.  (26  Va.)  697, 
18  Am.  Dec.  782.  Wis.— State  v.  Pola- 
cheek, 101  Wis.  427,  77  N.   W.  708. 

[a]  Fact  that  privilege  has  termi- 
nated when  plea  in  abatement  is  inter- 
posed is  immaterial  if  the  privilege 
existed  when  process  was  served. 
M'Pherson  v.  Nesmith,  3  Gratt.  (44 
Va.)   237. 

11.  Alaska. — Pearce  v.  Sutherland, 
3  Alaska  302.  la. — Murray  v.  Wilcox, 
122  Iowa  188,  97  N.  W.  1087,  101  Am. 
St.  Eep.  263,  64  L.  E.  A.  534.  Md. 
Peters  ».  League,  13  Md.  58,  71  Am. 
Dec.  622.  N.  C. — Dell  School  v.  Peirce, 
163  N.  C.  424,  79  S.  E.  687. 

[a]  Where  privilege  appears  from 
face  of  record,  it  may  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  by  motion  to  quash.  Bishop 
V.  Vose,  27  Conn.  1;  Greer  v.  Young, 
120  111.  184,  11  N,  E.  167. 

12.  Manner  of  obtaining  release 
from  arrest,  see  supra,  III. 

13.  Conn. — Swift  v.  Chamberlain,  3 
Conn.  537,  action  is  case  rather  than 
trespass.  111. — Wanzer  v.  Bright,  52 
111.  35,  one  decoyed  into  jurisdiction 
and  there  arrested  on  civil  process  has 
action  against  creditors  for  the  illegal 
arrest  and  imprisonment.  Vt. — Steele 
V.  Bates,  2  Aiken  338,  16  Am.  Dee. 
720. 

But  see  Smith  v.  Jones,  76  Me.  138, 
49  Am.  Eep.  598,  action  for  damages 
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As  the  privilege  is  for  the  advantage  of  the  court,  as  well  as  for  the 
witness,  the  person  ordering  the  arrest  may  also  be  punished  for  con- 
tempt of  court." 


does  not  lie  at  instance  of  person  ar- 
rested. 

14.    Smith  V.  Jones,  76  Me.  138,  49 


Am.  Eep.  598;  United  States  v.  Jaea, 
26  Phil.  Isl.  100,  110.  See  also  United 
States  V.  Zavelo,  177  Fed.  536. 


PRIVITY.  —  See  Implied  and  Express  Agreements;   Parties;   Res 

Judicata;  Title. 


PRIZE.  — See  Admiralty;  War. 
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PRIZE  FIGHTING 


By  the  Editorial  StaflP. 


I.    INDICTMENT  AND  INFORMATION,  639 

n.     TRIAL,  639 

CBOSS-BEFEBENCES: 

Indictment  and  Information;        Theaters  and  Shows. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  1000. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work. 

I.  INDICTMENT  OR  INFORMATION.  —  In  accordance  with  the 
general  rule  elsewhere  treated,^  an  indictment  or  information  sub- 
stantially in  the  language  of  the  statute  sufficiently  charges  the  offense 
of  prize-fighting,^  or  the  aiding  and  abetting  thereof.^  Where,  how- 
ever, the  offense  is  not  fully  defined  by  the  statute,  all  the  elements 
necessary  to  constitute  it  must  be  set  forth  with  reasonable  precision 
and  certainty.*  Exceptions  in. the  statute,  unless  descriptive  of  the 
offense,  need  not  be  negatived.^ 

II.  TRIAL.'  —  The  question  as  to  what  constitutes  prize-fighting 
is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court.^  But  the  question  whether  in  fact 
a  combat  was  a  prize-fight,  is  one  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  under 
proper  instructions  from  the  court^  as  is  the  question  of  the  good 


1.  See  12  Standabd  Peoc.  447,  et 
seq. 

2.  Com.  V.  Barrett,  108  Mass.  302; 
Com.  V.  Welsh,  7  Gray  (Mass.)  324; 
People  V.  Taylor,  96  Mieh.  576,  56  N. 
W.   27,   21  L.   E.  A.   287. 

3.  Com.  V.  Welsh,  7  Gray  (Mass.) 
324 

i.  State  V.  Patton,  159  Ind.  248,  64 
N.  B.  850.    See  12  Standaed  Proc.  452. 

[a]  The  facts  of  fighting  for  a 
wager  in  a  public  place  must  be 
charged  in  an  indictment  or  informa- 
tion; it  is  not  sufleient  to  follow  the 
language  of  the  statute.  Sullivan  v. 
State,  67  Miss.  346,  7  So.  275.  Com- 
pare Seville  v.  State,  49  Ohio  St.  117, 
30  N.  E.  621,  15  L.  E.  A.  516,  holding 
that  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that 
the  fight  took  place  in  public,  such  not 
Ibeing  an  element  of  the  oSense. 


[b]  Showing  Tha*  Both  Parties 
Fought. — Under  a  statute  denouncing 
the  oflEense  of  "engaging"  in  a  prize- 
fight it  is  OBsential  to  allege  that  the 
defendant  contended  against  another 
as  the  guilt  arises  from  the  joint  act 
of  two  persons.  Sullivan  v.  State,  67 
Miss.  346,  7  So.  275. 

5.  Seville  v.  State,  49  Ohio  St.  117, 
30  N.  E.  621,  15  L.  E.  A.  516,  See 
12  Standard  Pboc.  458,  et  seq. 

e.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial," 
and  the  cross-references  there  made. 

7.  People  V.  Taylor,  96  Mich.  576, 
56  N.  W.  27,  21  L.  E.  A.  287. 

8.  La. — State  v.  Olympic  Club,  46 
La.  Ann.  935,  15  So.  190,  24  L.  E.  A. 
452.  Ohio.— Seville  v.  State,  49  Ohio 
St.  117,  30  N.  E.  621,  15  L.  E.  A.  516. 
Vt.— State  V,  Burham,  56  Vt.  445,  48 
Am.  Eep.  801.    Eng. — Beg.  v.  Caney,  8 
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faith  organization  of  the  club  which  staged  the  fight.* 


Q.  B.  D.  534,  30  Wkly.  Eep.  678,  15 
Cox  C.  C.  46,  46  L.  T.  N.  S.  307;  Beg. 
V.  Orton,  14  Cox  C.  C.  226,  39  L.  T. 
Eep.  N.  S.  292. 

[a]  Whether  the  gloves  used  were 
such  as  rendered  it  improhahle  that  the 
contestants  could  inflict  injury  on  each 
other,  or  were  put  on  as  a  mere  sub- 


terfuge to  disguise  a  fight,  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  jury.  State  v. 
Purtell,  56  Kan.  479,  43  Pae.  782. 

9.  Com.  V.  Mack,  187  Mass.  441,  73 
N.  E.  534,  whether  it  was  a  sham  or- 
ganization designed  to  promote  prize 
fights  under  pretense  of  conducting  pri- 
vate exhibitions. 


PROBABLE  CAUSE.  — See  Certificate  of  Probable  Cause  and  of 
Reasonable  Doubt;  False  Imprisonment;  Malicious  Prosecution. 
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CROSS-BEFEBENCES: 
Courts;  Guardian  and  Ward; 

Decedents'  Estates;  Inheritance; 

Executors  and  Administrators;         Judicial  Sal 

Wills. 
Jurisdiction  of  probate  court  in  particular  actions  or  proceedings, 
see  the  specific  titles. 

Collateral  attack  on  probate  proceedings,  see  15  Standaed  Peoc. 
393,  401,  435. 

Jurisdiction  of  federal  courts  in  probate  proceedings,  see  the  title 
"United  States  Courts." 

Powers  of  probate  judge  in  vacation  and  in   chambers,   see   16 
Standard  Proc.  630. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.    IN  WHAT  COURTS  PROBATE  JURISDICTION  IS  VESTED. 

The  probate  of  wills,  both  of  real  and  personal  estate  and  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  estates  of  decedents  are  generally  confided  to  courts 
of  special  jurisdiction,  which  are  variously  denominated  probate 
courts,!  county  courts,^  surrogate's  courts,^  orphan's    courts,*    and 


1.  Clark  v.  Chase,  101  Me.  270,  64 
Atl.  493;  Clancey  v.  Clancey,  7  N.  M 
405,   410,   37   Pac.   1105,   38   Pac.    168. 

2.  Scott  V.  McGirth,  41  Okla.  520, 
139  Pac.  519;  In  re  Jackman's  Will, 
26  Wis.  104. 
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3.  Sanders  v.  Soutter,  126  N.  Y. 
193,  200,  27  N.  E.  263;  In  re  Martin's 
Will,  80  Misc.  17,  141  N.  Y.  Supp. 
784,  reviewing  history  of  court. 

4.  Brinker  v.  Brinker,  7  Pa,  53. 
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courts  of  ordinary.^  In  some  states  this  juridietion  is  conferred  upon 
courts  having  general  jurisdiction,"  such  as  superior'  or  district 
courts  f  and  in  others  the  jurisdiction  of  such  courts  in  probate  matters 
is  appellate  only.^ 

II.  WHETHER  PROBATE  COURTS  ARE  COURTS  OF  REC- 
ORD. —  Originally  probate  courts  were  not  courts  of  record,^"  but 
statutes  generally  have  made  them  such,"  and  require  them  to  keep 
and  maintain  such  records  as  are  commonly  kept  by  courts  of  reeord.^^ 

III.  JURISDICTION  OF.  — A.  Generally."  —  Probate  courts, 
especially  those  that  exercise  probate  jurisdiction  exclusively,  are 
courts  of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction,^*  having  such  powers  only 


5.  McGowan  v.  Lufburrow,  82  Ga. 
523,  9  S.  E.  427,  14  Am.  St.  Eep.  178. 

6.  Hutton  V.  Laws,  55  Iowa  710, 
8  N.  W.  642;  State  ex  rel.  Keasal  v. 
Superior  Court,  76  Wash.  291,  136  Pac. 
147;  Filley  v.  Murphy,  30  Wash.  1,  70 
Pac.  107. 

7.  TJ.  S. — Christianson  v.  King  Co., 
239  JJ.  S.  356,  370,  36  Sup.  Ct.  114, 
60  l!  ed.  327,  335,  under  Washington 
practice.  Ariz. — GarTer  v.  Thoman,  15 
Ariz.  38,  135  Pac.  724.  Cal.— Estate 
of  Davis,  136  Cal.  590,  597,  69  Pac. 
412.  Wash. — Bayer  v.  Bayer,  83  Wash. 
430,  145  Pac.  433;  In  re  Hoscheid'S 
Estate,   78   Wash.   309,  139   Pac.   61. 

8.  Douglass  V.  Folsom,  21  Nev.  441, 
33  Pac.  660. 

9.  Decker  v.  Decker,  3  Alaska  121; 
Franks  v.  Chapman,  60  Tex.  46;  Shook 
V.  Journeay  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149  S.  W. 
406;  Levy  v.  W.  L.  Moody  &  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  87  S.  W.  205;  Ballard  ?. 
Wheeler,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  422,  56  & 
W.  946.  But  compare  Prendergass  v. 
Beale,  59  Tex.  446,  where  the  county 
judge   is   disqualified. 

10.  S«e  Ferris  v.  Higley,  20  WaU 
(U.  S.)   375,  22  L.  ed.  383. 

11.  Idaho. — ^Eraser  v.  Davis,  29 
Idaho  70,  156  Pac.  913,  158  Pac.  233; 
In  re  Estate  of  McVay,  14  Idaho  56, 
64,  93  Pac.  28,  31;  Dewey  v.  Schreibei- 
Imp.  Co.,  12  Idaho  280,  85  Pae.  921. 
Mich.— Ellsworth  v.  Hall,  48  Mich. 
407,  12  N.  W.  512.  Bliim. — ^Brdwn  v. 
Strom,  113  Minn.  1,  129  N.  W.  136. 
Mo. — ^Farris  v.  Burchard,  242  Mo.  1, 
145  S.  W.  825;  North  Missouri  E.  Co 
V.  Green's  Admr.,  34  Mo.  159.  Neb. 
Herter  v.  Herter,  97  Neb.  260,  149 
N.  W.  795;  Williams  v.  Miles,  63  Neb 
859,  865,  89  N.  W.  451;  Wilson  v 
Coburn,  35  Neb.  530,  53  N.  W.  466. 
N.  H.— Knight  v.  '  Hollings,  73  N.  H 
495,  63  Atl.  38;  Morgan  v.  Dodge,  44 
N.   H.   255,   82   Am,  Deo.   213.     N.  V. 


In  r-e  Spingarn's  Estate,  159  N.  T. 
Supp.  605;  Matter  of  Halsey,  13  Abb. 
N.  C.  353.  S.  C— Turner  v.  Malone,  24 
S.  C.  398.  Vt. — Missionary  Society  v. 
Eells,  68  Vt.  497,  35  Atl.  463,  54  Am. 
St.   Eep.   888. 

12.  Ex  parte  Sharp,  15  Idaho  120, 
96  Pae.  563,  18  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  886; 
Weems  v.  Masterson,  80  Tex.  45,  54, 
15  S.  W.  590. 

[a]  The  jurisdiction  (1)  of  the 
probate  court  must  be  shown  by  the 
record  of  its  proceedings.  Taber  v. 
Douglas,  101  Me.  363,  64  Atl.  653. 
(2)  But  to  require  that  everything 
necessary  to  authorize  them  to  act 
must  appear  on  their  records  would  be 
to  deny  them  general  jurisdiction  in 
probate  matters.  Weems  v.  Masterson, 
80  Tex.  45,  54,  15  S.   W.  590. 

13.  See  generally  the  title  "Juris- 
diction." 

14.  Cal. — Clarke  v.  Perry;  5  Cal. 
58,  63  Am.  Dec.  82.  Colo. — Ilarshall 
V.  Marshall,  11  Colo.  App.  505,  53  Paj. 
617.  Idaho. — State  ^ex  rel.  Peterson  v. 
Dunlap,  28  Idaho  784,  156  Pae.  1141, 
Ann.  Cas.  1918A,  546.  Kan. — Byerly 
V.  Eadie,  95  Kan.  400,  148  Pac.  757. 
La. — Schick  v.  Corbett,  52  La.  Ann. 
180,  26  So.  862.  Mass.— Peters  v. 
Peters,  8  Cush.  529;  Smith  v.  Eiee,  11 
Mass.  507.  Mo. — Ford  v.  Talmage,  36 
Mo.  App.  65.  Mont. — In  r-e  Pepin's 
Estate,  53  Mont.  240,  163  Pac.  104; 
In  re  Dolenty's  Estate,  53  Mont.  33, 
161  Pac.  524;  Davidson  v.  Wampler, 
29  Mont.  61,  74  Pac.  82.  N.  J.— Mel- 
lor  V.  Kaighn,  89  N.  J.  L.  543,  99  Atl. 
207.  N.  Y.—In  r-e  McDonald's  Estate, 
211  N.  Y.  272,  105  N.  E.  407.  Ohio. 
Saxton  V.  Seiberling,  48  Ohio  St.  554, 
29  N.  E.  179;  Davis  v.  Davis,  11  Ohio 
St.  386.  Pa. — In  re  Ake's  Appeal,  74 
Pa.  116.  S.  C. — Turner  v.  Malone,  24 
S.  C.  398,  Vt.— White  v.  White,  99 
Atl.  305. 
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as  are  conferred  upon  them  by  constitution  and  statute,^"  and  such 
auxiliary  and  incidental  powers  as  are  necessary  to  carry  into  effect 
the  powers  expressly  granted.^®  In  some  states,  probate  courts  are 
given  jurisdiction  over  some  matters  of  a  non  probate  character.^' 


But  see  infra,  this  section,  and  15 
Standard  Pkoc.  431,  435. 

15.  Colo. — Marshall  v.  Marshall,  11 
Colo.  App.  505,  53  Pac.  617.  Coim. 
Massey  v.  Foote,  101  Atl.  499;  Schutte 
V.  Douglass,  90  Conn.  529,  536,  97 
Atl.  906.  HI. — Chapman  v.  American 
Surety  Co.,  261  111.  594,  104  N.  E. 
247.  Me. — In  re  Thompson,  116  Me. 
4Z3,  102  Atl.  303.  Md.— Fidelity  & 
Deposit  Co.  V.  Freud,  115  Md.  29,  80 
Atl.  603.  Mich.— Grady  v.  Hughes,  64 
Mich.  540,  31  N.  W.  438.  Mo.— State 
ex  rel.  Baker  v.  Bird,  253  Mo.  569, 
162  S.  W.  119,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  353; 
Ford  V.  Talmage,  36  Mo.  App.  65.  Mont, 
In  re  Tuohy's  Estate,  33  Mont.  230, 
83  Pac.  486;  State  ex  ret  Donovan  v. 
District  Court,  27  Mont.  415,  71  Pac. 
401.  N.  J.— Ire  re  Struble's  Estate,  87 
N.  J.  Eq.  311,  101  Atl.  177;  In  re 
Fritz's  Estate,  83  N.  J.  Eq.  610,  91 
Atl.  1017;  Ludlow  V.  Ludlow,  4  N.  J. 
L.  189.  N.  Y. — In  re  Martin's  Estate, 
211  N.  T.  328,  105  N.  E.  546;  Sanders 
V.  Soutter,  126  N.  Y.  193,  200,  27  N.  E 
263;  Matter  of  Halsey,  13  Abb.  N.  C. 
353.  Ohio.— Saxton  v.  Seiberling,  48 
Ohio  St.  554,  29  N.  E.  179.  Va..—In  r« 
Hazard's  Estate,  253  Pa.  447,  98  Atl. 
678;  In  re  Cutler's  Estate,  225  Pa.  167, 
73  Atl.  1111.  R.  I.— Moulton  v.  Smith, 
16  E.  I.  126,  12  Atl.  891,  27  Am.  St. 
Eep.  728.  Tex, — Francis  v,  Northcote. 
6  Tex.  185;  United  States  Fidelity  & 
G.  Co.  n.  Buhrer,  61  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
872,  132  S.  W.  505. 

Compare    15    Standard   Prog.    432. 

[a]  From  the  common  law,  the  pro- 
bate courts  derive  none  of  their  pow- 
ers. Me. — In  re  Thompson,  116  Me. 
473,  102  Atl.  303.  Mich.— Grady  v. 
Hughes,  64  Mich.  540,  31  N.  W.  438. 
Minn. — State  ex  rel.  Mattesoh  v.  Pro 
bate  Court,  84  Minn.  289,  87  N.  W. 
783.  Mo. — Butler  v.  Lawson,  72  Mo. 
227;  Ford  v.  Talmage,  36  Mo.  App. 
65;  Elliott's  Estate  v.  Wilson,  27  Mo. 
App.  218.  R.  I.— Moulton  v.  Smith, 
16  E.  L  126,  12  Atl.  891,  27  Am. 
St.  Eep.  728.  But  see  Hayes  v.  Hayes, 
48  N.  H.  219;  Morgan  v.  Dodge,  44 
N.  H.  255,  holding  the  probate  court 
has  an  extensive  jurisdiction  not  con- 
ferred in  express  terms  but  implied  by 
teferenee  to   the   powers   and  practice 

Vol.  XXI 


of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  in  England, 

[b]  Powers  cannot  be  extended  by 
implication  or  construction.  Flater  v. 
Weaver,  108  Md.  668,  677,  71  Atl. 
309. 

[c]  The  term  ''probate  matters" 
in  a  grant  of  jurisdiction  does  not  in- 
clude the  supervision  of  t'^stamentary 
trusts.  In  re  Mortenson's  Estate,  248 
111.  520,  94  N.  E.  120. 

16.  Colo. — Marshall  v.  Marshall,  11 
Colo.  App.  505,  53  Pac.  617.  Conn. 
Maasey  v.  Foote,  101  Atl.  499;  Schutte 
r.  Douglass,  90  Conn.  529,  536,  97  Atl. 
906.  Me. — In  re  Thompson,  116  Me. 
473,  102  Atl.  303.  Mont.— Ire  re  Do- 
lenty's  Estate,  53  Mont.  33,  161  Pac. 
524;  In  re  Tuohy's  Estate,  33  Mont. 
230,  83  Pac.  486.  N.  Y.— Iw  re  Mar- 
tin's Estate,  211  N.  Y.  328,  105  N.  E. 
546;  Sanders  v.  So*itter,  126  N.  Y.  193, 
200,  27  N.  E.  263;  In  re  Kent,  92 
Misc.  113,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  383.  Ohio. 
Sayler  v.  Simpson,  45  Ohio  St.  141, 
12  N.  E.  181;  Davis  v.  Davis,  11  Ohio 
St.  386;  Jones  »;.  Standard  Home  & 
Sav.  Assn.  Co.,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  41, 
18  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  189.  Pa.— Ire  re  Cut- 
ler's Estate,  225  Pa.  167,  73  Atl.  1111; 
Ire  re  Ake's  Appeal,  74  Pa.  116. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  by  implication  is 
not  favored  in  probate  courts.  To  be 
sustained  the  implication  must  be  ex- 
tremely clear.  In  re  Davis'  Will,  99 
Misc.  447,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  143. 

[b]  As  to  the  ordinary  routine  busi- 
ness connected  with  the  settleinent 
and  distribution  of  an  estate  probate 
courts  have  incidental  powers.  Ford 
V.  Talmage,   36  Mo.  App.   65. 

17.  See  Smith  v.  Olyne,  16  Idaho 
466,  101  Pa*.  819;  Garmire  v.  Willy, 
36  Neb.  340,  54  N.  W.  562;  Mush- 
rush  V.  Devereaux,  20  Neb.  49,  28 
N.  W.  847;  Stout  v.  Eapp,  17  Neb.  462, 
23  N.  W.  364. 

[a]  Criminal  Jurisdiction.  —  See 
State  V.  Frederic,  28  Idaho  709,  155 
Pac.  977;  State  v.  Drury,  25  Idaho 
787,  139  Pac.  1129;  Fitzgerald  v.  Com., 
5  Allen  (Mass.)  509. 

Jurisdiction  over  juvenile  delin- 
quents, see  12  Standard  Prog.  862, 
863. 

[b]  Statute  extending  jurisdiction 
beyond  constitutional  grant,  held  un- 
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Generally  they  are  courts  of  superior  and"  general  jurisdiction  as  to 
the  subjects  over  which  they  have  exclusive  original  jurisdiction,^* 
although  in  some  states  even  as  to  such  matters  they  are  regarded  as 
courts  of  special  and  not  general  jurisdiction,^*  Superior  courts, 
when  sitting  in  probate,  are  held  by  some  authorities  to  have  only 
the  statutory  powers  of  a  probate  court,^"  while  others  hold  that 
they  can  exercise  all  the  powers  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  with 
power  to  determine  every  matter  necessary  to  the  due  administration 
of  the  estate.*^ 

constitutional.  Clayton  v.  Utah  Terxi-  (N.  S.)  920.  Ore. — Hillman  v,  Young, 
tory,  132  U.  S.  632,  10  Sup.  Ct.  190,  '  64  Ore.  73,  127  Pae.  793,  129  Pae. 
33  L.  ed.  455;  Ferris  v.  Higley,  20  124.  Tex. — Wecms  v.  Master^on,  80 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  375,  22  L.  ed.  383  (under  Tex.  45,  15  S.  W.  590;  Martin  v.  Enb- 
TJtah   practice);    Garrett  v.   London   &    iuson,  67  Tex.  368,  3  S.  W.  550;  Shook 


L.  Pire  Ins.  Co.,  15  Okla.  222,  81  Pae, 
421. 

In  escheat  proceedings,  see  8  Stand- 
ard Proc.  665." 

18.  Ala. — Milbra  v.  Sloss-Sheffield 
S.  &  I.  Co.,  182  Ala.  622,  62  So.  176, 
46  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  274.  Ark.— Arkan- 
sas   Valley    Trust    Co.    v.    Young,     128 


V.  Journey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149  S.  W. 
406.  Wash. — ^Bayer  r.  Bayer.  8."?  Wash. 
430,  145  Pae.  433;  State  .ex  rel.  Keasal 
V.  Superior  Court,  76  Wash.  291,  136 
Pae.  147.  Wis.— Brook  v.  Chappell.  34 
Wis.  405. 

See   15   Standard  Proc.  431,  435. 

[a]     Frohate    courts    have    plenary 


Ark    42     iq-i    S    W     '?6'40-    Meredith  P°'^®"^    ^°    ^"    matters     within     their 

^  leam'on,  51  Ari^-36i:  11  S.  W    516,  -1""^^^^ "^^ ^T^^f  M"  ""  7h^^^r 

3  L.  E.  A    812.     Cal.-i«  r,.  Estate  of  ?i  ^^^^J^.^TJ*'  ^^  V'°9^^^^  Vph 

TipU      IfiS     Pnl      2'i<?      141     Pap      1179-  ^-     "^-     ^"^^    ^^^    ^-    ^-      ^^^-        ^®*- 

^    L    r     .,    nJli    IS  ki     a;.,    98P  Williams  v.  Miles,  63  Neb.  859,  89  N 

Harter  Co.  v.  Geisel,  18  Cal.  App.  282,  „     .„      „    j_f  Kathorn'<i  Will 

122  Pae.  1094.  Colo—Miller  v,  Weston, !  J^  ^51.  ^-  J-  /™  ^*  Hathorn  s  WUJ 

lt,.W  ^^ati\ns''llf'ra''268  ^^7  ^^^'^^^  «  T^mbVe"' Wash.  38^11^ 
S.  E.  401,  81  Am.  bt.  Kep.  47.  Ka^.  ^  ^  ^  p  Wis.— Brook 
Bennett  v.  Arrowsmith,  101  Kan.   143,  i.     „,„ ',     „.    .^.       .._     ^-„     __„ 

165   Pae.   812.     Ky.-Master's  Exr.   v.    l'  Sf  PJ!";..^*  3  w"      ^77     '      ^ 
T>  •  1         or,  T7-      1    -7  a    -vir   ICO      nTn.,,,     ^'   D amswortb ,   do    Wis.   577. 

Cl"rkr'/  A^dover    20-7  Mass    gf  If "        [^'l    A  conveyance  of  property  held 

92  N   E   1013     mi=h-MUeh  il  .  'Bay  ^^  ^  ^^-^^^f  ^^^  *">«*  f  -ithin 

T-T  t   i      T   J         ice:  Tir-  t,    nKn    nn  AT  the   .lurisdiction   of   the  probate   court. 

Probate  Judge,  155  Mich^  550    m  N.  jj.^^^.^  ^   Trumbull,  89  Wash.  389,  154 

W.    916;    EeasoD    v.    Jones,    119    Mich.  „        „,  „  '  ' 

672,  78  N.  W.  899;  Sehlee  v.  Darrow's  ■^7-  S'-,^^  „  af„„„„„  ak  r.v„-„  a* 
T^  4.  4.       OCT    ■»*••  T,     oco     oTO     Qo   TvT    -(XT         !•"•     oayJor  v.   Bimpson,  45   Ohio   Bt. 

^fl    X^  ^    \  ^l\l  h^  Lfy;   ]^-'l41,    12    N.    E.    181;    Da^-is    v.    Davis. 

7^T^T  W  i«7  ^«r  'qtttP  ..  ^7'  11  Ohio  St.  386.  'See  15  Standard 
7    N.    W    167      Minn.-State    ~ex    rel     p  ^ 

Benz  «.  Probate  Court,  133  Minn.  124,  1      „„     _     . .  _. 

155  N.  W.  906,  158  N    W.   234;  Fiske  '      20.     Davidson  ».   Wampler,  29  Mont. 

V.   Lawton,   124   Minn.   84,   144  N.    W.    61,  74  Pae.  82;  State  ex  rel.  Donovan 

455.    Mo.— Sherwood  v.  Baker,  105  Mo.  i  !^    District    Court,    27    Mont.    415,    71 

472,   16    S.   W.    938,   24   Am.    St.   Eep.  I  Pae.   401.     See   also   Hutton   v.   Laws, 

399.     Neb.— Fischer    v.     Skleiar,    101    5?  lo'^a  710,  8  N.  W.  642. 

Neb.    553,    163    I^.    W.    861;    Williams  ,      21.    XT.  S.— Stead  v.  Curtis,  205  Fed. 

1.'.   Miles,  63   Neb.   859,   89  N.  W.  451.    439,  123  C.  C.  A.  507,  construing  Cali- 

N.   H. — Knight   v.  HoUings,   73   N.   H     fornia  statute.     Cal. — In  re  Estate  of 

495,    63    Atl.    38.       N.     J.— Mellor     v.    Bell,,  168    Cal.    253,    141     Pae.     1179; 

Kaighn,  89  N.   J.  L.  543,  99  Atl.   207    Estate  of  Davis,  151  Cal.  318,  86  Pao. 

(orphan's  court);  Jn  re  Hathorn's  Will    183,    90    Pae.    711,    121    Am.    St.    Eep. 

(N.   J.   Ea.),   97   Atl.   262;   In  re  Cas-    105;  Burris  v.  Kennedy,  108  Cal.  331, 

sidy's  Will,  80  N.  J.  Eq.  163,  82  Atl.    41  Pae.  458.    Wash.— State  ex  rel.  Neal 

920.       Okla. — Holmes    v.     Holmes,     27    v.   Kauffman,   86   Wash.   172,   149  Pae. 

Okla.  140,  111  Pae.  220,  30  L.  E.  A.    656;  In  re  Martin's  Estate,  82  Wash. 
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Probate  courts  are  given  jurisdiction  and  power  to  probate  wills,^^ 
to  appoint  executors  and  administrators,^^  to  hear  claims  against  an 
estate,^*  to  determine  heirship,^^  to  determine  controversies  as  to  ad- 
vancements,^^ to  order  distribution  of  decedent's  estates,^^  and  to 
assign  dower.^*  They  are  given  jurisdiction  over  guardianship  pro- 
ceedings,^® over  property  of  insane  persons,^"  over  inquisition  of  in- 
sane persons  and  lunacy  proceedings,^^  over  proceedings  to  set  apart 


226,  144  Pac.  42;  State  ^ex  rel.  Keasal 
V.  Superior  Court,  76  Wash.  291,  136 
Pac.  147  {overruling  In  re  Alfstad's 
Estate,  27  Wash.  175,  67  Pac.  593); 
In  re  Williamson,  75  Wash.  353,  134 
Pac.  1066;  In  re  Sail,  59  Wash.  539, 
110  Pac.  32,  626;  Reformed  Presby- 
terian Church  V.  McMillan,  31  Wash. 
643,  72  Pac.  502. 

[a]  Superior  courts  are  not  made 
probate  courts,  but  are  made  courts 
of  general  jurisdiction  of  ' '  all  matters 
of  probate."  Bayer  v.  Bayer,  83  Wash. 
430,  145  Pac.  433. 

[b]  The  superior  court,  while  sit- 
ting in  probate,  is  a  court  of  general 
jurisdiction,  having  power  to  bring  to 
its  aid  the  full  equitable  and  legal 
powers  with  which,  as  a  superior  court, 
it  is  invested.  It  has  power  to  hear 
and  determine  in  the  mode  provided 
by  law  .all  questions  the  determination 
of  which  ia  ancillary  to  a  proper  judg- 
ment. But  it  must  follow  the  mode 
of  procedure  prescribed  by  statute  and 
can  only  determine  those  questions 
arising  in  the  estate  which  it  is  author 
ized  to  do.  In  re  Estate  of  Bell,  168 
Cal.  253,  141  Pac.   1179. 

[c]  The  superior  court  exercises  in 
probate  matters  a  special  and  limiteil 
jurisdiction,  in  the  sense  that  its  juris- 
diction is  limited  by  the  modft  and 
procedure  prescribed  by  the  statute. 
In  re  Ryder's  Estate,  141  Cal.  366,  74- 
Pac.  993. 

[d]  Procedure. — "When  the  court, 
sitting  in  a  probate  proceeding,  dis- 
covers in  a  petition  the  statement  of 
facts  which  forms  the  basis  of  a  con- 
troversy, we  see  no  reason  why  it  may 
not  settle  the  issues  thereunder  when 
an  appearance  has  been  made  thereto, 
and  then  proceed  to  try  it  in  a  proper 
manner,  as  any  other  civil  cause.  The 
court  may  require  the  proceeding  to 
be  separately  docketed,  if,  when  the 
issues  are  formed,  it  appears  to  be 
■such  as  should  be  thus  docketed.  .  .  . 
Under  our  liberal  practice  as  to  the 
form  of  actions,  the  petition  could 
be  treated  as  in  the  nature  of  a  com- 
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plaint.  The  issues  could  be  framed 
thereunder,  and  the  cause  tried  with- 
out requiring  another  statement  Qf  the 
same  facts  under  some  other  form  or 
name.  If  it  developed  that  it  was 
not  properly  a  probate  proceeding,  it 
would  not  be  treated  as  such."  Fil- 
ley  V.  Murphy,  30  Wash.  1,  80  Pae.  107. 
[e]  The  existence  of  a  partnership 
may  be  determined  on  an  application 
'by  the  surviving  partner  to  administer 
the  estate,  although  denied  by  the  ad- 
ministrator. State  ex  rel.  Keasal  v. 
Superior  Court,  76  Wash.  291,  304, 
136  Pac.  147. 

22.  See  the  title  "Wills." 

23.  See  6   Standard  Proc.  502. 
Appointment    of    administrators   for 

estates  of  tribal  Indians,  see  12  Stand- 
ard Proc.  41. 

24.  In  re  Jarboe'a  Estate,  227  Mo. 
59,  127  S.  W.  26.  See  6  Standard 
Proc.  526,  et  seq. 

25.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  918. 

26.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  932. 

27.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  626. 

28.  See  7  Standard  Proc.  867. 

29.  See  10  Standard  Proc  779,  and 
8  Standard  Proc.  408. 

Proceedings  to  terminate  guardian- 
ship, see  10  Standard  Proc.  809. 

Jurisdiction  of  accountings  and  set- 
tlements between  guardian  and  ward, 
see  10  Standard  Pkoc.  826. 

Jurisdiction  over  actions  relative  to 
guardianship  matters,  see  10  Standard 
Peoc.  856. 

Jurisdiction  over  claims  against  the 
estate  of  wards,  see  10  Standard  Proc 
853. 

Guardianship    of    incompetent^    see 

12  Standard  Proc  14. 
Guardianship  of  insane  persons,  see 

13  Standard  Proc  498. 
Guardianship    of    Indians,     see     12 

Standard  Proc  41. 

Appointment  and  settlement  in  var 
cation,  etc.,  see  16  Standard  Proc 
630. 

30.  See  13  Standard  Proc  438,  573. 

31.  See  13  Standard  Pboc  446. 
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homesteads,^^  and  to  sell  property  of  infants,^'  and  insane  persons.^* 
B.  Equitable  Powers  and  Jurisdiction.  —  Probate  courts  are  not 
courts  of  equity,^°  and  have  no  general  cliancery  jurisdiction,  and  no 
jurisdiction  over  purely  equitable  matters.^*  But,  in  the  perform- 
ance of  duties  devolved  upon  them,  they  often  administer  according 
to  equitable  principles,  and  have,  it  has  been  held,  full  equity  powers 
necessary  to  the  settlement  and  distribution  of  the  estate.'^     As  a 


32.     See  11   Standard  Proc.   387. 
83.     See  12   Standard  Proc.   812. 
In  vacation,  see  16  Standard  Proc. 
630. 

34.  See  13  Standard  Proc.  573. 

35.  Jones  v.  Graiam,  36  Ark.  383, 
405;  In  re  Estate  of  Connor,  254  Mo. 
65,  80,  162  fe.  W.  252,  49  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   1108. 

36.  XJ.  S.— Clayton  v.  Utah  Terri- 
tory, 132  U:  S.  632,  10  Sup.  Ct.  190, 
33  L.  ed.  455;  Ferris  v.  Higley,  20 
Wall.  375,  22  L.  ed.  383  (under  Utah 
practice) ;  Eddy  v.  Eddy,  168  Fed.  590, 
93  C.  C.  A.  586.  Ga. — Pope  v.  hee, 
138  Ga.  536,  75  S.  E.  632.  Idaho. 
Dewey  v.  Sehreiher  Imp.  Co.,  12  Idaho 
280,  85  Pao.  921,  holding  a  statute 
giving  them  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
liens  to  be  unconstitutional.  111. — Stin- 
son  V.  Andrews,  166  111.  App.  92;  Teel 
V.  Mills,  117  m.  App.  97;  Wheeler 
V.  Wheeler,  105  111.  App.  48;  Northern 
Trust  Co.  V.  Marsh,  98  111.  App.  596, 
605.  Kan. — Boss  v.  Woollard,  75  Kan. 
383,  89  Pac.  680,  the  probate  court  has 
no  equitable  jurisdiction.  Mass. — ^Bailey 
V.  Dillon,  186  Mass.  244,  71  N.  E. 
538,  66  L.  E.  A.  427.  Minn.— State 
■ex  rel.  Union  Nat.  Bani  v.  Probate 
Court,  103  Minn.  325,  115  N.  W.  173. 
Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Fleming  v.  Shackel- 
ford, 263  Mo.  52,  172  S.  W.  347;  In  re 
Estate  of  Connor,  254  Mo.  65,  80,  162 
S.  W.  252,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1108; 
Lietmau's  Estate  v.  Lietman,  149  Mo. 
112,  50  S.  W.  307,  73  Am.  St.  Eep. 
374;  In  re  Glover's  Estate,  127  Mo. 
153,  29  S.  W.  982;  Burckhartt  v.  Self- 
rieh's  Admr.,  77  Mo.  376.  Neb. — In  re 
Wilson's  Estate,  97  Neb.  780,  151  N. 
W.  316;  Mattheis  v.  Fremont  E.  &  M. 
"V.  E.  Co.,  53  Neb.  681,  74  N.  W.  30; 
Wilson  V.  Coburn,  35  Neb.  530,  53  N. 
W.  466.  N.  Y.— Matter  of  Schnabel, 
202  N.  Y.  134,  95  N.  E.  698;  In  re 
Ziegler,  161  App.  Dlv.  589,  146  N.  Y. 
Supp.  881.  Ohio. — Gilliland  v.  Sellers' 
Admrs.,  2  Ohio  St.  223.  Okla. — State 
Capital  Printing  Co.  v.  Grant,  8  Okla. 
229  56  Pae  957.  Ore. — Hillman  v. 
Young,  64  Ore.  73,  127  Pae.  793,  129 


Pac.  124.  Pa. — ^Power  v.  Grogan,  232 
Pa.  387,  81  Atl.  416;  In  re  Ake's  Ap- 
peal,   74   Pa.    116. 

[a]  Probate  courts  have  no  juris- 
diction of  suits  (1)  to  enforce  liens 
(Dewey  v.  Sohreiber  Imp.  Co.,  12  Idaho 
280,  85  Pac.  921),  or  (2)  to  order  an 
accounting  (Northern  Trust  Co.  ■». 
Marsh,  98  111.  App.  596,  605),  or  (3) 
to  determine  conflicting  claims  to  the 
income  of  a  trust  and  compel  execu- 
tion of  the  trust  according  to  the  will 
(Hayes  v.  Hayes,  48  N.  H.  219),  or 
(4)  to  set  aside  ,an  agreement  not  to 
contest  a  will  (Tell  v.  Mills,  117  111. 
App.  97),  or  (5)  to  appoint  a  receiver 
(Miss. — Scott  V.  Searles,  5  Smed.  &  M. 
25.  Okla. — Garrett  v.  National  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  15  Okla.  226,  81  Pac.  422; 
Garrett  v.  London  &  L.  Fire  Ins.  Co., 
15  Okla.  222,  81  Pac.  421.  Pa.— Power 
V.  Grogan,  232  Pa.  387,  81  Atl.  416), 
or  (6)  to  establish  and  enforce  a  trust 
{In  re  O 'Callaghan 'a  Appeal,  64  N.  J. 
Eq.  287,  51  Atl.  64),  or  (7)  to  can- 
cel a  creditor's  mortgage  (Gilliland  v. 
Sellers'  Admrs.,  2  Ohio  St.  223),  or 
(8)  to  entertain  actions  to  annul  and 
vacate  judgments  (State  Capital  Print- 
ing Co.  V.  Grant,  8  Okla.  239.  56  Pac. 
957;  Weyand  v.  Weller,  39  Pa.  413), 
or  (9)  to  classify  a  demand  against 
the  estate  on  equitable  grounds  con- 
trary to  statute.  Burckhartt  v.  Helf- 
rich's  Admr.,  77  Mo.  376. 

[b]  A  continuing  trust  cannot  be 
administered  by  an  orphan's  court. 
In  re  Hagerstown  Trust  Co.,  119  Md. 
224,  86  Atl.  982,  citing  local  cases. 

[c]  Settlement  of  accounts  of  part- 
nership between  decedent  and  another 
is  not  within  jurisdiction  of  a  probate 
court.  Morris  v.  Stroude,  123  Ark.  313, 
185  S.  W.  451. 

37.  Cai.—In  re  Estate  of  Bell,  168 
Cal.  253,  141  Pac.  1179;  Toland  v. 
Earl,  129  Cal.  148,  61  Pac.  914,  79 
Am.  St.  Eep.  100;  In  re  Heeney's  Es- 
tate, 3  Cal.  App.  548,  86  Pac.  842, 
Colo. — Marshall  v  Marshall,  11  Colo. 
App.  505,  510,  53  Pao.  617.  Conn. 
In  re  Ashmead's  Appeal,  27  Conn.  241; 
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general  rule  a  probate  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  suits 
the  sole  basis  of  which  is  a  demand  for  equitable  relief,  even  though 
it  may  incidentally  pertain  to  some  matter  of  probate  jurisdiction.'* 
But  in  some  states  where  the  probate  courts^ are  given  complete  and 
exclusive  jurisdiction  in  probate  matters,  it  has  been  held  that  suits 
in  equity  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  proceedings  for  the  settlement 
of  decedent's  estates  and  having  no  further  object  than  to  procure 
or  advance  such  settlement,  must  be  brought  in  the  probate  court.^' 


Bafley  v.  Strong,  8  Conn,  278.  Ga. 
Lester  v.  Toole,  20  Ga.  App.  381,  93 
S.  E.  55,  the  power  of  the  court  of 
ordinary  is  as  broad  as  that  of  a 
court  of  equity  in  the  settlement  of 
an  estate.  HI. — Eowden  v.  Meisinger, 
164  111.  App.  125;  Wheeler  v.  Wheeler, 
105  111.  App.  48;  Northern  Trust  Co. 
V.  Marsh,  98  111.  App.  596,  605.  Ind. 
Chamness  v.  Chamness,  53  Ind.  App. 
'  225,  101  N.  B.  323,  circuit  court  in 
probate  can  determine  legal  or  equit- 
able questions.  Mich. — Brooks  v.  Har- 
grave,  179  Mich.  136,  146,  146  N.  W. 
325.  Minn. — State  ex  r-el.  Benz  v.  Pro- 
bate Court,  133  Minn.  124,  155  N.  W. 
906,  158  N.  W.  234.  Mo.— /»  re  Es- 
tate of  Connor,  254  Mo.  65,  80,  162 
S.  W.  252,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1108; 
State  ex  rel.  Baker  v.  Bird,  253  Mo. 
569,  580,  162  S.  W.  119,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915C,  353;  Hess  v.  Sandner  (Mo. 
App.),  198  S.  W.  1125;  Graham  v.  Wil- 
son (Mo.  App.),  185  S.  W.  1160.  Neb. 
In  re  Wilson's  Estate,  97  Neb.  780, 
151  N.  W.  316;  Williams  v.  Miles,  63 
Neb.  859,-  89  N.  W.  451;  Wilson  v. 
Coburn,  35  Neb.  530,  53  N.  W.  466. 
N.  Y. — In  re  Hoffman's  Will,  165  App. 
Div.  252,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  776  (sur- 
rogates' courts  have  only  such  equit- 
able powers  as  are  necessary  for  dis- 
charge of  statutory  duties);  In  re 
Kenny,  92  Misc.  330,  156  N.  Y.  Supp. 
827;  In  re  Brewster,  92  Misc.  339,  156 
N.  Y.  Supp.  588,  under  express  statute. 
V*..—In  T<e  Ake's  Appeal,  74  Pa.  116; 
In  re  Dundas'  Appeal,  64  Pa.  325,  the 
orphans'  court  is  strictly  a  court  of 
equity  within  the  limits  of  its  juris- 
diction. Wis. — Brook  v.  Chappell,  34 
Wis.  405. 

[a]  A  probate  court  may  exercise 
all  the  powers  of  a  court  of  general 
jurisdiction,  either  legal  or  equitable, 
which  pertain  to  a  subject  over  which 
it  is  given  jurisdiction.  Williams  v. 
Miles,  63  Neb.  859,  866,  89  N.  W. 
451. 

[b]  A  superior  court  sitting  in  pro- 
bate   may    bring    to    its    aid    the    full 
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equitable  and  legal  powers  with  which, 
as  the  superior  court,  it  is  invested. 
In  re  Estate  of  Bell,  168  Cal.  253,  141 
Pac.  1179;  Burris  v.  Kennedy,  108  Cal. 
331,  41  Pac.  458. 

[c]  County  courts  have  only  such 
equity  jurisdiction  as  is  incidental  to 
their  general  powers  of  adjudicating 
claims  against  estates,  But  their  equit- 
able powers  do  not  extend  to  cases 
where  third  parties  must  be  brought 
into  court  and  conflicting  interests 
composed  and  settled.  Marshall  v.  Mar- 
shall, 11  Colo.  App.   505,  53  Pac.   617. 

[d]  The  ancillary  powers  of  an 
equity  court  are  not  given  to  the  or- 
phan's court.  Brinker  v.  Brinker,  7 
Pa.   53. 

[e]  The  rule  in  equity  (1)  that 
when  rightfully  possessed  of  a  cause, 
it  can  make  a  complete  end  of  the 
controversy  does  not  apply  to  orphans' 
courts.  In  re  Ake's  Appeal,  74  Pa. 
116,  (2)  But  a  superior  court  sit- 
ting in  probate  has  jurisdiction  to  de- 
cide the  whole  controversy.  Sloan  v. 
West,  63   Wash.   623,   116  Pac.   272. 

[f]  Jurisdiction  to  compel  specific 
performance  of  contracts  of  decedents 
for  sale  i^f  real  estate  is  conferred  by 
statute,  but  this  does  not  authorize  a 
decree  against  the  estate  for  the  bal- 
ance due  when  the  amount  of  pur- 
chase money  was  overpaid.  In  re. 
Ake's  Appeal,   74   Pa.   116. 

[g]  An  application  to  secure  return 
of  purchase  money  paid  at  a  guard- 
ian's sale,  for  fraud,  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court  which 
ordered  the  sale.  Stanton  v.  Johnson's 
Estate,  177  Mo.  App.  54,  163  S.  W. 
296. 

[h]  The  court  cannot  violate  or  dis- 
regard a  statute  in  applying  equit- 
able principles.  Graham  v.  Wilson  (Mo. 
App.),  185   S.   W.   1160. 

38.  State  ex  rel.  Baker  v.  Bird,  253 
Mo.  569,  580,  162  S.  W.  119,  Ann 
Cas.  1915C,  353.  See  also  Hess  v. 
Sandner   (Mo.  App.),  198   S.  W.   1125. 

39.  Youngson  v.  Bond,  69  Neb.  356, 
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Statutes  sometimes  give  probate  courts  concurrent  jurisdiction  in 
equity  of  all  matters  relative  to  the  administration  of  estates,  to  wills 
and  testamentary  trusts.*" 

C.  Over  Eeal  and  Personal  Property.  —  Probate  courts  have  no 
constitutional  or  inherent  jurisdiction  over  land  for  any  purpose 
whatever,  but  have  only  such  special  constitutional  power  as  is  ex- 
pressly conferred  upon  them.*^  It  is  a  general  rule  that  probate  courts 
have  no  jurisdiction  to  try.  disputed  questions  of  title  to  real*^  or 


95  N.  W.  700;  Sprinkle  v.  Hutchinson, 
66  N.  C.  450. 

[a]  A  suit  to  construe  a  will  (1) 
to  enable  the  representative  to  settlo 
the  estate  is  within  the  exclusive  juris- 
diction of  the  county  court.  Toung- 
son  V.  Bond,  69  Neb.  356,  95  N.  W. 
700.  To  same  effect,  Swasey  v. 
Jaques,  144  Mass.  135,  10  N.  E.  758, 
59  Am.  Eep.  65.  Compare  Ford  v.  Tal- 
mage,  36  Mo.  App.  65.  See  the  title 
"Wills."  (2)  But  a  suit  by  trustees 
under  a  will  after  settlement  of  the 
estate,  to  obtain  a  construction  of  the 
provisions  of  the  will  relating  to  their 
trust,  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  an 
equity  court.  Youngson  v.  Bond,  69 
Neb.   356,   95  N.  W.   700. 

40.  Abbott  V.  Gaskins,  181  Mass. 
501,  63  N.  E.  933  (construing  stat- 
ute); Green  v.  Gaskill,  175  Mass.  265, 
56  N.  E.  560;  Bennett  v.  Kimball,  175 
Mass.  199,  55  N.  E.  893;  Nathan  v. 
Nathan,  166  Mass.  294,  44  N.  E.  221; 
Swasey  v.  Jaques,  144  Mass.  135,  If 
N.  E.  758,  59  Am.  Eep.  65. 

[a]  Bills  not  entertainable  by  the 
superior  or  the  supreme  judicial  cout*- 
cannot  be  entertained  by  the  probate 
court.  Green  v.  Gaskill,  175  Mass. 
265,  56  N.  B.  560. 

[b]  Where  Relief  Can  Be  Granted 
on  Probate  Side. — Th«  probate  court 
on  its  equity  side  cannot  do  anything 
with  reference  to  trusts  which  it  can 
do  under  its  probate  jurisdiction  only. 
Green  v.  Gaskill,  175  Mass.  265,  56 
N.  E.  560. 

[e]  Accounting  of  Trustees. — Testa- 
mentary trustees  appointed  by  a  pro- 
bate court  have  a  right  to  have  their 
accounts  adjusted  on  the  probate  side 
of  the  probate  court.  Green  v.  Gas- 
kill, 175  Mass.  265,  56  N.  E.  560,  cit- 
ing local  cases. 

41.  Hollman  v.  Bennett,  44  Mias. 
322. 

Jurisdiction  to  decree  partition,  see 
the  title  "Partition." 

42.  IT.   S. — Eich  v,  Victoria  Copper 


Min.   Co.,   147   Fed.   380,   77   C.    C.   A. 
558.      Cai. — In    re    Klumpke's    Estate, 
167    Cal.    415,    139    Pac.    1062; ,  In    re 
Estate  of  Niccolls,   164  Cal.   368,  373, 
129    Pao.    278;    Anderson    v.    Fisk,    41 
Cal.  308.     Colo. — Marshall  v.  Marshall, 
11    Colo.   App.   505,   511,   53   Pac.   617. 
Haw.— See  Keahi  v.  Bishop,  3  Hawaii 
546.     Idaho. — In  re    Blackinton's    Es- 
tate, 29  Idaho  310,  158  Pac.  492.     la. 
Mullen  «.  Callanan,  167  Iowa  367,  149 
Is.  W.  516;  Matheson  v.  Matheson,  139 
Iowa   511,   117   N.   W.    755,    18   L.   E. 
A.    (N.    S.)     1167.      Ka-n.— Byerly     v. 
Eadie,   95    Kan.   400,    148    Pac.     757; 
Aetna  Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn.  v.  Hobson, 
82   Kan.   857,   108   Pac.   79;    Cooper  v. 
Armstrong,    3    Kan.    78.       La. — Schick 
v.    Oorbett,    52   La.    Ann.    180,    26    So. 
862;   Kemp  v.  Kemp,  15  La.  517.    Md. 
"Wingert    v.    State,    125    Md.    536,    94 
i  Atl.  166.     Mich. — Mifchell  v.  Bay  Pro- 
j  bate  Judge,  155  Mich.  550,  119  N.  W. 
I  916.     Mont. — In   re   Dolenty's    Estate, 
53    Mont.    33,    161     Pac.     524.'      Neb. 
I  Fischer  v.   Sklenar,  101   Neb.  553,   163 
'  N.    W.    861    (under    statute) ;    Best   v. 
Grolapp,   69   Neb.   811,   96   N.    W.   641. 
99  N.   W.   837;   Youngson  v.   Bond,   60 
,  Neb.   356,   95   N.   W.    700;    Garmire   V. 
I  Willy,    36    Neb.    340,    54    N.    W.    563. 
N.   H. — Pickering   v.   Pickering,   21   N 
H.   537.     N.  Y.— Matter    of    Trotter's 
Will,   182   N.   Y.   465,   75   N.    E.     305 
I  (under    statute);    Kastrich   v.    Piloher, 
I  171   App.   Div.   470,   157   N.   Y.    Supp. 
613;   In  re  Lampson's   Will,   22   Misc. 
198,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.   576.     Vs..— In  r» 
Ludwick's    Estate,    225    Pa.    548,    lOW 
Atl.  448,  133  Am.  St.  Eep.  892;  In  re 
'  Spencer 's  Estate,  227  Pa.  469,  76  Atl 
!  172.     Tex.— Groesbeck  v.  Groesbeck.  78 
I  Tex.    664,    14    S.    W.    792;     Hamm    v. 
!  Hutchins,    19    Tex.    Civ.   App.    209,   46 
j  S.    W.    87.'*, 

Jurisdiction  to  construe  wills  devis- 

1  ing  realty,  see  the  title  "Wills." 

I      [a]     "The   power  to    decide    what 

shall  be  done  with  property  owned  by 

a  decedent  does  not  include  the  power 

to  decide  what  property  the  decedent 
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personal*^  property.  But,  if  the  question  of  title  arises  incidentally 
or  collaterally,**  or  if  the  present  title  is  not  involved,*^  the  probate 
court  has  jurisdiction.  Generally  the  validity  of  any  claim  of  title 
adverse  to  that  of  the  estate,  cannot  be  determined  in  a  probate 
court,*^  but  under  some  circumstances  the  question  of  ownership  may 


owned. ' '    Powers  v.  Scharling,  76  Kan. 
855,  92  Pae.   1099. 

[b]  Controversies  between  heirs  and 
persons  claiming  from  them  by  reason 
of  transactions  between  them  cannot 
be  determined  by  a  probate  court. 
Pobberstein  v.  Murphy,  44  Minn.  526, 
47  N.  W.  171;  Farnham  v.  Thompson, 
34  Minn.   330,  26  N.    W.  9. 

43.  Ark. — Fowler  v.  Frazier,  116 
Ark.  350,  172  S.  W.  875;  Shane  v. 
Dickson,  111  Ark.  353,  357,  163  S.  W. 
1140.  Kan. — Tockey  v.  Yockey,  95 
Kan.  519,  148  Pac.  665;  Gille  v.  Em- 
mons, 91  Kan.  462,  138  Pac.  608.  Md. 
Pratt  V.  HOI,  124  Md.  252,  92  Atl. 
543;  Daugherty  v.  Daugherty,  82  Md. 
229,  33  Atl.  541.  Mich.— Mitchell  v. 
Bay  Probate  Judge,  155  Mich.  550,  119 
N.  W.  916.  N.  J. — Heyer  v.  SulUvan 
(N.  J.  Eq.),  102  Atl.  248;  In  re  Camp- 
field's  Estate  (N.  J.  Eq.),  98  Atl.  381. 
N.  Y. — Fribourg  v.  Emigrants  Ind.  Sav. 
Bank,  168  App.  Div.  816,  154  N.  Y. 
Supp.  532;  In  re  Hoffman's  Will,  165 
App.  rWv.  252,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  776; 
In  re  Hess'  Estate,  85  Misc.  659,  148 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1054.  Pa.— 2m  r.e  "Williams' 
Estate,  236  Pa.  259,  84  Atl.  848;  Odd 
Fellows'  Sav.  Bank's  Appeal,  123  Pa. 
356,  16  Atl.  606.  Tex.— White  v.  White, 
11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  113,  32  S.  W.  48. 

[a]  Power  to  try  title  to  personalty 
not  in  possession  of  deceased  at  his 
death  is  not  within  jurisdiction  of  a 
surrogate's  court.  In  re  Hoffman's 
Will,  165  App.  Div.  252,  150  N.  Y. 
Bupp.   776. 

Lb]  A  delivery  to  the  owner  of 
property  wrongfully  taken  by  the  ad- 
ministrator as  part  of  the  estate  is 
not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  sur- 
rogate. Marston  v.  Paulding,  10  Paige 
(N.   Y.)    40. 

[c]  A  sumiuary  proceeding  lu  a 
probate  court  for  discovery  and  to 
compel  delivery  of  property  is  not  a 
proper  remedy  to  try  contested  rights 
to  property  ,as  between  the  representa- 
tive of  the  estate  and  others.  Moore 
V.  Brandenburg,  248  111.  232,  240,  93 
N.  E.  733,  140  Am.  St.  Eep.  206;  Mar- 
tin V.  Martin,  170  111.  18,  49  N.  E. 
694;  Dinsmoor  v.  Bressler,  164  111.  211, 
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821,  45  N.  E.  1086;  Humbarger  v.  Hum- 
barger,  72  Kan.  412,  83  Pae.  1095,  115 
Am.  St.  Eep.  204. 

44.  Kan. — ^Hartwig  v.  Flynn,  79 
Kan.  595,  100  Pac.  642.  La. — Schick 
V.  Corbett,  52  La.  Ann.  180,  26  So. 
862.  Neb. — Youngson  v.  Bond,  69  Neb. 
356,  95  N.  W.  700;  Stout  v.  Rapp,  17 
Neb.  462,  23  N.   W.  364. 

45.  Morse  v.  Morse,  42  Ind.  365; 
Youngson  v.  Bond,  69  Neb,  356,  95 
N.  W.  700. 

[a]  The  construction  of  a  will  and 
the  determination  of  the  effect  of  a 
devise  of  land  so  far  as  is  necessary 
to  give  proper  directions  to  a  per- 
sonal representative  do  not  involve  the 
present  title  to  land  within  the  rule, 
foungson  v.  Bond,  69  Neb.  356.  95 
N.  W.  700.  See  generally  the  title 
"Wills." 

[b]  In  determining  who  are  the 
heirs  of  ,a  decedent,  the  court  does 
not  determine  title  to  property.  Keahi 
V.  Bishop,  3  Hawaii  546,  552;  Fisoher 
V.  Sklenar,  101  Neb.  553,  163  N.  W. 
861. 

46.  Ark. — Shane  v.  Dickson,  111 
Ark.  353,  357,  163  S.  W.  1140;  Pancher 
V.  Kenner,  110  Ark.  117,  161  S.  W, 
166.  Cal. — In  re  Klumpke's  Estate, 
167  Cal.  415,  139  Pac.  1062;  In  re 
Estate  of  Niccolls,  164  Cal.  368,  373, 
129  Pae.  278,  280.  Kan.— Gille  v.  Em- 
mons, 91  Kan.  a62,  138  Pae.  608;  Hart- 
wig  V.  Plynu,  79  Kan.  595,  100  Pac. 
642.  Md.— Pratt  v.  Hill,  124  Md.  252, 
92  Atl.  543;  Fowler  v.  Brady,  110  Md 
204j  73  Atl.  15.  Mo.— Garver's  Estate 
V.  Eichardson,  77  Mo.  App.  459.  Ore. 
Harrington  v.  Jones,  53  Ore.  237,  99 
Pae.  935.  Pa.— See  In  re  Williams' 
Estate,  236  Pa.  259,  84  Atl.  848.  Tex. 
Wise  v.  O'Malley,  60  Tex.  588.  Wash. 
Stewart  v.  Lohr,  1  Wash.  341,  25  Pac. 
457,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  150. 

[a]  Either  against  an  administra- 
tor claiming  the  property  in  his  own 
right  or  a  stranger  to  the  estate,  title 
to  land  or  personalty  cannot  be  tried 
in  a  probate  court.  Mitchell  n.  Bay 
Probate  Judge,  155  Mich.  550,  119  N. 
W.  916. 


PkOBATE  COURTS 


651 


be  determined  by  such  a  court  for  certain  purposes  at  least,*'  as  where 
the  property  has  been  made  a  part  of  the  estate  and  there  is  no  sub- 
stantial dispute,*'  or  the  claimant  has  voluntarily  submitted  his  claim 
to  the  probate  court.**  Claims  to  property  as  between  those  interested 
in  the  estate  may  be  adjudieated,^"  and  the  prima  facie  title  of  the 
estate  to  property  may  be  determined  in  a  proceeding  to  compel  an 
inventory  of  omitted  property.'^ 

A  probate  court  can  order  the  sale  of  land  belonging  to  the  estate 
to  pay  debts  of  the  estate,^^  and  set  aside  a  sale  of  real  estate  made 
under  a  testamentary  power."'  But  after  property  has  been  set  apart 
as  a  homestead,  the  probate  court  ceases  to  have  jurisdiction  over  it.°* 

D.  Over  Claims  Against  Third  Persons.  —  The  probate  court 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  validity  of  a  debt  by  a  third  per- 
son to  the  estate. "^ 

IV.  JURISDICTION  OF  COURTS  OP  EQUITY  AND  PROBATE 
COMPARED.  —  A.  Generallt.  —  Equity  has  a  jurisdiction  of  pro- 
bate matters  more  or  less  extensive,  depending  upon  the  statutes  of 
the  forUm.®®     The  constitutions  and  statutes  creating  probate  courts 


47.  See  In  re  Williams'  Estate,  236 
Pa.   259,   84  Atl.   848. 

[a]  On  a  petition  to  compel  a  for- 
mer administrator  to  deliver  certain 
property  to  his  successor  the  court  may 
determine  whether  the  property  is  his 
individual  property  or  the  property  of 
the  estate.  Pilley  v.  Murphy,  31  Wash. 
1,  70  Pae.  107. 

48.  In  re  Williams'  Estate,  236  Pa. 
259,  84  Atl.  848,  where  the  represen- 
tative wrongfully  parted  with  the 
property  to  one  whose  title  was  only 
colorable. 

[a]  A  mere  denial  of  ownership  by 
the  deceased  of  property  in  his  pos- 
session will  not  oust  the  probate  court 
of  jurisdiction.  The  court  may  in- 
vestigate to  ascertain  if  the  denial 
is  in  good  faith  and  if  a  substantial 
dispute  exists.  But  it  cannot  go  be- 
yond that.  In  re  Williams'  Estate, 
■236  Pa.  259,  271,  84  A.tl.  848;  In  re 
Cutler's  Estate,   225   Pa.   167,   73   Atl 

nil. 

49.  In  re  Turner's  Estate,  244  Pa. 
568,  90  Atl.  916;  In  re  Williams'  Es- 
tate, 236  Pa.  259,  84  Atl.  848  (review- 
ing local  eases);  In  re  Hermann's 
Estate,  226  Pa.  543,  75  Atl.  731;  In  re 
Crosetti's  Estate,  211  Pa.  490,  60  Atl. 
108i. 

50.  111. — In  re  Bennett's  Estate, 
168  Til.  App.  658.  Minn. — ^Farnham  v. 
Thompson,  34  Minn.  330,  26  N.  W. 
9-.  57  Am.  Eep.  59.  Wash. — Stewart 
V.  liohr,  1  Wash.  341,  25  Pae.  457,  22 
Am.  St.  Eep.  150. 


[a]  Compare  Garver*s  Estate  v. 
Eichardson,  77  Mo.  App.  459,  holding 
probate  courts  cannot  pass  upon  ths 
rights  or  claims  of  one  heir  or  legatee 
to  th«  portion  coming  to  another 
either  by  law  or  devise. 

[b]  Extent  of  Power. — The  power 
to  determine  claims  to  property  as  be- 
tween those  interested  in  the  estate 
only  goes  to  the  extent  of  determining 
their  relative  interests  as  derived  from 
the  estate  and  not  to  an  interest 
claimed  adversely  thereto.  Stewart  v. 
Lohr,  1  Wash.  341,  25  Pae.  457,  22 
Am.   St.   Eep.  150. 

[e]  The  probate  court  may  deter- 
mine to  whom  an  estate  passes,  and  in 
what  proportions.  Farnham  v.  Thomp- 
son, 34  Minn.  330,  26  N.  W.  9,  57 
Am.   Eep.   59. 

51.  See  6  Standard  Peoc.  525. 

52.  Hamm  v.  Hutching,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  209,  46  S.  W.  873.  See  6  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  543. 

53.  In  re  Schnebly's  Estate,  249  Pa. 
208,  94  Atl.  827;  In  re  Spencer's  Es- 
tate, 227  Pa.  469,  76  Atl.  172;  In  re 
Dundas'  Appeal,  64  Pa.  325. 

54.  See  II  Standaed  Peoc.  389,  390, 
397. 

55.  In  re  Duffy,  127  App.  Div.  74, 
111  N.  Y.  Supp.  77;  Meeks  v.  Meeks, 
122  App.  Div.  461,  106  N.  T.  Supp. 
907;  Van  Valkenburg  v.  Lasher,  53 
Hun  594,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  775,  25  N.  Y. 
St.  291. 

56.  See  Moiilton  v.  Smith,  16  E.  I. 
126,  12  Atl.  891,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  728. 
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do  not  oust  equity  of  its  "jurisdiction  in  connection  with  the  admin- 
istration and  settlement  of  estates,  except  in  so  far  as  they  have  done 
so  by  express  negative  language  or  by  necessary  implication  from 
affirmative  language  conferring  exclusive  power  on  the  probate 
courts."^  The  statutes  fall  into  three  general  classes,  those  in  which 
equity  and  probate  courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction,  those  in  which 
probate  courts  have  exclusive  jurisdiction,  and  those  in  which  equity 
may  be  said  to  have  auxiliary  jurisdiction,  "this  classification  is  some- 
what arbitrary  and  it  is  often  difficult  to  classify  a  state,  as  the 
practice  in  each  varies  considerably.^*  But  however  extensive  this 
jurisdiction  may  be,  it  does  not  extend  to  the  probate  of  wills 
whether  of  real  or  personal  estate,^^  or  the  setting  aside  of  probate 
of  wills,*"  or  to  the  appointment*^  and  discharge"^  of  administrators 
and  executors. 

B.  "Where  Equity  and  Probate  Courts  Have  Concurrent  Juris- 
diction;*^—  In  the  above-mentioned  first  class  of  srtates,  probate 
courts  and  equity  courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  estates  of  deceased  persons,  although  frequently 
equity  will  refuse  to  exercise  its  jurisdiction  unless  there  are  special 
or  extraordinary  circumstances  existing.**     In  states   of  this 


As  to  equity  jurisdiction,  see  gen- 
erally 8  Standard  Proc.  412,  and  6 
Standard  Prog.  514,  595,  612. 

[a]  Basis  of  Jurisdiction. — (1)  It 
was  at  one  time  supposed  that  this 
jurisdiction  depended  solely  upon  the 
doctrine  of  constructive  trust.  But  it 
is  now  conceded  that  there  are  other 
sources  of  jurisdiction  collaterally 
connected  with  this,  such  as  the  neces- 
sity of  discovery,  and  taking  accounts, 
existing  frequently  in  very  cordpli- 
eated  forma.  Walker  v.  Morris,  14  Ga. 
323.  (2)  Equity  jurisdiction  was  based 
upon  the  ground  that  the  spiritual 
courts  were  unable  to  give  adequate 
relief.  Toland  v.  Earl,  129  Cal.  148, 
61  Pac.  914,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  100; 
Eosenberg  v.   Frank,  58   Cal.  387,  402. 

Epiuity  jurisdiction  of  wardships,  see 
8  Standard  Proc.  408. 

Equity  jurisdiction  in  case  of  legacies 
charged  on  land,  see  8  Standard  Proc. 
401. 

JuTisdiction  of  accounts  of  personal 
representatives^  see  6  Standard  Proc. 
595,    612. 

Equity  jurisdiction  to  construe  wills, 
see  the  title  "WiUs." 

57.  3  Pomeroy  Eq.  Jur.,  §1153,  and 
the  following  cases:  Ala. — G-ould  v. 
Hayes,  19  Ala.  438.  Cal. — Eosenberg 
V.  Frank,  58  Cal.  387.  Colo. — People 
ex  rel.  Porteus  v.  Barton,  16  Colo.  75, 
26  Pac.  149;  Marshall  v.  Marshall,  11 
Colo.   App.   505,   53   Pac.   617.     Mont. 
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Burns  v.  Smith,  21  Mont.  251,  264,  53 
Pac.  742,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  653.  S.  C. 
Jordan  v.  Moses,  10  S.  C.  431.  Vt. 
Missionary  Society  v.  Eells,  68  Vt.  497, 
35  Atl.  463,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  888. 

58.  See  infra,  this  section,  and  see 
also  3  Pomeroy  Eq.  Jur.,  §1154. 

59.  Cal. — Eosenberg  v.  Prank,  58 
Cal.  387.  Md.— Bradley  v.  Bradley,  117 
Md.  515,  83  Atl.  446.  Neb.— Brown  v. 
Webster,  87  Neb.  788,  128  N.  W.  635. 
ST.  Y. — ^De  Coppet  v.  Cone,  199  N.  Y. 
56,  92  N.  E.  411,  139  Am.  St.  Eep. 
844.  Wis. — In  re  Jackman's  Will,  2ti 
Wis.  104. 

See  the  title  "Wills." 

[a]  Equity  will  not  recognize  or 
act  upon  a  will  until  it  has  been  pro- 
bated. Pratt  V.  Hargreaves,  76  Miss. 
955,  25  So.  658,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  551. 

60.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  286. 

61.  De  Coppet  v.  Cone,  199  N.  Y. 
56,  92  N.  E.  411,  139  Am.  St.  Eep. 
844;  Campbell  v.  Bank  of  Charleston. 
3  S.  C.  384.  Compare  Shown  v.  Mc- 
Mackin,  9  Lea  (Tenn.)  601,  42  Am. 
Eep.  680,  under  statute. 

62.  Campbell  v.  Bank  of  Charleston, 
3  S.  0.  384.  See  6  Standard  Proc. 
514. 

63.  See  17  Standard  Proc.  802. 

64.  U.  S. — Jennings  v.  Smith,  232 
Fed.  921,  under  Georgia  practice.  Ala. 
Hurt  V.  Hurt,  157  Ala.  126,  47  So. 
260;  Eensford  v.  Joseph  A.  Magnus  & 
Co.,   150   Ala.   288,   43   So.    853.      Fla. 
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when  a  chancery  court  once  takes  jurisdiction  of  an  administration 


Deaus  v.  Wilcoxon,  25  Fla.  980,  1024, 
7  So.  163;  Sanderson's  Admr.  v.  San- 
derson, 17  Fla.  820,  831.  See  also 
Eoburts  V.  Coram,  72  Fla.  225,  72  So. 
668;  Benedict  v.  Wilmarth,  46  Fla. 
535,  35  So.  84.  The  constitution  con- 
fers supervisory  and  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion upon  the  circuit  court  as  to  mat- 
ters pertaining  to  the  probate  juris- 
diction of  county  judges.  Opitz  v.  Mor- 
gan, 68  Fla.  469,  67  So.  67.  Ga.— A 
court  of  equity  and  the  court  of  ordi- 
nary have  concurrent  jurisdiction  for 
the  purpose  of  distributing  estates. 
McGowan    v.    Lufburrow,    82    Ga.    523, 

9  S.  E.  427,  14  Am.  St.  Eep.  178; 
Ewing  V.  Moses,  50  Ga.  264  (over  set- 
tlement of  accounts) ;  Walker  v.  Mor- 
ris. 14  Ga.  323;  Lester  v.  Toole,  20  Ga. 
App.  381,  93  S.  E.  55.  Equity  will 
not  interfere  with  the  regular  admin- 
istration of  estates,  except  upon  the 
application  of  the  representative  either 
for  the  construction  and  direction  or 
for  marshalling  of  the  assets;  or  upon 
the  application  of  any  person  inter- 
ested in  the  estate,  where  there  is 
danger  of  loss  or  other  injury  to  his 
interests.  Duggan  v.  Lamar,  101  Ga. 
760,  29  S.  E.  19.  See  also  Thompson 
V.  Orser,  105  Ga.  482,  30  S.  E.  626. 
HI.— Equity  will  take  jurisdiction  to 
administer  an  estate  only  under  un- 
usual circumstances.  Patterson  v.  Pat- 
terson, 251  111.  153,  95  N.  E.  1051; 
Moore  v.  Brandenburg,  248  111.  232,  93 
N.  E.  733,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  206;  Eow- 
den  V.  Meisinger,  164  111.  App.  125; 
Hill  V.  Tarbel,  91  111.  App.  272.  Miss. 
The  chancery  court  has  the  fullest 
jurisdiction  to  determine  all  matters 
relating  to  the  administration  of  es- 
tates. Owens  V.  Waddell,  87  Miss.  310, 
39  So.  459;  Hunt  v.  Potter,  58  Miss. 
96.  See  also  Buie  v.  Pollock,  55  Miss. 
309;  Brunini  v.  Pera,  54  Miss.  649; 
Bank  of  Mississippi  v.  Duncan,  52 
Miss.  740.    But  see  Green  v.  Creighton, 

10  Smed.  &  M.  159,  48  Am.  Deo.  742. 
A  chancery  court  administering  an 
estate  can  hear  and  determine  purely 
legal  demands  against  the  estate.  Hunt 
V.  Potter,  58  Miss.  96.  See  Clopton 
V.  Haughton,  57  Miss.  787.  Mont. 
Equity  and  probate  courts  have  con- 
current jurisdiction  of  a  suit  to  en- 
force a  contract  to  devise.  Burns  v. 
Smith,  21  Mont.  251,  53  Pac.  742,  69 
Am.  St.  Eep.  653.  N.  J.— Vaiden  v. 
Bdson,  85  N.  J,  Eq.  184,  95  Atl.  980; 


Vincent  v.  Vincent,  70  N.  J.  Eq.'  272, 
62  Atl.  700;  Coddingtbn  v.  Bispham's 
Exrs.,  36  N.  J.  Bq.  574;  Van  Mater 
V.  Sickler,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  483.  The  pro- 
priety of  taking  jurisdiction  is  within 
the  discretion  of  the  chancellor.  Vai- 
den V.  Edson,  85  N.  J.  Eq.  184,  95 
Atl.  980.  N.  0. — The  statute  gives  the 
superior  and  probate  courts  concurrent 
jurisdiction  to  settle  estates  and  sub- 
ject them  to  the  payment  of  debts. 
Shober  v.  Wheeler,  144  N.  C.  403,  57 
S.  E.  152;  Fisher  v.  Southern  Loan 
&  Trust  Co.,  138  N.  C.  90,  50  8.  E. 
592;  Pegram  v.  Armstrong,  82  N.  C. 
326;  Haywood  v.  Haywood,  79  N.  C. 
42.  Equity  can  set  aside  a  will  for 
fraud.  Sumner  v.  Staton,  151  N.  C. 
198,  65  S.  B.  902.  R.  I.— The  equity 
and  municipal  courts  have  concurrent 
jurisdiction  over  an  accounting  by  the 
executor.  Dean  v.  Eounds,  18  E.  I. 
436,  449,  27  Atl.  515,  28  Atl.  802. 
Equity  has  jurisdiction  of  a  bill  by 
an  administrator  of  a  deceased  ad- 
ministrator to  establish  a  lien  for  com- 
pensation, etc.  Moulton  v.  Smith,  16 
E.  L  126,  12  Atl.  891,  27  Am.  St.  Eep. 
728.  S.  C. — Jordan  v.  Moses,  10  S.  O. 
431.  See  also  Witte  Bros.  v.  Clarke, 
17  S.  C.  313.  Va.— Harris  v.  Wyatt, 
113  Va.  254,  74  S.  E.  189.  Suits  for 
legacies  are  brought  in  courts  of 
equity  only.  Nelson's  Admr.  v.  Corn- 
well,  11  Gratt.  (52  Va.)  724.  W.  Va. 
The  county  and  circuit  courts  have 
concurrent  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  to 
establish  a  lost  or  destroyed  will. 
Dower  13.  Seeds,  28  W.  Va.  113,  139, 
57  Am.  Eep.  646.  Equity  jurisdiction 
to  construe  wills  is  limited  and  special. 
Martin  v.  Martin,  52  W.  Va.  381,  44 
S.  E.  198.  Equity  may  appoint  a  re- 
ceiver to  take  charge  of  the  assets 
in  a  proper  case.  Buskirk  Bros.  v. 
Peck,  57  W.  Va.  360,  50  S.  E.  432. 
[a]  No  special  equity  need  be 
shown  to  justify  resort  to  equity  by 
any  interested  person  other  than  the 
personal  representative,  before  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  probate  coui;t  has 
attached,  by  the  institution  of  pro- 
ceedings having  substantially  the  same 
object.  But  if  instituted  afterwards, 
special  equities  must  be  shown.  Swoope 
V.  Swoope,  173  Ala.  157,  55  So.  418; 
Hardwick  v.  Hardwick,  164  Ala.  390, 
51  So.  389;  Eensford  v.  Joseph  A. 
Magnus  &  Co.,  150  Ala.  288,  43  So. 
853;  Bresler  v.  Bloom,  146  Ala.  504| 
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on  any  ground  of  equitable  interposition,  the  cause  will  be  retained 
and  the  administration  finally  settled  in  that  court.*' 


41  So.  1010;  Greenhood  v.  Greenhood, 
143  Ala.  440,  39  So.  299;  Noble  v. 
Tate,  119  Ala.  399,  24  So.  438;  Gould 
V.  Hayes,  19  Ala.  438. 

[b]  The  right  of  an.  heir  or  legatee 
to  have  the  administration  removed  to 
equity  (1)  without  assigning  any  rea- 
sons does  not  apply  to  removals  by  the 
personal  representative.  Swope  v. 
Swope,  178  Ala.  172,  59  So.  661;  Kirk- 
bride  V.  Kelly,  167  Ala.  570,  52  So. 
660;  Hurt  v.  Hurt,  157  Ala.  126,  47 
So.  260;  McNeill's  Admr.  v.  McNeill's 
Creditors,  36  Ala.  109,  76  Am.  Dec. 
320,  note.  (2)  The  fact, that  he  joins 
an  heir  as  complainant  is  immaterial. 
Kirkbride  v.  Kelly,  167  Ala.  570,  52 
So.  660. 

[c]  At  the  instance  of  a  represen- 
tative, equity  will  interfere  when  the 
trusts  of  a  will  are  doubtful,  or  where 
the  personal  representative  may  be 
embarrassed  in  their  execution,  or 
when  a  discovery  and  accounting  on 
the  part  of  some  of  the  distributees 
is  necessary.  Townsend  v.  Miles,  167 
Ala.  514,  52  So.  651;  Hurt  v.  Hurt, 
157  Ala.  126,  47  So.  260. 

[d]  Where  the  administration  in- 
volves the  settlement  of  partnership 
accounts,  equity  has  jurisdiction.  New- 
ell V.  Bradford,  187  Ala.  251,  65  So. 
800. 

[e]  Insolvency.  —  Where  executors 
have  reported  to  the  probate  court  the 
insolvency  of  the  estate,  ,a  bill  by 
a  creditor  to  remove  the  estate  to 
chancery  must  diacloae  some  special 
ground  of  equity.  J.  Pollock  &  Co. 
V.   Haigler,   195   Ala.   522,   70   So.   258. 

[f]  Marshaling  Assets. — A  bill 
praying  the  direction  of  the  court  in 
the  marshaling  of  the  assets  is  sus- 
tainable only  where  from  complica,tion 
of  affairs,  the  administration  of  the 
estate  is  unsafe.  Adams  v.  Dixon,  1^ 
Ga.  513,  65  Am.  Dec.  608. 

[g]  On  a  bill  to  set  aside  gifts  of 
decedent's  property,  equity  may  dis- 
tribute the  property.  Moore  v.  Bran- 
denburg, 248  111.  232,  238,  93  N.  E. 
733,   140   Am.   St.   Eep.   206. 

[h]  For  good  reasons  (1)  equity 
can  take  jurisdiction  of  a  case  for  ac- 
counting (Frey  v.  Demarest,  16  N.  J. 
Eq.  236;  Salter  v.  Williamson,  2  N.  J. 
Eq.  480,  35  Am.  Dec.  513),  or  (2) 
settlement  of  an  estate  (Van  Dyke  v. 
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Van  Dyk,e,  72  N.  J.  Eq.  300,  65  Atl. 
215)  pending  in  the  orphans'  court. 
(3)  But  where  no  special  reason  or 
cause  requiring  the  interposition  of 
equity,  or  no  matter  which  is  not 
within  the  proper  jurisdiction  of  the 
orphans'  court  is  shown,  equity  will 
not  take  jurisdiction.  Nelson  v.  Er- 
rickson,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  226,  87  Atl.  116; 
Cutwater  v.  Benson,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  154, 
85  Atl.  206;  Filley  v.  Van  Dyke,  74 
N.  J.  Eq.  219,  69  Atl.  200;  Ruther- 
ford V.  Alyea,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  411,  34 
Atl.  1078;  Salter  v.  Williamson,  2  N.  J. 
Eq.  480,  35  Am.  Dec.  513. 

[i]  A  next  of  kin  may,  in  equity, 
seek  an  ascertainment  of  Kis"  dis- 
tributive share,  a  decree  for  its  pay- 
ment, a  discovery  of  assets,  or  a  final 
settlement  of  accounts  whiere  fraud 
and  mistake  are  alleged  in  the  pro- 
curement of  an  adjudication  already 
had  in  the  orphans'  court.  Van  Dyke 
V.  Van  Dyke,  72  N.  J.  Eq.  300,  65 
Atl.  215. 

[j]  In  Wisconsin  the  circuit  court 
has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the 
county  court,  but  should  not  exercise 
it  unless  the  circumstances  are  such 
that  the  county  court  cannot  afford 
as  complete  and  adequate  a  reinedy 
as  the  circuit  court.  The  circuit 
court  should  be  treated  as  without  jur- 
isdiction if  the  county  court  can  grant 
relief.  Wisdom  v.  Wisdom,  155  Wis. 
434,  145  N.  W.  126;  Merrill  v.  Corn- 
stock,  154  Wis.  434,  442,  143  N.  W. 
313;  Gianella  v.  Bigelow,  96  Wis.  185, 
200,  71  N.  W.  Ill;  Meyer  v.  Garth- 
waite,  92  Wis.  571,  576,  66  N.  W. 
704.  See  Brook  v.  Chappell,  34  Wis. 
405;  Tryon  v.  Parnsworth,  30  Wis. 
577. 

Concurrent  jurisdiction  in  guardian- 
ship proceedings,  see  10  Standard 
Pkoc.  779,  and  13  Standard  Pkoc  435. 

Concurrent  jurisdiction  as  to  ac- 
counts of  personal  representatives,  see 
6  Standard  Proc.  595. 

Concurrent  jurisdiction  of  proceed- 
ing to  determine  heirship,  see  12 
Standard  Proc.  918. 

Proceeding  to  determine  advance- 
ment,  see  12  Standard  Proc.  933. 

Concurrent  jurisdiction  to  partition 
property,   see  the  title   "Partition." 

65.  Ala. — Hamby  v.  Hamby,  165 
Ala.  171,  51  So.  732,  138  Am.  St.  Eep. 
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C.  "Where  Probate  Courts  Have  Exclusive  Jurisdiction.  —  In 
the  second  class  of  states  above-mentioned,  exclusive  original  juris- 
diction of  all  matters  of  probate,  settlements  of  estates  of  deceased 
persons,  etc.,  has  been  conferred  upon  the  probate  courts.®"  In  states 
within  this  class,  equity  can  assume  jurisdiction  only  as  to  matters 
purely  equitable  outside  the  regular  course  of  administration.*'  When 
it  has  exercised  its  jurisdiction  its  functions  are  at  an  end  and  further 
proceedings  must  be  had  in  the  probate  court. "^ 

D.  Where  Equity  Jurisdiction  Is  Ancillary.  —  In  the  third 
class  of  states  above-mentioned,  the  equitable  jurisdiction  is  not  con- 
current, but  is  rather  auxiliary,  ancillary  or  corrective,  and  can  be 


23;  Hurt  v.  Hurt,  157  Ala.  126,  47 
So.  260,  citing  local  cases.  111. — Moore 
V.  Brandenburg,  248  111.  232,  238,  93 
N.  E.  733,  140  Am.  St.  Eep.  206; 
Huddleston  v.  Henderson,  181  111.  App. 
176,  citing  local  cases.  N.  J. — Cod- 
dington  v.  Bispham's  Exrs.,  36  N.  J. 
Eq.  574.  N.  Y. — Sanders  v.  Soutter, 
126  N.  Y.  193,  27  N.  E.  263;  Wager 
V.  "Wager,  89  N.  Y.  161. 

[a]  A  sale  of  land  may  be  ordered 
if  necessary  to  a  settlement.  Bragg 
V.  Beers,  71  Ala.  151;  McGowan  v. 
Lufburrow,  82  G.a.  523,  531,  9  S.  B. 
427,   14   Am.    St.    Eep.   178. 

[b]  But  a  bill  for  partition  among 
the  heirs  does  not  necessarily  involve 
the  administration  of  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  and  necessarily  draw  juris- 
diction of  such  administration  to  the 
chancery  court.  Hamby  v.  Hamby,  165 
Ala.  171,  51  So.  732,  138  Am.  St. 
Eep.   23. 

66.  U.  S.—In  re  Cilley,  58  Fed.  977, 
under  New  Hampshire  practice.  Cal. 
Sohler  v.  Sohler,  135  Cal.  323,  67  Pac. 
282,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  98;  Toland  v. 
Earl,  129  Cal.  148,  61  Pac.  914,  79 
Am.  St.  Eep.  100,  reviewing  early 
cases — when  sitting  in  probate,  the 
superior  court  may  exercise  all  equity 
powers  necessary  for  a  complete  ad- 
ministration. 'See  Eaiseh  v.  Warren, 
18  Cal.  App.  655,  124  Pac.  95.  Conn. 
Tweedy  v.  Bennett,  31  Conn.  276;  In  re 
Ashmead's  Appeal,  27  Conn.  241.  See 
also  Butler  v.  Sisson,  49  Conn.  580. 
Idaho. — Connolly  v.  Probate  Court,  25 
Idaho  35,  136  Pae.  205;  In  re  Estate  of 
McVay,  14  Idaho  56,  64,  93  Pac.  28, 
31;  Abrams  V.  White,  11  Idaho  497, 
83  Pac.  602.  la.— Duffy  v.  Duffy,  114 
Iowa  581,  87  N.  W.  500.  See  Good- 
now  V.  Wells,  67  Iowa  Gli,  25  N.  W. 
864.  Kan. — Keith  v.  Guthrie,  59  Kan. 
200,  52  Pae.  435.  Compare  In  re 
Hyde,   47   Kan.   277,    27    Pac.    1001. 


Ky. — Master's  Exr.  v.  Brinker,  87  Ky. 
1,  7  S.  W.  158.  Neb.— In  re  Bayer's 
Estate,  145  N.  W.  1030;  Youngson  v. 
Bond,  69  Neb.  356,  95  N.  W.  700; 
Williams  v.  Miles,  63  Neb.  859,  865, 
89  N.  W.  451;  Whalen  v.  Kitchen,  61 
Neb.  329,  85  N.  W.  278.  Ore.— Jn  re 
Wilson's  Estate,  85  Ore.  604,  167  Pac. 
580;  Froebrich  v.  Lane,  45  Ore.  13, 
76  Pae.  351,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  634. 
Pa. — In  re  Long's  Estate,  254  Pa.  370, 
98  Atl.  1066;  Linsenbigler  v.  Gourley, 
56  Pa.  166,  94  Am.  Dec.  51.  Tex. 
Kennedy  v.  Pearson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
109  S.  W.  280. 

[a]  Although  a  court  has  both  pro- 
bate and  equity  powers,  when  sitting 
in  equity  it  cannot  review  the  acts 
of  a  representative  and  settle  his  ac- 
count while  administration  is  pending. 
Hutton  V.  Laws,  55  Iowa  710,  8  N.  W. 
642. 

[b]  The  federal  courts  have  con- 
current jurisdiction  with  the  courts  of 
the  states  to  hear  and  allow  claims 
against  the  estates  of  deceased  per- 
sons between  citizens  of  different 
states,  notwithstanding  the  fact  thai 
the  states  have  by  their  legislation 
conferred  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  ad- 
judge such  claims  on  their  probate 
courts.  Schurmeier  v.  Connecticut 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  137  Fed.  42,  69  C. 
C.  A.  22.  See  the  title  "United 
States  Courts." 

67.  3   Pomeroy  Eq.  Jur.,   §1154. 
[a]    As  to  the  exercise   of  powers 

with  respect  to  personal  estate  of  in- 
solvent in  the  hands  of  an  assignee, 
equity  and  probate  courts  have  con- 
current jurisdiction.  Wilson  v.  Coburn, 
35  Neb.  530,  53  N.  W.  466. 

68.  Green  v.  Creighton,  10  Smed. 
&  M.   (Miss.)   159,  48  Am.  Dee.  742. 

But  for  the  present  law  in  Mis- 
sissippi, see  swpra,  IV,  B,  note  64. 
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exercised  only  when  the  relief  afforded  by  the  probate  court  is  im- 
perfect or  inadequate,  or  where  its  proceedings  have  miscarried 
through  fraud,  accident  or  mistake.  There  must  be  some  special 
ground  of  exclusive  equitable  cognizance  to  warrant  the  interference 
of  equity  with  the  course  of  an  administration.^^    The  assumption  of 


69.  Ark.  —  Arkansas  Valley  Trust 
Co.  V.  Young,  128  Ark.  42,  195  S.  W. 
36;  Eobinson  v.  Black,  84  Ark.  92, 
104  S.  W.  554;  Wallace  v.  Swepston, 
74  Ark.  520,  526,  36  S.  W.  398,  109 
Am.  St.  Eep.  94;  Turner  v.  Eogers,  49 
Ark.  51,  4  S.  W.  193;  Flash,  Lewis 
&  Co.  V.  Gresham,  36  Ark.  529;  Eein- 
hardt  v.  Gartrell,  33  Ark.  727.  The 
probate  courts  have  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion of  administration  of  estates,  but 
they  cannot  foreclose  mortgages  on 
the  estate  of  a  decedent  or  uncover 
assets  to  facilitate  a  'sale  where  prop- 
erty was  fraudulently  disposed  of  in 
the  life  time  bf  the  deceased.  Turner 
V.  Eogers,  49  Ark.  51,  4  S.  W.  193. 
,  Md. — Eedwood  v.  Howison,  129  MS. 
577,  99  Atl.  863;  Hagerstowu  Trust 
Co.  V.  Executor  of  Mealey,  119  Md. 
224,  232,  86  Atl.  982;  Woods  v.  Puller, 
61  Md.  457.  Mass. — Where  there  is  a 
plain  and  adequate  remedy  in  the  pro- 
bate court,  equity  will  not  take  juris- 
diction. Allen  V.  Hunt,  213  Mass.  276, 
lOO  N.  E.  552.  See  Fourth  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Mead,.  214  Mass.  549,  102  N.  E.  69. 
Executor's  accounts  shall  be  rendered 
only  in  the  probate  court.  Ammi- 
down  V.  Kinsey,  144  Mass.  587,  12 
N.  E.  365;  Foster  v.  Poster,  134  Maas. 
120;  Morgan  v.  Eotch,  97  Mass.  396. 
Mich. — Except  in^  cases  where  its  rem- 
edies are  inadequate,  the  probate  court 
has  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all  mat- 
ters relative  to  the  settlement  of  de- 
cedents' estates.  Gustin  v.  McKay, 
162  N.  W.  996;  Powell  v.  Pennock,  181 
Mich.  588,  148  N.  W.  430;  Brooks  v. 
Hargrave,  179  Mich.  136,  146  N.  W. 
325;  Davis  v.  McCamman,  165  Mich. 
287,  291,  130  N.  W.  691;  Shelden  v. 
Walbridge,  44  Mich.  251,  6  N.  W.  681. 
See  Flammer  v.  Cullen,  194  Mich.  585, 
161  N.  W.  846;  In  re  Estate  of  An- 
drews, 92  Mich.  449,  452,  52  N.  W. 
743,  17  L.  E.  A.  296.  Minn.— The  pro- 
bate court  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  in 
the  administration  of  the  estates  of 
deceased  persons.  State  ex  rel.  Benz 
V.  Probate  Court,  133  Minn.  124,  155 
N.  W.  906,  158  N.  W.  234  (citing  local 
cases);  Pierce  v.  Maetzold,  126  Minn. 
445,  148  N.  W.  302;  Peterson  v.  Van- 
derburgh, 77  Minn.  218,  79  N.  W.  828. 
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Chancery  court  may  exercise  an  an- 
cillary jurisdiction  to  aid  it  in  the  per- 
formance of  its  proper  functions. 
Brown  v.  Strom,  113  Minn.  1,  129  N. 
W.  136.  Mo. — In  the  ordinary  routine 
of  administration,  th«  probate  court 
has  original  and  exclusive  jurisdiction. 
Caldwell  v.  Hawkins,  73  Mo.  450;  But- 
ler V.  Lawson,  72  Mo.  227,  245;  Pearce 
V.  Calhoun,  59  Mo.  271;  Overton  v. 
McFarland,  15  Mo.  312.  Equity  has 
jurisdiction  of  a  suit  to  establish  a 
demand  against  the  estate  or  to  re- 
strain a  distribution.  Miller  v.  Wood- 
ward, 8  Mo.  169.  And  it  has  juris- 
diction to  construe  wills.  First  Bap- 
tist Church  V.  Eobberson,  71  Mo.  326. 
Nev. — Probate  and  equity  courts  have 
concurrent  jurisdiction  to  foreclose 
mortgages  against  decedents'  estates 
where  the  only  necessary  parties  are 
the  personal  representative  and  the 
mortgagee.  If  other  parties  are  neces- 
sary, equity  has  exclusive  jurisdiction. 
Corbett  v.  Eice,  2  Nev.  330.  N.  H. 
Probate  courts  have  exclusive  original 
jurisdiction  of  the  probate  of  wills 
and  the  settlement  of  estates.  And 
the  superior  court  cannot  on  original 
bill  require  the  executor  to  account. 
Barrett  v.  Cady,  96  Atl.  325;  Glover 
V.  Baker,  76  N.  H.  393,  83  Atl.  916, 
921;  Knight  v.  Hollings,  73  N.  H.  495, 
63  Atl.  38.  See  Crockett  v.  Sibley 
73  N.  H.  322,  61  Atl.  469.  Absence  of 
remedy  in  probate  court  must  clearly 
appear.  Joslin  v.  Wheeler,  62  N.  H. 
169.  See  also  Walker  v.  Cheever,  35 
N.  H.  339.  Ohio.— First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Beebe,  62  Ohio  St.  41,  56  N.  E. 
485;  McDonald  v.  Aten,  1  Ohio  St. 
293,  297,  holding  the  aid  of  equity 
may  be  invoked  not  for  a  general  set- 
tlement, but  to  reach  .assets  otherwise 
unreacliable.  XJtali. — In  re  Moulton's 
Estate,  9  Utah  159,  33  Pac.  694.  Vt. 
Hurlburt  Bros.  v.  Hinde,  86  Vt.  517, 
86  Atl.  739;  Harris  v.  Harris,  79  Vt. 
22,  64  Atl.  75;  Missionary  Society  v. 
Eells,  68  Vt.  497,  508,  35  Atl.  463, 
54  Am.  St.  Eep.  888;  Blair  v.  John- 
son's Heirs,  64  Vt.  598,  24  Atl.  764. 
Equity  has  jurisdiction  whenever  its 
aid  is  required  and  the  powers  of  the 
probate  court  are  inadequate  to  deal 


PROBATE  COURTS 


657 


jurisdiction  by  equity  to  correct  fraud  and  mistakes  in  the  accounts 
of  administrators  or  guardians  does  not  deprive  the  probate  court  of 
jurisdiction  of  the  estate  which  is  still  pending  there  for  all  purposes, 
subject  only  to  the  jurisdiction  assumed  by  the  court  of  equity/" 
Having  determined  the  special  matter  which  called  into  exercise  its 
peculiar  powers,  the  chancery  court  should  send  the  case  back  to  the 
probate  court  for  administration.'^     But  should  there    be    no    con- 


■with  the  question  at  issue.  Bailey  v. 
Bailey,  67  Vt.  494,  32  Atl.  470,  48 
Am.  St.  Eep.   826. 

[a]  Even  if  the  proba,te  court  has 
not  assumed  active  jurisdiction  of  the 
estate  of  the  decedent  by  the  ap- 
pointment of  an  administrator,  another 
court  cannot  intervene.  Meredith  v. 
Soallion,  51  Ark.  361,  11  S.  W.  516, 
3  L.  E.   A.   812. 

[b]  Fraud  in  the  settlements  of 
executors.  Eeinhardt  v.  Gartrell,  33 
Ark.  727. 

[c]  Although  equity  cannot  estab- 
lish a  will,  it  may  issue  an  injunction 
to  prevent  disposition  of  the  property 
in  controversy  for  such  time  as  may 
be  required  to  establish  it.  Mission- 
arv  Society  v.  Eells,  68  Vt.  497,  514, 
35  Atl.  463,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  888. 

[d]  In  Colorado  the  constitution 
does  not  give  the  county  court  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  of  probate  mat- 
ters. The  statute  has  generally  pro- 
vided that  such  matters  shall  be  ad- 
judicated in  the  county  court  but  has 
made  many  exceptions,  jurisdiction  of 
which  is  conferred  on  the  district 
courts.  People  ex  rel.  Porteus  v.  Bar- 
ton, 16  Colo.  75,  26  Pac.  149;  Berry 
V.  French,  24  Colo.  App.  519,  135  Pac. 
985;  Marshall  v.  Marshall,  11  Colo. 
App.  505,  53  Pac.  617. 

[e]  In  Michigan'  (1)  the  statute 
providing  that  the  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred upon  the  probate  court  shall 
not  be  construed  to  deprive  the  cir- 
cuit court  in  chancery  of  concurrent 
jurisdiction  "as  originally  exercised 
over  the  same  matters,"  does  not 
confer  on  the  court  of  chancery  pow- 
ers originally  exercised  by  that  court, 
but  merely  removes  any  doubt  as  to 
the  power"  of  the  court  to  exercise  its 
general  inherent  functions  where  the 
remedies  in  the  probate  court  were  in- 
adequate. The  quoted  part  of  the 
statute  refers  merely  to  the  exercise 
of  inherent  equitable  powers  _  of  the 
court  as  theretofore  exercised  in 
Michigan.  Brooks  v.  Hargrave,  179 
Mich.   136,  146  N.  W.   325;   Nolan  v. 


Garrison,-  156  Mich.  397,  120  N.  W. 
977.  (2)  Determination  of  a  claL 
against  an  estate  arising  from  con- 
tract is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
equity.  Eogers  v.  Schram,  161  Mich. 
278,  126  N.  W,  423;  Aldrich  v.  Annin, 
54  Mich.  230,  19  N.  W.  964. 

[f]  Eq.uity  has  power  to  appoint 
appraisers  where  a  power  to  appraise 
realty  is  given  by  the  will  without 
naming  a  donee  of  the  power,  the 
orphan's  court  having  no  jurisdiction. 
Magin  v.  Miner,  110  Md.  299,  73  Atl. 
12. 

[g]  The  orphans'  court  has  no  juris- 
diction of  the  administration  of  a  trust 
created  by  will.  Coudon  v.  Updegraf, 
117  Md.  71,  83  Atl.  145. 

[h]  Executors  may  ask  directions 
of  equity  courts  as  to  their  duties  in 
a  proper  case.  Kennedy  v.  Hodges, 
215  Mass.   112,  102   N.  B.  432. 

[i]  In  New  York  (1)  the  supreme 
court  will  refuse  to  take  cognizance 
of  an  action  unless  it  is  shown  that 
adequate  relief  cannot  be  had  in  the 
surrogate's  court.  Pyle  ».  Pyle,  137 
App.   Div.   568,   122   N.   Y.   Supp.   256. 

(2)  The  surrogate  and  supreme  court 
have  concurrent  jurisdiction  to  require 
an  accounting.  Sanders  v.  Soutter, 
126  N.  Y.  193,  27  N.  B.  263;  Hard 
V.  Ashley,  117  N.  Y.  606,  23  N.  E. 
177;  Haddow  v.  Lundy,  59  N.  Y.  320. 

(3)  If  in  the  accounting  proceeding, 
the  plaintiff  is  denied  relief  to  which 
he  is  entitled  oh  equitable  principles, 
he  may  apply  to  a  court  of  equity 
for  such  relief.  Eutherford  v.  Myers, 
50  App.  Div.  298,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  939. 

(4)  '  Creditors  who  are  unable  to  ob- 
tain payment  of  their  claims  in  ordi- 
nary course  m,ay  sue  in  equity  for  ad-- 
ministration  of  the  property  of  de- 
ceased in  the  forum.  De  Coppet  v. 
Cone,  199  N.  Y.  56,  92  N.  E.  411,  139 
Am.  St.  Eep.  844. 

70.  Wallace  v.  Swepston,  74  Ark, 
520,  526,  86  S.  W.  398,  109  Am.  St. 
Eep.  94. 

71.  Ark. — Eobineon  v.  Black,  84 
Ark.  92,  104  S.  W.  554;  Eeinhardt  V, 
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tinuing  necessity  for  a  further  course  of  administration,  equity  may 
retain  the  cause  for  completion.'^ 

B.  Federai.  Equity  Jurisdiction.  —  That  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  sitting  in  equity  have  no  general  jurisdiction  in  matters  of 
probate  and  the  administration  of  estates  of  decedents  is  well  settled.'^ 

V.  PROCEDURE.  —  A.  Generally.  —  Proceedings  belonging  to 
probate  and  administration  are  not,  in  a  strict  sense,  suits  or  actions,'* 
but  partake,  at  least  to  some  extent,  of  the  character  of  proceedings 
in  rem.'^  The  procedure  is  liberal,'*  and  somewhat  informal."  Al- 
though statutes  often  regulate  the  procedure  in  probate  matters,'* 
probate  courts,  when  acting  in  such  matters,  in  the  absence  of  statute, 
are  not  governed  in  their  mode  of  proceeding,  by  the  rules  of  the 
common  law.'^    As  to  the  exercise  of  their  equitable  powers,  they  may 


Gartrell,  33  Ark.  727.  N.  H.— Crock- 
ett V.  Sibley,  73  N.  H.  322,  61  Atl. 
469.  Ohio. — McDonald  v.  Aten,  1  Ohio 
St.  293.  Wis.— Gianella  v.  Bigelow,  96 
Wis.  185,  200,  71  N.  W.  111. 

72.  Eeinhardt  v.  Gartrell,  33  Ark. 
727. 

[a]  If  the  assets  be  collected  and 
the  debts  bo  ascertained  and  nothing 
remains  but  to  fix  the  liabilities  of 
executors  and  the  rights  of  creditors 
and  distributees  and  to  make  a;djuBt- 
ment  on  equitable  principles,  equity 
may  retain  the  cause.  Eeinha.rdt  v. 
Gartrell,   33   Ark.   727. 

73.  Goodrich  v.  Ferris,  214  IT.  S. 
71,  80,  29  Sup.  Ct.  580,  53  L.  ed.  914; 
Byers  v.  McAuley,  149  TJ.  S.  608,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  906,  37  L.  ed.  867;  Simmons 
V.  Saulj  138  U.  S.  439,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
369,  34  L.  ed.  1054;  Smith  v.  Jennings, 
238  Fed.  48,  151  C.  C.  A.  124;  Eddy 
V.  Eddy,  168  Fed.  590,  93  C.  C.  A. 
586.  See  more  fully  the  title  "United 
States  Courts." 

74.  Allison  v.  Smith,  16  Mich.  405, 
415. 

[a]  Controversies  arising  in  the 
course  of  settlement  of  estates  in  pro- 
bate courts  are  not  civil  actions  in  the 
sense  of  the  code  provision  that  there 
shall  be  but  one  form  of  civil  action, 
etc.  Slattery  v.,  Woodin,  90  Conn.  48, 
96  Atl.  178. 

75.  U.  S. — Goodrich  v.  Ferris,  214 
U.  S.  71,  29  Sup.  Ct.  580,  58  L.  ed. 
914.  Cal. — Toland  v.  Earl,  129  Cal. 
148,  61  Pae.  914,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  100. 
Idaho. — Connolly  v.  Probate  Court,  25 
Idaho  35,  136  Pac.  205.  Mich.— Allison 
V.  Smith,  16  Mich.  405,  416.  Mont. 
State  ex  rel.  Floyd  v.  District  Court, 
41  Mont.  357,  109  Pac.  438.  Neb. 
In  re  Creighton's  Estate,  91  Neb.  654, 
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136  N.  W.  1001,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  128. 
N.  Y.—In  re  Martin's  Will,  82  Misc. 
574,  144  N.  Y.  Supp.  174.  S.  D.— Car- . 
ter  V.  Frahm,  31  S.  D.  379,  141  N.  W. 
370.  Tex. — Weems  v.  Masterson,  80 
Tex.  45,  55,  15  S.  W.  590. 

Compare  Clancey  v.  Clancey,  7  N  M 
405,  37  Pae.  1105,  38  Pac.  168,  holding 
the  general  administration  of  an  es- 
tate in  a  probate  court  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  proceeding  in  equity. 

[a]  "While  proceedings  in  probate 
are  to  some  extent  in  rem,  we  do  not 
see  that  such  is  in  all  respects  their 
character  as  to  parties  actually  before 
the  court  in  person  or  by  legal  rep- 
resentation. Weems  v.  Masterson,  80 
Tex.  4.5,  55,  15  S,  W.  590. 

76.  Dewey  v.  Schreiber  Imp.  Co., 
12  Idaho  280,  85  Pac.  921. 

77.  State  ex  rel.  Eowlaud  v.  Smith, 
91  Conn.  110,  99  Atl.  555;  .Wheeler 
V.   Wheeler,   105  111.  App.  48. 

78.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Cal.— Ire  re  Estate  of 
Bell,  168  Cal.  253,  141  Pac.  1179.  Neb. 
Whalen  v.  Kitchen,  61  Neb.  329,  85 
N.  W.  278.  N.  Y.—In  re  Graham's 
Estate,  98  Misc.  518,  162  N.  Y.  Supp. 
861;  In  re  Filley's  Estate,  20  N.  Y. 
Supp.  427,  47  N.  Y.  St.  428,  statute 
provides  that  the  surrogate  shall  pro- 
ceed according  to  the  course  and  prac- 
tice of  a  court  having  by  common  law 
jurisdiction  of  such  matters.  Ore. — In 
re  Webster's  Estate,.  74  Ore.  489,  145 
Pac.  1063  (the  statute  makes  the  pro- 
ceedings substantially  a  suit  in 
equity);  Hillman  v.  Young,  64  Ore. 
73,  127  Pac.  793,  129  Pac.  124. 

79.  U.  S.— Ferris  v.  Higley,  20 
Wall.  375,  22  L.  ed.  383.  111.— See 
Rowden  v.  Meisinger,  164  111.  App.  125. 
Mich.— Allison  v.  Smith,  16  Mich;  405, 
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and  should  adopt  the  forms  of  equitable  proceedings.*"  Statutes  some- 
times provide  that  when  acting  with  the  jurisdiction  of  a  common 
law  court,  probate  courts  shall  be  governed  by  the  procedure  ap- 
plicable to  such  court.'^ 

B.  Pleading.  —  There  is  no  special  system  of  pleading  in  probate 
courts,*^  and  formal  pleadings  are  not  ordinarily  required  in  probate 
matters.^^  The  same  strictness  of  pleading  required  in  courts  of 
common  law  jurisdiction  is  not  requisite.**    But  if  a  party  elects  to 

415.      N.    H.— Knight    v.    HoUings,    73  424.     Colo.— Charles    v.    Eshleman,    5 

N.    H.    495,    63    Atl.    38.     N.    Y.— See  Colo.   107.     Md.— Long    v.    Long,    118 

Campbell  v.  Logan,  2  Bradf.  Sur.  90.  Md.   198,   84   Atl.   375.     Mo.— Eassieur 

[a]  Where  no  mode  of  Erocedure  is  v.  Zimmer,  249  Mo.  17S,  155  S.  W. 
specially  provided  in  probate  matters  24;  Cole  v.  Dallmeyer,  101  Mo.  57,  13 
(1),  the  rules  of  procedure  in  civil  8.  W.  687;  Exchange  Bank  v.  Eobin- 
cases  may  be  followed.  McConahey's  son,  185  Mo.  App.  582,  172  S.  W.  628; 
Estate  V.  Foster,  21  Ind.  App.  416,  Kessler  v.  Clayes,  147  Mo.  App.  88, 
52  N.  E.  619.  (2)  "When  the  statute  125  S.  W.  799;  Williams  v.  Gerber,  75 
is  silent,  the  surrogate  proceeds  ac-  Mo.  App.  18.  Tex. — Brown  v.  Hobbs, 
cording    to    the    course    of    the    testa-  19   Tex.  167. 

mentary  common  law. "  7»  re  Martin's  [a]  No  complaint  or  other  plead- 
Will,  80  Misc.  17,  141  N.  Y.  Supp.  784,  iu'gs  are  required  in  controversies  aris- 
787,  citing  local  cases.  ing   in    the    course    of    the    settlement 

[b]  Superior  and  district  courts  of  estates.  Slattery  v.  Woodin,  90 
vested  with  jurisdiction  of  probate  Conn.  48,  96  Atl.  178.  See  Brown  v. 
matters  administer  the  jurisdiction  un-  Hobbs,  19  Tex.  167,  a  contestant  must 
der  the  same  principles  that  formerly  file  a  complaint  or  exceptions, 
applied  to  probate  courts  and  under  i  [b]  Demurrer. — There  is  no  demur- 
the  same  rules  of  practice.  Garver  rer  in  the  surrogate  courts.  In  re 
V.  Thoman,  15  Ariz.  38,  135  Fac.  724;  Kelly,  153  App.  Div.  322,  137  N.  T. 
In  re  Estate  of  Foley,  24  Nev.  197,  51  Supp.  1099  (where  the  so  called  de- 
Pae.  834,  52  Pac.  649;  Douglass  v.  Fol-  ,  murrer  was  considered  as  a  motion  to 
som,  21  Nev.  441,  33   Pac.   660.  j  strike  out) ;  In  re  New  York  Life  Ins. 

80.    111.— Adams    v.    Adams,    81    111.    &  Trust  Co.,  139  N,  Y.  Supp.  695. 
App.  637.     Neb. — Genau  v.  Abbott,  68  ;      [c]     Where  the  equitable  forms  are 
Neb.  117,  93  N.  W.  942.     Pa. — Horner    adopted,    the    petition    should    be    met 
V.   Hasbrouck,   41   Pa.    169,   180;    Com.    by   a   demurrer   or   answer.     Genau  v. 
V.    Judges    of    Common    Pleas,    4    Pa.  |  Abbott,  68  Neb.  117,  93  N.  W.  942. 
301.  I      84.    Idaho. — In  re  Estate  of  McVay, 

[a]  Applications  for  equitable  relief  14  Idaho  56,  64,  93  Pac.  28,  31.  Mass. 
to  a  probate  court  are  to  be  deemed  Dallinger  v.  Morse,  208  Mass.  501,  94 
suits  in  equity,  and  the  general  rules  N.  E.  701>  Ann.  Cas.  1912A,  982.  Mo. 
of  pleadiilg  governing   suits  in   equity    Christianson    v.    McDermott's    Estate, 


should   be   applied.     Genau  v.  Abbott, 
68  Neb.  117,  93  N.  W.  942. 

81.     State  ex  rel.  Berger  v.  Smith,  11 
Neb.  238,  9  N.  W.  92;   Banks  v.  Uhl, 


123  Mo.  App.  448,  100  S.  W.  63.     Wis. 
Brook  V.  Chappell,  34  Wis.  405. 

[a]     The  strictness  required  in  plead- 
ings in  chancery  is  not  required  in  the 


6  Neb.  145;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hesser,  pleadings  in  the  probate  court,  unless 
14  Okla.  115,  77  Pao.  36;  Nix  v.  Gil-  chancery  proceedings  are  adopteS. 
mer,  5  Okla.  740,  750,  50  Pac.  131  Hurd  v.  Smith,  5  How.  (Miss.)  562. 
{overruling  Brickner  v.  Sporleder,  3  [b]  A  petition  in  probate  should  not 
Okla.  561,  41  Pac.  726);  De  Berry  v.  be  treated  as  a  bill  in  equity  'even 
Smith,  2  Okla.  1,  35  Pac.  578;  Chandler  though  presented  to  a  court  which  has 
V.  Colcord,  1  Okla.  260,  267,  32  Pac.  jurisdiction  in  common  law,  chancery, 
330.  '  and  probate   cases.     Lucich  v.  Medin, 

[a]     The   plaintiff   may  dismiss   hia    3  Nev.  93,  93  Am.  Dec.  376. 
action.  Banks  v.  Uhl,  6  Neb.  145.        i      [c]    A  statute  requiring  applications 

82.  Ferris  v.  Higley,  20    Wall.   (U.    to  probate  courts  to  be  in  writing  is 
S.)    375,   22   L.   ed.   383.  l  directory   only   and   does   not   make   a 

83.  Ark, — Bellows  v.  Cheek,  20  Ark.    written  application  necessary  to  juris- 
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file  written  pleas  he  must  conform  to  the  rules  of  special  pleading.'* 
Amendment.  —  The  probate  court  may  permit  amendments  to  the 
pleadings.^^ 

C.  Pbocess  and  Notice.  —  Process  and  notice  to  the  parties  is  re- 
quired by  statute.^' 

D.  Trial.  —  1.  Generally.  —  Some  statutes  prescribing  procedure 
in  regard  to  trials  in  courts  of  record  generally  have  been  held  ap- 
plicable to  probate  courts.*'  Statutes  sometimes  require  that  certain 
issues  in  such  courts  be  directed  in  courts  of  law.'^  If  there  is  no 
jury  the  court  of  probate  occupies  the  place  of  a  jury  as  to  facts."" 

2.  Right  To  Trial  by  Jury."  —  There  is  no  constitutional  right 
of  a  trial  by  jury  in  probate  matters,  and  the  right  exists  only  where 
it  is  expressly  conferred  by  statute,"^  which  sometimes  provides  for 


diction.     Bobbins  v.    Tafft,   12    E.   I. 
67. 

[d]  Tlie  petition  must  allege  facts 
to  show  the  authority  and  power  of 
the  court  to  make  the  decree  prayed 
for.  Taber  v.  Douglass,  101  Me.  363, 
64  Atl.  653. 

[e]  It  is  sufficient  if  the  petitioner 
show  a  valid  subsisting  right  in  his 
favor  and  assert  it  in  general  terms, 
although  not  with  the  particularity  of 
pleadings   in   courts    of    general   jm'is- 

-  diction.     Brook   v.    Chappell,    34    Wis. 
405. 

[f]  In  a  suit  to  recover  for  per- 
sonal services  rendered  the  deceased, 
all  that  is  required  is  that  the  state- 
ment shall  show  the  nature  of  the 
claim  so  that  the  administrator  may 
know  what  he  has  to  defend  against. 
Christiansen  «.  McDermott's  Estate, 
123  Mo.  App.  448,  100  S.  W.  63. 

[g'J  A  joinder  of  various  inde- 
pendent proceedings  in  one  application 
is  not  permissible.  In  re  Gillender's 
Estate,  98  Misc.  521,  162  N.  Y.  Supp. 
955. 

85.  Bellows  v.  Cheek,  20  Ark.  424. 
[a]    A  Flea  in  Abatement  Must  Be 

Signed.— Bellows    v.    Cheek,     20     Ark. 
424,  430. 

86.  Long  V,  Long,  118  Md.  198,  84 
Atl.   375. 

87.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Hannah  v.  Green,  143  Cal.  19,  76  Pac. 
708;  Heiseh  v.  Smith,  138  Cal.  216,  71 
Pac.  180,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  39;  San 
Francisco  P.  O.  Asylum  v.  Superior 
Court,  116  Cal.  443,  48  Pac.  379. 

Notice  of  petition  for  sale,  see  6 
Standard  Pkoo.  554. 

Notice  of  filing  of  claim  against 
estate,  see  6  Standard  Pkoc.  532. 

Notice  of  petition  for  accounting, 
see  6  Standard  Peoc.  593. 
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Notice  of  application  for  appoint- 
ment of  administrator,  see  6  Standard 
Proc.  504. 

[a]  Controversies  arising  in  the 
course  of  settlement  of  estates  are  not 
commenced  by  service  of  process.  Slat- 
tery  v.  Woodin,  90  Conn.  48,  96  Atl. 
178. 

[b]  Citation  must  be  served  in  the 
same  manner  as  a  summons.  Hannah 
V.  Green,  143  Cal.  19,  76  Pac.  708  (un- 
der code  provision) ;  Spencer  v.  Hough- 
ton, 68  Cal.  82,  8' Pac.  679;  Ashurst  v. 
Fountain,  67  Cal.  18,  6  Pac.  849. 

[c]  Service  of  citation  by  publica- 
tion is  not  complete  until  expiration  of 
six  full  weeks  from  time  of  first  pub- 
lication under  statute  requiring  pub- 
lication "not  less  than  once  a  week 
for  six  successive  weeks."  In  r-e 
Koch's  Will,  19  Civ.  Proe,  165,  12  N. 
Y.   Supp.   94. 

[d]  Citation  is  waived  by  voluntary 
appearance.  In  re  Martin's  Estate,  82 
.Wash.  226,  144  Pac.  42. 

[e]  Publication  of  citation  in  news- 
paper issued  on  Sunday  only  is  valid. 
Heisen  v.  Smith,  138  Cal.  216,  71  Pa«. 
180,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  39. 

88.  In  re  Fox's  Estate,  166  App. 
Div.  718,  152  N.  Y.  Supp  431.  statute 
relating  to  separate  trial  of  issues. 

89.  Bridge  v.  Dillard,  104  Md.  411, 
65  Atl.  10;  In  re  Cutler's  Estate,  225 
Pa.  167,  73  Atl.  1111,  where  there  is 
a  substantial  dispute  as  to  title.  See 
In  re  Price's  Appeal,  116  Pa.  410,  9 
Atl.   856. 

90.  Boyd  V.  Cook,  3  Leigh  (30  Va.^ 
32;  Smith  v.  Jones,  6  Band.  (27  Va.) 
33. 

91.  See  generally  the  title  "Juries 
and  Jurors." 

92.  U.  S.— Ferris  v.  Higley,  20 
Wall.    375,   22   L.    ed.   383;    Esterly   «. 
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jury  trials  on  demand  in  certain  eases  such  as  will  contests,  and 
petitions  to  revoke  the  probate  of  will.^'  But  even  in  the  absence  of 
statute  granting  the  right,  the  court  in  its  discretion  may  order  a 
jury  to  pass  upon  the  questions  of  fact  in  the  case.»*  The  right  being 
thus  discretionary,  it  is  likewise  within  the  court's  discretion  whether 
it  shall  accept  and  adopt  the  findings  of  the  jury.^^ 

3.  Reference.^^  —  The  orphan's  or  probate  court  may  refer  to  a 
master  or  referee  any  matter  upon  which  it  may  be  necessary  to  have 
a  report  by  him.®^ 

4.  Findings  of  Pact.^s  _  ^j^g  statute  sometimes  authorizes  findings 
of  fact.«« 

E.  Nevt  Teial.^  —  New  trials  in  probate  courts  are  sometimes  pro- 
vided for.^ 

F.  Judgments,   Orders  and  Decrees.  —  1.     Generally.^  —  There 


Eua,  122  Fed.  609,  58  C.  C.  A.  548, 
under  Alaska  practice.  Cal. — In  re 
Estate  of  Land,  166  Cal.  538,  137  Pac. 
246;  In  re  Estate  of  Dolbeer,  153  Cal. 
652,  657,  96  Pac.  266,  15  Ann.  Cas. 
207.  Haw.— Keahi  v.  Bishop,  3  Hawaii 
546,  553.  La. — Pons  v.  Pons,  132  La. 
370,  61  So.  406.  N.  H.— Knight  v. 
HoUing^,  73  N.  H.  495,  63  Atl.  38, 
probate  courts  have  no  jury.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Pox's  Estate,  166  App.  Div. 
718,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  431.  Okla. 
Parker  v.  Hamilton,  49  Okla.  693,  134 
Pac.  65;  Cartwright  v.  Holcomb,  21 
Okla.  548,  97  Pac.  385.  Vt.— J«  re 
Welch's  Will,  69  Vt.  127,  37  Atl.  250. 

93.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Cal. — In  re  Estate  of 
Land,  166  Cal.  538,  137  Pac.  246, 
construing  §§1330  and  1312  of  the  Code 
of  Civ.'  Proc,  and  holding  the  issue 
of  interest  of  contestant  cannot  be 
determined  by  jury.  Colo. — Charles  « 
Eshleman,  5  Colo.  107,  in  cases  of 
allowance  of  claims.  111. — Esmond  v. 
Esmond,  154  111.  App.  357.  la.— Duffj' 
V.  DufCy,  114  Iowa  581,  87  N.  "W.  500, 
jury  trials  are  provided  for  in  cases 
of  contested  wills  and  allowance  of 
claims  only.  Mich. — Owen  v.  Ward's 
Estate,  125  Mich.   30,  83   N.  W.  1003. 

[a]  Waiver. — By  failing  to  demand 
a  jury  trial,  a  jury  trial  in  the  pro- 
bate court  is  waived.  Esmond  v.  Es 
mond,  154  111.  App.  357. 

94.  Parker  v.  Hamilton,  49  Okla. 
693,  154  Pac.  65;  State  ex  rel  Keasal 
V.  Superior  Court,  76  Wash.  291,  136 
Pac.    147. 

[a]  The  court  will  deteriniiie  as  a 
matter  of  law  whether  there  is  any 
question  of  fact  to  be  determined  such 
aa  will  justify  framing  ef  an  issue  and 


submitting  it  to  a  jury  for  determina- 
tion. McCarthy  v.  McCarthy,  20  App. 
Cas.   (D.  C.)   195,  209. 

95.  Parker  v.  Hamilton,  49  Okla. 
693,   154  Pac.  65. 

96.  See  generally  the  title  "Refer- 
ences." 

97.  Cutwater  v.  Benson,  81  N.  J, 
Eq.  154,  85  Atl.  206;  In  re  Kent,  92 
Misc.  113,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  383  (under 
■statute);  In  re  Nocton's  Estate,  162 
N.  Y.  Supp.  215. 

As  to  reference  of  disputed  claims, 
see  6  Standard  Peoc.  541, 

[a]  The  masters  and  exaihiners  of 
the  qourt  of  chancery  are  ex  officio 
masters  and  examiners  of  the  orphans' 
court.  Cutwater  v.  Benson,  81  N.  J. 
Eq.   154,  85  Atl.  206. 

[b]  On  consent  of  the  parties,  the 
probate  court  may  order  a  reference. 
In  re  Jarboe's  Estate,  227  Mo.  59,  127 
S.  W.  26. 

[c]  An  administrator  or  executor 
may  consent  to  a  reference.  In  re 
Jarboe's  Estate,  227  Mo.  59,  127  S.  W. 
26. 

98.  See  generally  the  title  "Find- 
ings and  Conclusions." 

99.  In  re  McCarty's  Will,  68  Misc. 
283,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  160. 

1.  See  generally  the  titles  "New 
Trial;"  "Rehearing." 

2.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
In  re  Eose,  153  App.  Div.  263,  137 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1079. 

3.  Order  appointing  and  discharg- 
ing executor,  see  6  Standard  Peoc. 
508,  517. 

Order  requiring  delivery  of  discov- 
ered property,  see  6  Standard  Peoc. 
522. 
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are  two  kinds  of  orders  ■which  probate  courts  may  make,  orders  which 
are  and  must  be  based  on  written  application,*  and  those  which  the 
court  may  make  at  its  discretion  on  its  own  motion  without  such  ap- 
plication.^  A  probate  court  may  grant  any  relief  consistent  with  the 
case  made  without  any  prayer  of  relief  though  different  relief  be 
prayed  for.^  The  statutes  generally  have  provisions  in  regard  to  the 
form  and  contents  of  orders  and  decrees  of  probate  courts/ 

Conclusiveness.  —Judgments  of  probate  courts  in  proceedings  within 
their  jurisdiction  are  conclusive  and  binding  upon  parties  to  the  pro- 
ceeding in  which  it  was  rendered  and  their  privies  until  reversed  or 
set  aside.*    Some  judgments  of  probate  courts  such  as  judgments  on 


Order  allowing  claim  against  estate, 
see  6  Standard  Pkoc.  532. 

Order  of  sale  of  property,  6  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  562. 

Decree  of  distribution,  see  6  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  587,  632. 

Decree  on  accounting,  see  6  Stand- 
AED  Peoc.  609,  622. 

Action  to  review  probate  decrees, 
see  15  Standard  Peoc.  359,  note  44. 

Equitable  relief  against  probate  de- 
crees, see  15  Standard  Proc.  285,  286. 

4.  Tyvand  v.  MeDonnell,  37  N.  D. 
251,  164  N.   W.  1. 

5.  Tyvand  v.  McDonnell,  37  N.  D. 
251,   164   N.   W.   1. 

6.  Brook   V.    Chappell,   34   Wis.   405. 

[a]  Either  legal  or  equitable  relief 
may  be  awarded.  Chamneas  v.  Cham- 
ness,  53  Ind.  App.  225,  101  N.  E.  323. 

[b]  General  Equity  Belief.  —  But 
even  though  probate  jurisdiction  may 
be  vested  in  a  court  having  equity 
.jurisdiction,  general  equity  relief  can- 
not be  secured  in  a  probate  proceed- 
ing. Estate  of  Davis,  136  Cal.  590, 
597,  69  Pae.  412,  where  it  was  sought 
in  a  contest  proceeding  to  establish 
a  trust  under  a  decree  of  distribution. 

7.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
In  re  Hibbard,  89  Misc.  707,  153  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1097. 

[a]  A  verbal  order  allowing  an  ad- 
ministrator to  take  property  at  an  ap- 
praisement is  of  no  effect.  Scott  v. 
Pox,  14  Md.  388. 

[b]  Separate  findings  need  not  be 
contained  in  the  decision  of  the  sur- 
rogate, under  statute.  In  re  Carpenter, 
178  App.  Div.  165,  165  N.  Y.  Supp. 
10.  Compare  In  re  McDonald's  Estate, 
211  N.  Y.  272,  105  N.  E.  407;  Mat- 
ter of  Hoyt,  5  Dem.  Sur.  (IT.  Y.)  284. 
See  Hartwell  v.  McMaster,  4  Eedf. 
Sur.  (N.  Y.)  389,  decided  under  earlier 
statute. 

[c]  Jurisdictional    facts    (1)    need 
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not  be  stated  in  the  orders  and  de- 
crees of  a  probate  court.  Holmes  v. 
Holmes,  27  Okla.  140,  111  Pac.  220, 
30  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  920;  Carter  v. 
Prahm,  31  S.  D.  379,  141  N.  W.  370. 
(2)  But  this  does  not  mean  that  such 
facts  should  not  be  shown  by  the  judg- 
ment roll.  Carter  v.  Frahm,  31  S.  D. 
379,  398,  141   N.  W.   370. 

[d]  The  decree  is  signed  by  the 
surrogate.  McNaughton  v.  Chave,  5 
Abb.  N.  C.  (N,  Y.)  225. 

[e]  Signing  a  decree  at  a  place 
other  than  the  court  room  does  not 
invalidate  it.  Newell  v.  Delorme,  109 
Me.   421,   86   At].   31. 

[f]  Decrees  and  orders  need  not 
be  drawn  up  at  length  while  the  or- 
phans' court  is  in  actual  session.  In  re 
Hartman's  Appeal,  21  Pa.  488. 

8.     Cal. — William  Hill  Co.  v.  Lawler, 

116  Cal.  359,  48  Pac.  323.  Ga.— Stuckey 
V.   Watkins,  112  Ga.  268,  37  S.   E.  401. 

81  Am.  St.  Rep.  47.  Idaho. — Connolly 
l>.  Probate  Court,  25  Idaho  35,  136  Pac. 
205.  la. — INiemaud  v.  Seeman,  136 
Iowa  713,  114  N.  W.  48.  Me. — In  re 
Thompson,  116  Me.  473,  102  Atl.  303; 
Paine  v.  Polsom,  107  Me.  337,  78  Atl. 
378;  In  re  Mudgett,  103  Me.  367,  69 
Atl.  575;  Taber  v.  Douglass,  lOl  Me. 
363,  64  Atl.  653.  Minn.— Brown  v. 
Strom,  113  Minn.  1,  129  N.  W.  136. 
Miss.— Hurd  v.  Smith,  5  How.  562. 
Mo. — McDonald  v.  McDaniel,  242  Mo. 
172,  145  S.  W.  452.  Neb.— Fischer  v. 
Sklenar,  101  Neb.  553,  163  N.  W.  861; 
In  re  Creighton'a  Estate,  91  Neb.  654, 
136  N.  W.  1001,  Ann.  Cas.  1P13D,  128. 
N.  H.— Morgan  v.  Dodge,  44  N.  H.  255, 

82  Am.  Dec.  213,  grant  of  letters. 
N.  J. — Shearman  v.  Cameron.  78  N.  J. 
Eq.  532,  80  Atl.  545.  N.  Y.—In  re 
Heaney's  Estate,  125  App.  Div.  619, 
110  N.  Y.  Supp.  80;   Kirlt  v.  McCaun, 

117  App.  Div.  56,  101  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1093.      Tex. — Minchew  v.    Case    (Tex. 
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probate  of  wills  are  in  rem  and  bind  the  world.®  Where  probate 
courts  are  courts  of  record,  their  judgments,  records  and  proceedings 
import  verity  as  fully  and  completely  as  those  of  other  courts  of 
record.^" 

Collateral  Impeachment.  —  Decisions  of  a  probate  court  upon  matters 
pending  before  it  are  not  collaterally  impeachable.^^ 

As  a  Bar  to  a  Subsequent  Action.  —  The  judgment  of  a  probate  court 
is  a  conclusive  bar  to  another  action  upon  the  same  matter,  unless 
it  was  without  jurisdiction  of  the  matter  determined.^^ 

Full  Faith  and  Credit.  —  The  rule  extending  full  faith  and  credit  to 
judgments  of  sister  states  applies  to  probate  decrees.^^ 

2.  Vacation  and  Amendment.^*  —  It  is  held  by  some  courts  that 
as  probate  courts  are  courts  of  general  jurisdiction,  they  have  in- 
herent power  to  control  their  decrees  and  to  vacate  or  amend  them 
as  justice  requires,  at  least  during  the  term  at  which  they  were 
rendered  ;^^  whereas  other  courts  hold  that  as  the  courts  of  probate 


Civ.  App.),  143  S.  W.  366;  Moss  v. 
Slack  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W 
1063. 

[a]  Rule  Stated. — Judgments  of  a 
probate  court  -with  full  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject  matter  and  the  parties  to 
be  affected  thereby  are  as  conclusive 
as  those  of  courts  of  general  jUrisdic 
tion.  McDonald  v.  McDaniel,  242  Mo 
172,  145  S.  W.  452;  In  re  Ford,  157 
Mo.  App.   141,  137  S.  W.  32. 

[b"l  Decrees  as  to  accounting  and 
distribution  are  as  conclusive  as  de- 
crees of  courts  of  equity.  Where  a 
decree  in  equity  will  bind  persons  not 
in  esse,  the  decree  of  the  orphans' 
court  will  bind  them.  Woolsey  v 
Woolsey,  78  N.  J.  Eq.  517,  76  Atl 
1076. 

9.  Allison  V.  Smith,  16  Mich.  405. 
416;  Saunders  v.  Link,  114  Va.  28.'5. 
76  S.  E.  327.  See  generally  the  titlp 
"Proceedings  in  Bern." 

A  Judgment  Upon  the  Probate  of  a 
Will  Is  a  Judgment  in  Rem. — See  14 
Standard  Pkoc.  969,  .and  the  title 
"Wills." 

10.  In  r.e  Estate  of  McVay,  14  Idaho 
56,  64,  93  Pac.  28,  31;  Morgan  v 
Dodge,  44  N.  H.  255,  82  Am.  Dee.  213 
See  LI  Standard  Proc.  426,  435.  See 
also  9  Ency.  op  Ev.  927,  941. 

Whether  courts  of  record,  see  supra. 

n. 

11.  See  15  Standard  Peoc.  393,  401. 
435. 

Collateral  attack  on  orders  allowing 
or  rejecting  claims,  see  6  Standaep 
Proc.  540. 

Collateral   attack   on   sales    of    de- 


cedent's land,   see   6   Standard   Proo. 
577. 

12.  See  15  Standard  Peoc.  556. 

13.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  659,  692 

14.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  98,  151; 
6  Standard  Proc.  789;  and  the  title 
"Decedents'  Estates." 

Vacation  of  order  admitting  will  to 
probate,    see    the    title    "Wills." 

As  to  vacation  of  orders  on  final 
settlement,  see  6  Standard  Proc.  617. 

15.  111. — See  Allen  v.  Hempstead, 
154  111.  App.  91,  holding  that  whenever 
a  court  of  equity  would  take  juris- 
diction to  set  aside  action  taken  at  a 
previous  term  or  in  another  court  be- 
cause of  fraud,  etc.,  the  probate  court 
on  motion  at  a  later  term  can  set  aside 
its  prior  proceedings.  Mass. — Fidelity 
&  Casualty  Co.  v.  Withington,  118  N. 
E.  902  (where  application  was  made 
sixteen  years  after  the  rendition  of 
the  decree) ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  223  Mass. 
540,  112  N.  E.  224;  Clarke  v.  Andover, 
207  Mass.  91,  92  N.  E.  1013.  Minn. 
Larson  v.  How,  71  Minn.  250,  73  N.  W. 
966;  In  re  Hause,  32  Minn.  155,  19 
N.  W.  973.  N".  J.— 7k  re  Hathorn's 
Will  CN:  ,T.  Eq.),  97  Atl.  262;  Vin- 
cent V.  Vincent,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  272,  6? 
Atl.  700.  N.  Y.— Matter  of  Regan,  167 
N.  Y.  338,  343,  60  N:  E.  658  (the 
.surrogate  court  has  power  independent- 
ly of  any  statute  to  exercise  control 
over  its  records  and  to  vacate  its  own 
decrees  for  mistake,  fraud  or  clerical 
error);  Matter  of  Malone,  150  App. 
Div.  31,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  496.  Pa. 
In  re  Long's  Estate,  254  Pa.   370,  98 
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have  such  powers  only  as  are  expressly  conferred  upon  it,^'  they  can- 
not vacate  their  orders  when  this  power  is  not  given  them.^'  The 
power  to  vacate  a  decree  has  been  held  to  be  incidental  to  the  power 
to  make  the  decree  in  question.^^  Statutes,  however,  generally  confer 
such  power  upon  probate  courts  with  varying  limitations.^®  Courts 
of  coordinate  powers,  exercising  probate  jurisdiction,  cannot  set  aside 
each  other's  judgments,  at  least  when  they  are  not  void.^° 

G.  Enforcement  of  Judgments  and  Orders.  —  In  some  states, 
following  the  ecclesiastical  law,  probate  courts  have  no  direct  method 
of  enforcing  their  decrees.^^  In  other  states,  however,  such  courts 
may  enforce  their  orders  or  decrees  in  the  ways  compion  to  courts 
of  record  and  appropriate  to  the  character  of  the  decree  in  ques- 
tion.^^  Some  statutes  have  conferred  upon  the  probate  courts  power 
to  enforce  their  orders  by  issuance  of  warrant  of  arrest,^^  or  by  at- 
tachment,^* sequestration,^^  or  exeeution.^^  Generally  an  action  can- 
not be  brought  upon  a  decree  of  a  probate  court,  but  it  is  otherwise 
as  to  a  final  judgment  for  payment  of  money." 

Control  by  Equity.  —  Equity  has  power  to  control  the  execution  of 
probate  orders  and  decrees  upon  a  proper  statement  for  equitable 
relief.^* 


Atl.   1066;   In  re  Sloan's  Estate,   254 
Pa.  346,  98  Atl.  966. 

16.  See  supra,  III,  A. 

17.  Grady  v.  Hughes,  64  Mich.  540, 
31  N.  W.  438;  State  ex  rel.  Donovan 
r.  District  Ct.,  27  Mont.  415,  71  Pac. 
401,  under  statute  the  court  has  author- 
ity to  set  aside  a  sale  only  to  order 
a  resale.  See  also  Saxton  v.  Seiberling, 
48  Ohio  St.  554,  29  N.  E.  179,  hold- 
ing deed  in  pursuance  to  order  of  sale 
cannot  be  set  aside. 

18.  Campbell  v.  Logan,  2  Bradf. 
Sur.  (N.  Y.)  90,  revocation  of  pro- 
bate is  necessarily  incidental  to  the 
jurisdiction   to   probate  wills. 

19.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Coim. — Massey  v.  Toote,  101 
Atl.  499;  Schutte  v.  Douglass,  90  Conn. 
529,  536,  97  Atl.  906;  Murdoch  v.  Mur- 
doch, 81  Conn.  681,  72  Atl.  290,  129 
Am.  St.  Eep.  231,  ex  parte  orders  and 
decrees  only  can  be  set  aside  before 
taking  of  an  appeal.  Idaho. — Smith  v. 
Peterson,  169  Pae.  290;  Chandler  v. 
Probate  Court,  26  Idaho  173,  141.  Pae. 
635;  Connolly  v.  Probate  Court,  25 
Idaho  35,  136  Pae,  205.  Minn.— St. 
Paul  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Kenny,  97  Minn. 
150,  106  N.  W.  344;  Tomlinson  v. 
Phelps,  93  Minn.  350.  101  N.  W.  496. 
N.  Y.— Matter  of  Malone,  150  App. 
Div.  31,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  496;  In  re 
Graham's  Estate,  98  Misc.  518,  162  N, 
Y.  Supp.  861  (power  must  be  exer- 
cised in  same  manner  as  in  courts  of 
general   jurisdiction);   In    re    Filley's 
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Estate,  20  N,  Y.  Supp,  427,  47  N.  Y. 
St.  428. 

[a]  Court  Cannot  Go  Seyoud.  Stat- 
ute.— Schutte  V.  Douglass,  90  Conn. 
529,  537,  97  Atl.  906. 

[b]  After  the  expiration  of  the  term 
the  probate  court  cannot  set  aside  its 
decrees.  Connolly  v.  Probate  Court, 
25  Idaho  35,  136  Pac.  205. 

20.  In  re  Pepins'  Estate,  53  Mont- 
240,  163  Pac.  104;  Bayer  v.  Bayer,  83 
Wash.  430,  145  Pac.  433.  See  general- 
ly 15  Standard  Peoc.  154. 

21.  Hayes  v.  Hayes,  48  N.  H.  219, 
remedy  is  action  at  law  on  bond  given 
to   secure   performance    of   the    decree. 

22.  See  the  titles  "Decrees;" 
"Judgments  and  Decrees,  Enforce-, 
ment   of." 

Enforcement  of  decree  of  distribu- 
tion, see  6  Standard  Proc.  634. 

Contempt. — See  5  Standard  PEoa 
368,  369. 

23.  Ex  parte  Merrill,  245  Fed.  778, 
under   Michigan   practice. 

24.  In  re  "Watson,  5  Lans.  (N.  Y.) 
466,  470;  In  re  Dundas'  Appeal,  64 
Pa.   325. 

25.  In  re  Dundas'  Appeal,  64  Pa 
325. 

26.  Yeoman  ■».  Younger,  83  Mo.  424; 
In  re  Dundas'  Appeal,  64  Pa.  325. 
Compare  Aull  v.  St.  Louis  Trust  Co,, 
149  Mo.  1,  50  S,  W.  289,  and  6  Stand- 
ard Proc.  634. 

27.  See  16  Standard  Peoc.  366. 

28.  Jenks  v.   Steere,   23    E.   I.   160, 
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H.  Bills  of  Review.  —  It  has  been  held  that  probate  courts  may 
entertain  bills  of  review  to  correct  errors  and  annul  its  acts,^®  though 
there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.'" 

I.  Certiorari.  —  Certiorari  will  issue  to  a  probate  court,  from  a 
court  which  has  appellate  jurisdiction  over  it.'^ 

J.     Mandamus.  —  Mandamus  will  lie  against  probate  judges.^^ 

K.  Writ  of  Error.  —  A  writ  of  error  will  not  lie  to  probate  courts 
as  to  decrees  or  judgments  rendered  by  them  in  the  exercise  of  their 
ordinary  probate  jurisdiction,^'  unless  authorized  by  statute,'*  for 
the  reason  that  such  proceedings  are  not  according  to  the  course  of 
the  common  law.  But  as  to  proceedings  within  the  common  law  or 
criminal  jurisdiction  sometimes  conferred  upon  probate  courts,  the 
writ  will  lie.'^ 

L.    Appeal.  —  1.    Generally.  —  Statutes  generally  provide  for  ap- 


49  Atl.  698,  restraining  sale  of  certain 
property. 

Bill  to  set  aside  sale  of  decedent's 
real  estate,  see  6  Standard  Peoc.  573 

Belief  as  to  decree  of  distril)U'tlon, 
see  6  Standabd  Peoc.  634,  635;  13 
Standard  Peoc.  286. 

29.  Mass. — Crocker  v.  Crocker,  198 
Mass.  401,  84  N.  E.  476.  Pa.— Ne-m- 
"hold's  Estate,  19  Pa.  Dfst.  523;  In 
r-e  Martin's  Estate,  7  Pa.  Dist.  408. 
Tex.— rortson  v.  Alford,  62  Tex.  576, 
579;  Franks  v.  Chapman,  61   Tex.  576. 

See  generally  the  title  "Bills  of 
Eeview." 

Bill  of  review  to  surcharge  guard- 
ian's accounts,  see  10  Standaed  Peoc. 
845. 

30.  Cowden  v.  Dobyns,  5  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  82. 

31.  Smithwiek  v.  Kelly,  79  Tex. 
564,  15  S.  "W.  486;  Franks  v.  Chapman, 
60  Tex.  46;  Shook  v.  Journeay  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  149  S.  W.  406;  Lomax  v. 
Comstock  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  110  S.  W. 
762;  State  ex  rel.  Keasal  v.  Superior 
Court,  76  Wash.  291,  .136  Pao.  147. 
See  Campbell  v.  Strong,  Hempst.  195, 
4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,367b;  Eyan  V,  Hutcli- 
inson,  161  Iowa  575,  143  N.  W.  433 1 
and  the  title  "Certiorari." 

[a]  But  a  court  of  common  law 
jurisdiction  cannot  issue  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari to  a  probate  court,  because  of 
the  entire  separation  of  the  common 
law  courts  and  the  ecclesiastical  courts 
from  which  the  probate  courts  were 
derived.  Peters  v.  Peters,  iS  Cush. 
(Mass.)   529. 

[b]  Peti'ion  should  be  made  to  the 
circuit  court  in  the  first  instance,  not 
to  the  supreme  court.  Bx  parte  Davis, 
170  Ala.  114,  54  So.  164. 


[c]  The  hearing  is  do  novo  upon 
certiorari  from  the  district  court  in 
matters  of  probate.  Shook  v.  Journeay 
(Tex.   Civ.   App.),   149   S.  "W.   406. 

32.  In  re  Spingarn's  Estate,  15P 
N.  Y.  Supp.  605.  See  the  title  "Man 
damns." 

As  to  mandamus  against  courts  and 
court  ofAcers,  see  the  title  "Man- 
damus." 

[a]  But  a  court  having  appellate 
jurisdiction  only  in  probate  matters 
cannot  direct  probate  court  by  man- 
damus in  such  matters.  Shook  v.  .Jour- 
neay (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149  S.  "W.  406. 

33.  U.  S.  —  Campbell  v.  Strong. 
Hempst.  195,  4  Fed.  Cas,  No.  2,367b. 
Ala.- Watson  v.  May,  8  Ala.  177.  111. 
Louthan  v.  Jenue,  151  111.  App.  77, 
no  writ  of  error  in  guardianship  mat- 
ters except  those  involving  applica- 
tions to  sell  real  estate  and  where  a 
freehold  is  not  involved.  Mass. — ^Fitz- 
gerald V.  Com.,  5  Allen  509.  See  Smith 
V.  Rice,  11  Mass.  507.  Mo. — North 
Missouri  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Green's  Admr., 
34  Mo.  159.  Tex.— Smith  V.  Eobb,  4? 
Tex.  260. 

See  generally  the  title  "Writ  of 
Error."- 

34.  Oolo. — ^Vance's  Heirs  v.  Eock- 
well,  3  Colo.  240.  HI.— McCallum  r 
Chicago  Title  &  Tr.  Co.,  203  111.  142, 
67  N.  E.  823;  Thomas  v.  Waters,  122 
III.  App.  434.  Neb. — In  re  Hilton,  9y 
Neb.  387,  156  N.  W.  659,  baaed  o« 
Engles  V.  Morgenstern,  85  Neb.  51,  123 
N.  W.  ^688.  Wyo.— 7m  re  Barrett's 
Estate,  22  Wyo.  281,  138  Pae.  865,  141 
Pac.  95;  Weidenhoft  v.  Primm,  16  Wyo. 
.340,   64  Pac.   453. 

35.  Fitzgerald  v.  Com.,  5  Allen 
(Mass.)  509. 
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peals  in  probate  proceedings.^^  The  right  of  appeal  in  such  pro- 
ceedings is  conferred  by  statute  only,  and  can  extend  no  further  than 
the  statute  provides.^'    What  orders  are  appealable  depends  upon  the 


36.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Colo. — Miller  v.  Weston,  25 
Colo.  App.  231,  238,  138  Pac.  424. 
Conn. — State  ex  rel.  Rowland  v.  Smith, 
91  Conn.  110,  99  Atl.  555-.  Idaho. 
Fraser  v.  Davis,  29  Idaho  70,  156  Pae. 
913,  158  Pac.  233;  In  re  Estate  of 
MeVay,  14  Idaho  56,  64,  93  Pac.  28, 
31.  Ky.— Bell  V.  Henshaw,  91  Ky.  430, 
15  S.  W.  3.  Md.— Pratt  v.  Hill,  124 
Md.  252,  92  Atl.  543.  Mass.— Eveleth 
V.  Crouch,  15  Mass.  307,  common  law 
rules  of  evidence  bind  th«  appellate 
court  sitting  in  probate.  Mich. — Grady 
i>.  Hughes,  64  Mich.  540,  31  N.  "W. 
438.  Mo.— North  Missouri  E.  R.  Co. 
V.  Green's  Admr.,  34  Mo.  159;  Mar- 
shall V.  Shoemaker's  Estate,  164  Mo. 
App.  429,  144  S.  W.  1120.  N.  Y. 
In  r«  Martin's  Will,  80  Misc.  17,  141 
N.  T.  Supp.  784.  Okla.— Barnett  v. 
Blackstpne  C.  &  M.  Co.,  35  Okla.  724, 
131  Pac.  541;  Apache  State  Bank  v. 
Daniels,  32  Okla.  121,  121  Pac.  237. 
Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  520,  40  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  901;  Nix  V.  Gilmer,  5  Okla. 
740,  751,  50  Pac.  131,  overruling  Brick- 
ner  v.  Sporleder,  3  Okla.  561,  41  Pac. 
726.  Pa. — In  re  Heckman's  Estate,  23C 
Pa.  193,  84  Atl.  689,  what  questions 
will  be  determined  by  supreme  court. 
R.  I.— Kenyon  v.  Hart,  38  E.  I.  524, 
529,  96  Atl.  529,  appeal  is  not  in  the 
nature  of  a  writ  of  error  or  bill  of 
exceptions.  Tex. — ^Franks  v.  Chapman, 
60  Tex.  46;  Shook  v.  Journeay  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  149  S.  W.  406.  Utah.— 7n 
re  Reese's  Estate,  9  Utah  171,  33  Pae. 
698.  Wash. — In  r^  Martin's  Estate,  82 
Wash.  226,  144  Pac.  42.  Wis.— In  re 
Jackman's  Will,  26  Wis.  104.  Wyo. 
In  re  Barrett's  Estate,  22  Wyo.  281, 
138  Pac.  865,  141  Pac.  95;  Weiden- 
hoft  V.  Primm,  16  Wyo.  340,  64  Pac. 
453. 

Appeal  from  order  appoiatiug  and 
discharging  representative,  see  6  Stand- 
ard Proc.  509,  517. 

Appeal  from  order  allowing  claims, 
see  6  Standard  Proc.  535. 

Appeal  from  decision  in  proceeding 
to  discover  assets,  see  6  Standard  Pboc. 
523. 

Appeal  from  order  of  sale,  see  6 
Standard  Proc.   568,  572. 

Review  of  proceedings  when  estate 
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is  insolvent,  see  6  Standard  Proc. 
585. 

Appeal  in  proceedings  as  to  account- 
ing, see  6  Standard  Proc.  595,  625. 

Appeal  from  order  of  distiribution, 
see  6  Standard  Proc.  636. 

[a]  To  What  Court. — (1)  Cases  aris 
ing  under  the  probate  jurisdiction  of 
a  county  court  are  not  civil  cases 
within  a  statute  authorizing  appeal* 
from  county  courts  in  civil  cases  to 
the  supreme  court.  Gray  v.  McKnight, 
50  Okla.  73,  150  Pac.  1046.  (2)  It 
is  variously  provided  by  statute  that 
appeals  from  probate  courts  must  he, 
to  the  district  court  (Barnett  v.  Black- 
stone  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  [Okla.],  15S 
Pac.  588;  In  re  Theimer,  40  Okla.  235, 
137  Pac.  358;  Lucas  r>.  Lucas,  34  Okla. 
282,  125  Pac.  481;  Carpenter  v.  Rus- 
sell, 13  Okla.  277,  73  Pac.  930;  United 
States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  v.  Buhrer,  61 
Tex.    Civ.   App.    372,    132    S.   W.    505), 

(3)  to  the  circuit  court  (McAvoy  v. 
Eenehan,   116    Md.    333,    81    Atl.    673), 

(4)  to  the  supreme  judicial  court 
(Pattee  v.  Stetson,  170  Mass.  93,  48 
N.  E.  1022),  or  (5)  to  the  court  of 
civil  appeals,  where,  because  of  the 
amount  involved,  the  case  is  cogniz- 
able only  in  that  court..  Gaines  v. 
Eason,  130  Tenn.  86,  169  S.  W.  309. 

[b]  Who  May  Appeal.— (1)  The 
heirs  of  an  estate  may  appeal  from 
a  probate  order  affecting  their  inter- 
ests, either  in  the  name  of  the  executor 
or  in  their  own  names.  Ryan  r. 
Hutchinson,  161  Iowa  575,  143  N.  W. 
433,  citing  Burns  v.  Keas,  20  Iowa  16. 
(2)  A  statute  conferring  the  right  of 
appeal  to  any  person  claiming  undei 
an  heir  at  law  is  not  confined  to  heirs 
of  an  heir  at  law,  but  extends  to  the 
representative  of  an  heir.  Sprowl  *. 
Randell,  108  Me.  350,  81  Atl.  80. 

[c]  A  part  of  a  decree  may  be  ap» 
pealed  from  under  statute.  In  re 
Blackinton's  Estate,  29  Idaho  310,  158 
Pac.  492. 

37.  Oal.— IJi  re  Cahill's  Estate,  142 
Cal.  628,  76  Pac.  383;  In  re  Winslow's 
Estate,  128  Cal.  311,  60  Pac.  931;  In 
re  Seymour's  Estate,  15  Cal.  App.  287, 
114i  Pac.  1023,  citing  local  cases. 
Conn. — Slattery  «.  Woodin,  90  Conn 
48,  96  Atl.  178.  Idaho.— /n  re  Coryell's 
Estate,    16   Idaho    201,    101    Pac.    723, 
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statute  and  the  general  principles  elsewhere  discussed." 

2.  How  and  When  Appeal  Must  Be  Taken.  —  The  manner  of  tak- 
ing the  appeal,^^  and  the  tiilie  within  which  it  must  be  taken,*"  are 
regulated  by  the  statutes  conferring  the  right.  These  statutes  should 
be  complied  with,*^  but  noncompliance  in  various  particulars  may  be 
waived.*^  Under  some  statutes  appeals  are  a  matter  of  right  ;*^  under 
others**  an  order  of  the  probate  court  allowing  the  appeal,  is  neces- 


Me. — Sprowl  V.  Eandell,  108  Me.  350, 
81   Atl.   80. 

[a]  The  statutes  are  to  be  liberal- 
ly construed  in  favor  of  the  right  of 
appeal.  Pee  v.  Witt,  100  Kan.  171, 
163  Pac.  797;  Davidson  v.  Unknown 
Heirs  of  Peterson,  22  N.  P.  480,  134 
N.  W.  751.  See  Appeal  of  Carter,  111 
Me.   186,   88   Atl.  475. 

38.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  title 
"Appeals." 

[a]  "An  order  affecting  a  substan- 
tial right"  is  appealable  under  the 
code.  An  order,  upon  issue  joined, 
refusing  to  dismiss  a  special  proceed- 
ing to  revoke  letters  is  not  such  ao 
order.  In  re  Kelly,  153  App.  Div.  322, 
137  N.  Y.  Supp.  1099.  See  also  In  re 
Powell's  Will,  186  App.  Div.  830,  121 
N.   Y.    Supp.    779. 

[b]  An  order  vacating  in  part  a 
previous  order  is  appealable.  Tomlin- 
son  V.  Phelps,  93  Minn.  350,  101  N.  W. 
496. 

[c]  An  order  sustaining  a  demurrer 
to  a  petition  to  compel  administrator 
to  inventory  omitted  property  is  ap' 
pealable.  Dobsou  v.  Holmes,  83  Kan. 
476,  112  Pac.  131;  In  re  Martin's  Es- 
tate, 82  Wash-  226,  144  P,ac,  42. 
Cornpare  Mitchell  v.  Bay  Probate 
Judge,  155  Mich.  550,  119  N.  W.  916. 

Order  passing  on  claim  against  es- 
tate, see  6  Standard  Proc.  535. 

[d]  An  order  setting  aside  the  al- 
lowance of  a  claim  against  an  estate 
is  appealable.  Brockman  v.  Webb,  189 
Mo.  App.  475,  176  S.    W.  1082. 

fe]  An  order  expressly  determin- 
ing question  of  decedent's  residence  on 
a  petition  to  admit  a  will  to  probate 
is  appealable.  State  ex  rel,  Neal  v. 
Kauffman,  86  Wash.  172,  149  Pac. 
656. 

[f]  Orders  denying  petition  to  va- 
cate decree  of  distribution  is  appeal- 
able to  the  district  court.  Gray  v. 
McKnight,  50  Okla.  73,  150  Pac.  1046; 
Smith  V.  J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Mach 
Co.,  43  Okla.  346,  142  Pac.  1032. 

[g]  Decrees  in  escheat  proceedings 
are  appealable.  McKenzie  v.  Jensen. 
195  Ala.  36,  70  So.  678. 


Appeal  from  refusal  of  application 
to  correct  inventory,  see  6  Standabd 
Proc.  526. 

Order  of  distribution,  see  6  Stand- 
ard Proc.  636. 

[h]  Orders  of  a  probate  judge  after 
judgment  have  not  been  included  iu 
the  list  of  appealable  orders.  Smith 
V.  Peterson  (Idaho),  169  Pac.  290. 

39.  See  the   statutes. 

40.  In  re  Mudgett,  103  Me.  367,  69 
Atl.  575;  In  re  Brust's  Estate  (Minn.). 
127  N.   W.   11. 

[a]  If  not  taken  within  the  pre- 
scribed time,  the  appeal  may  be  dis- 
missed. Beakley  v.  Cunningham,  121 
Ark.   457,   181   S.   W.   287. 

[b]  The  notice  of  the  order  or  judg- 
ment limiting  the  right  of  appeal  must 
be  in  writing.  In  re  Malchow's  Bw 
tate   (Minn.),  157  N.  W.  709. 

41.  Vail  V.  Page,  175  Ind.  126,  93 
N.  E.  705;  Merriman  v.  Peck,  95  Mich. 
277,  54  N.  W.  871. 

42.  Gorton  v.  Person,  97  Mich.  561, 
56  N.  W.  936  .(failure  to  perfect  ap- 
peal in  time);  Lewellyn  v.  Lewellyn, 
87  Mo.  App.  9,  defects  in  transcript. 

43.  Pox  V.  Probate  Judge,  48  Mich 
643,  111  N.  W.  1131. 

[a]  The  probate  court  is  not  au- 
thorized to  enter  into  an  inquiry  to 
determine  whether  the  party  claiming 
an  appeal  is  a  "person  aggrieved" 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  and 
deny  the  application  if  he  finds  against 
the  claimant.  Clifton  v.  Jackson  Pro- 
bate Court,  154  Mich.  488,  117  N.  W. 
1051. 

44.  Tharp  v.  Barnett,  93  Ark.  263, 
124   S.   W.   1027. 

[a]  Formal  written  motion  for  al- 
lowance of  an  appeal  is  not  necessary 
unless  required  to  show  the  interest  of 
the  party  desiring  to  appeal.  State  ex 
rel.  Rowland  v.  Smith,  91  Conn.  110. 
99  Atl.  555. 

[b]  Order  of  Allowance. — The  send- 
ing of  the  papers  and  transcript  to  the 
circuit  court  is  tantamount  to  an  al- 
lowance of  the  appeal,  where  a  formal 
order  is  necessary.  Lewellyn  v.  Lew- 
ellyn, 87  Mo.  App.  9. 
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sary.  The  statutes  generally  require  a  notice  of  appeal,"  an  appeal 
bond "  or  affidavit  in  lieu  thereof,  showing  an  inability  to  give  a 
bond'*'  together  with  an  affidavit  on  appeal,*^  and  also  a  bill  of  excep- 


45.  Cal.— See  In  re  MePhee's  Es- 
tate, 154  Cal.  385,  97  Pao.  878,  as  to 
whether  appeal  without  service  of  no- 
tice is  want  of  dije  process  of  law. 
Mich. — Hosey  v.  Ionia  Circ.  Judge, 
120  Mich.  280,  79  N.  W.  177;  Merri- 
man  ij.  Jackson  Circ.  Judge,  95  Mich 
277  54  N.  W.  871.  Minn. — Schultz 
V.  Brown,  47  Minn.  255,  257,  49  N.  W. 
982,  as  to  notice  where  creditor  or  heir 
appeals.  N.  D. — Davidson  v.  Unknown 
Heirs  of  Peterson,  22  N.  D.  480,  134 
N.  W.  751.  Wis. — Ziegler  v.  Bark,  121 
Wis.  533,  99  N.  W.  .224. 

See  also  6  Standard  Peoc.  537,  586. 

[a]  A  liberal  construction  is  given 
a  notice  of  appeal.  First  Unitarian 
Soc.  V.  Houliston,  96  Minn.  342,  105 
N.  W.  66. 

[b]  An  objection  that  the  reasons 
for  appeal  assigned  in  the  notice  are 
too  broad  is  waived  by  failing  to  move 
for  a  dismissal  of  the  appeal.  Casser- 
ly  V.  Casserly,  123  Mich.  44,  81  N.  W. 
930. 

[c]  Service  on  attorney  is  suffi- 
cient. In  re  Brown's  Will,  32  Minn. 
443,  21  N.  W.  474. 

[d]  Service  on  executor  is  sufEi- 
cient.  Bong  v.  Haller,  106  Minn.  454, 
119  N.  W.  405. 

46.  Idaho. — In  re  Blackinton's  Es- 
tate, 29  Idaho  310,  158  Pac.  492. 
Kan.— Pee  v.  Witt,  100  Kan.  171,  163 
Pac.  797;  Aid  v.  Appling,  89  Kan. 
340,  131  Pae.  569,  when  bond  is  filed. 
Me.— Appeal  of  Carter,  111  Me.  186, 
88  Atl.  475.  OTsXa,. — Queen  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Cotney,  25  Okla.  125,  105  Pac.  651. 
Tex.— Smithwick  v.  Kelly,  79  Tex,  564, 
573,  15  S.  W.  486. 

See   also    6   Standard   Proc.    537. 

Compare  Hines  v.  Sharp,  123  Ark. 
61,  184  S.  W.  431  (a  bond  is  not  re- 
quired except  where  a  supersedeas  is 
desired);  In  re  MePhee's  Estate,  154 
Cal.  385,  97  Pac.  878,  statute  does  not 
require  a  bond. 

[a]  Guardians  and  representatives 
are  relieved  from  giving  bonds  on  their 
own  appeals  by  statute.  In  re  Stark 's 
Will,  149  Wis.  631,  134  N.  W.  389. 

[b]  A  cash  deposit  cannot  be  given 
in  lieu  thereof  where  the  statute  re- 
quires a  bond.  Pee  v.  Witt,  100  Kan. 
171,  163  Pac.  797. 
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[e]  The  Bond  Is  Payable  to  tho 
County  Judge. — A  bond  payable  to 
him  is  not  objectionable  even  though 
he  is  disqualified  and  a  special  coun- 
ty judge  tries  the  case.  Wolnitzek  v. 
Lewis.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  162  S.  W. 
963. 

'  [d]  Delivery  of  Bond  by  MaiL 
Harvey  v.  Allen,  94-  Ga.  454,  19  8.  B. 
246. 

[e]  Omission  to  give  bond  la 
waived  "bj  appearance  in  the  appellate 
court.  Stricklin  v.  Galloway,  99  Ark. 
56,  137  8.  W.  804. 

[f]  The  probate  court  may  permit 
(1)  the  filing  of  a  new  bond  in  lieu  of  a 
defective  one.  Davidson  v.  Unknown 
Heirs  of  Peterson,  22  N.  D.  480,  .134 
N.  W.  751.  (2)  But  where  the  bond 
is  fatally  defective,  it  cannot  be 
amended  in  the  appellate  court.  Ap- 
peal of  Carter,  111  'Me.  186,  88  Atl. 
475.  (3)  The  district  court  may  re- 
mand the  case  to  the  county  court 
that  a  sufficient  bond  ihay  be  filed. 
Davidson  v.  Unknown  Heirs  of  Peter- 
son, 22  N.  D.  480,  134  N.  W.  751. 

47.  Bolen  v.  Superior  Cdiirt,  14 
Ariz.  31,  123  Pac.  305;  Smithwick  v. 
Kelly,  79  Tex.  564,  573,  15  8.  W.  486. 

48.  Tharp  v.  Barnett,  93  Ark.  263, 
124  S.  W.  1027.  Mo. — Egger  v.  Egger, 
225  Mo.  116,  123  9.  W.  928,  135  Am. 
St.  Eep.  566.  Okla. — Baker  v.  Cure- 
ton,  49  Okla.  15,  150  Pae.  1090. 

[a]  An  order  granting  an  appeal 
'.  before    the   filing    of    an    affidavit   is 

premature.  Tharp  v.  Barnett,  93  Ark. 
263,  124  S.    W.   1027. 

[b]  The  affidavit  need  not  appear 
I  In  the  record,  but  it  must  be  filed. 
j  Huffman  v.  Sudbury,  117  Ark.  628, 
I  174  S.  W.  1149. 

'  fc]  The  lurisdlction  of  the  cause  is 
ousted  from  the  probate  court  and 
transferred  to  the  circuit  court  by  the 
filing  of  the  affidavit  for  appeal.  Huff- 

I  man  v.  Sudbury,  117  Ark.  628,  174 
8.  W.   1149;   Lewellyn  v.  Lewellyn,  87 

.  Mo.  App.  9. 

[d]  An  affidavit  by  the  attorney 
reciting  that  it  is  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  is  sufficient  although  he  signs 
it,  describing  himself  as  appellant. 
Egger  ».  Egger,  225  Mo.  116,  123  S.  W. 
928,  135  Am.  St.  Eep.  566. 
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tions,*^  or  a  statement  of  objections  to  the  decree,^"  a  transmission  to 
the  appellate  court  of  a  certified  transcript  of  the  record  and  proceed- 
ings together  with  the  original  papers,^^  the  filing  of  a  return  of  the  pro- 
bate court,^''  and  an  entry  of  appeal  in  the  appellate  court.®^  Some 
statutes  authorize  the  appellate  court  to  allow  an  appeal  upon  petition 
of  a.  person  aggrieved  who  failed  to  prosecute  an  appeal  seasonably.^"* 
3.     Proceedings  on  Appeal.  —  a.    Generally.  —  On  appeals  to  supe- 


[e]  The   appeal  may  tjo  dismissed 

for  want  of  a  proper  affidavit.  Tharp 
V.  Barnett,  93  Ark.  263,  124  8.  W.  1027; 
Egger  V.  Egger,  225  Mo.  116,  137,  123 
S.  W.  928,  135  Am.  St.  Eep.  566. 

[f]  Insufficiency  in  the  Affidavit 
May  Be  Waived. — Stricklin  ■;;.  Gallo- 
way, 99  Ark.  56,  137  S.  W.  804. 

49.  See  4  Standard  Proc.  298,  note 
21.  But  see  Davis'  Admr.  v.  Davis, 
162  Ky.  816,  172  S.  W.  665,  holding  no 
bill  of  exceptions  is  required  when  the 
cause  is  tried  de  novo   on  appeal. 

[a]  Settling  and  signing  a  bilT  of 
exceptions  is  within  the  authority  o* 
a  probate  court.  Humbarger  v.  Hum- 
barger,  72  Kan.  412,  83  Pao.  1095,  115 
Am.   St.   Eep.   204. 

50.  Godwise  v.  Livermore,  194  Mass. 
445,  80  N.  E.  609. 

51.  Ga.— Ford  v.  Eedfearn,  145  Ga.  498, 
89  S.  E.  611.  III. — Esmond  v.  Esmond, 
142  111.  App.  233,  contents  of  trans- 
cript. Mich.  — •  Merriman  v.  Peck,  95 
Mieh.  277.  54  N.  W.  871.  Mo.— Crow 
V.  Lutz's  Estate,  175  Mo.  App.  427, 
162  S.  W.  769  (as  to  right  to  supply 
omitted  papejs) ;  Lewellyn  v.  Lewel- 
lyn,  87  Mo.  App.  9.  Okla. — In  re  Fol- 
som'a  Estate,  159  Pae.  751;  Queen  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Cotney,  25  Okla.  125,  105  Pac. 
651. 

[a]  Statute  Is  Mandatory. — Merri- 
man V.  Peck,  95  Mich.  277,  54  N.  W. 
871. 

[b]  But  the  appeal  should  not  be 
dismissed  for  any  informality  or  in- 
sufficiency in  the  transcript  without 
giving  the  appellant  an  opportunity 
to  correct  it.  Esmond  v.  Esmond,  142 
111.  App.  233. 

[c]  The  district  court  does  not  ac- 
quire jurisdiction  until  the  filing  of  the 
transcript.  In  re  Polsom's  Estate. 
(Okla.)  159  Pac.  751.  See  also  Vai) 
V.  Page,  175  Ind.  126,  93  N.  E.  705. 

[d]  A  statute  requiring  the  trans- 
mission (1)  of  a  certified  transcript  of 
the  record  and  proeeedinss  together 
with  the  original  papers,  contemplates 
a  transmission  promptly  or  with  reas- 
onablo   diligence.     And  where  the   ap- 


peal has  been  allowed  and  »  .trans- 
cript filed,  the  circuit  court  has  juris- 
diction to  allow  the  filing  of  the 
original  papers;  but  until  the  original 
papers  are  filed,  it  cannot  proceed  to 
hear  ,and  try  the  case.  Lormis  v. 
Hartmann  (Mo.  App.),  193  S.  W.  36. 
(2)  By  having  delivered  the  papero 
to  the  administrator  who  later  filed 
them  in  the  circuit  court,  the  clerk  of 
the  probate  court  has  "transmitted" 
them.  Lormis  v.  Hartmanu  (Mo. 
App.),  193  S.  W.  36. 

52.  Hintermeister  v.  Brady,  70 
Minn.  437,  73  N.  W.  145,  on  filing  of 
return,  district  court  acquires  com- 
plete jurisdiction. 

53.  Daley  v.  Erancis,  153  Mass.  8, 
26  N.  E.  132. 

[a]  A  late  entry  of  appeal  confers 
the  same  jurisdiction  on  appellate 
court  as  a  seasonable  entry.  Daley  v. 
Francis,  153  Mass.  8,  26  N.  E.  132. 

54.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following  cases:  Me. — Sproul  v, 
Bandell,  107  Me.  274,  78  Atl.  450. 
Mass. — Nash  v.  Whitcomb,  225  Mass. 
487,  114  N.  E.  669;  Daley  v.  Francis, 
153  Mass.  8,  26  N.  B.  132;  Capen  v. 
Skinner,  139  Mass.  190,  29  N.  E.  651. 
Mich. — In  re  Bright 's  Estate,  157  , 
Mich.  220,  121  N.  W.  749;  Watson  v. 
Kent  Circ.  Judge,  125  Mich.  182,  125 
N.  W.  54  (holding  petition  insuffi- 
cient) ;  Merriman  ».  Peck,  96  Mich.  603, 
55  N.  W.  1021.  R.  I.— Kenyon  v.  Hay- 
hurst,  35  E.  I.  380,  87  Atl.  168.  Wis. 
Jamison  v.  Snyder,  79  Wis.  286,  48 
N.  W.  261. 

[a]  A  broad  discretion  is  vested  in 
the  court  in  allowing  such  applications. 
Nash  V.  Whitcomb,  225  Mass.  487,  114 
N.  E.  669;  Capen  v.  Skinner,  139  Mass. 
190,  29  N.  E.  651. 

[b]  Notice  of  the  petition  may  be 
ordered  by  a  justice  in  vacation. 
Sproul  V.  Eandell,  107  Me.  274,  78  Atl. 
450. 

[c]  The  petitioner  must  show  not 
only  that  he  is  not  in  default,  but  that 
substantial  justice  requires  a  revision 
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rior,  circuit,  or  district  courts,  the  statute  sometimes  provides  that  if 
the  appeal  be  on  questions  of  law,  the  court  may  review  any  such 
question  which  sufficiently  appears  on  the  face  of  the  record  or  pro- 
ceeding.^^ If  the  appeal  be  on  questions  of  both  law  and  fact,  the 
trial  shall  be  de  novo.^^  A  superior  court  while  hearing  appeals  from 
probate  courts,  sits  not  as  a  court  of  general  or  common-law  juris- 
diction,^'  but  as  a  court  of  probate,^^  with  no  jurisdiction  not  pos- 
sessed by  the  probate  court.^^ 
b.    Pleadings.  —  Formal  pleadings  are  not  required  in  the  appellate 


of    the    case.      Capen   v.    Skinner,   139 
Mass.   190,  29  N.  E.  651. 

55.  See  the  statutes,  and  Smith  v. 
Peterson  (Idaho),  169  Pac.  290. 

[a]  New  Questions  Cannot  Be 
Baised. — Only  such  question's  as  were 
raised  in  the  probate  court  on  the  rec- 
ord can  be  reviewed.  In  re  Estate  of 
McVay,  14  Idaho  56,  64,  93  Pac.  28, 
31. 

56.  Conn.— Slattery  v.  Woodin,  90 
Conn.  48,  96  Atl.  178.  Idaho. — ^Fraser 
V.  Davis,  29  liiaho  70,  156  Pae.  913, 
158  Pac.  233;  Kent  v.  Dalrymple,  23 
Idaho  694,  132  Pac.  301;  In  re  Estate 
of  McVay,  14  Idaho  56,  64,  93  Pac. 
28,  31.  Mo. — North  Missouri  E.  Co. 
V.  Green's  Admr.,  34  Mo.  159;  In  re 
Ford,  157  Mo.  App.  141,  137  S.  W.  32. 
Neb. — In  re  Normand's  Estate,  88  Neb. 
767,  130  N.  W.  571.  N.  Y.—In  re 
Martin's  Will,  80  Misc.  17,  141  N.  'S. 
Supp.  784,  the  appellate  division  may 
take  additional  testimony  or  it  may 
reconsider  on  the  merits  ,lhe  whole 
case  de  novo.  N.  D. — Davidson  v.  Un- 
known Heirs  of  Peterson,  22  N.  D.  480, 
134  N.  W.  751.  E.  I.— See  Vaill  v.  Mc- 
Phail,  34  E.  I.  361,  370,  83  Atl.  1075, 
1079,  Ann.  Gas.  1914D,  516.  Tex. 
Holt  V.  Guerguin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  158 
S.  W.  581;  Shook  v.  Journeay  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  149  S.  W.  406;  Levy  v.  Vi. 
L.  Moody  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  87 
S.  W.  205. 

See  6  Standard  Pboc.  538. 

[a]  Procedure. — "If  the  appeal  bn 
taken  upon  questions  of  both  law  and 
fact,  then  the  district  court  proceeds 
to  try,  first,  the  questions  of  law,  and 
if  the  cause  is  reversed  on  questions 
of  law,  the  questions  of  fact  are  not 
tried.  If,  however,  the  cause  is  not 
reversed  on  questions  of  law,  then  the 
same  questions  of  fact  as  were 
tried  in  the  probate  court  will  be  re- 
tried in  the  district  court  as  other 
trials  in  said  cour(t  are  conducted. 
Witnesses  may  be  called  and  may  tes 
tify  the  same   as  in  the  trial  of  any 
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other  cause.  In  other  words,  this  stat 
ute,  under  the  constitution,  grants  to 
the  district  court  appellate  jurisdiction 
t"o  retry  only  the  same  issues  of  la^ 
and  fact  as  were  heard  and  deter 
minefi  by  the  probate  courft.  What 
ever  judgment  may  be  entered  in  the 
district  court  is  to  be  certified  back  to 
the  picbate  court  for  execution  in  ao 
cordance  therewith."  In  re  Estate  of 
McVay,  14  Idaho  56,  64,  93  Pac.  28,  3L 
To  similar  effect,  see  Fraser  v.  Davia, 
29  Idaho  70,  156  Pac.  913,  158  Pac. 
233;  Kent  v.  Dalrymple,  23  Idaho 
694,  702,  132  Pac.  301. 

[b]  On  failure  to  enter  the  cause 
on  the  calendar  for  trial,  the  case  may 
be  dismissed  although  the  court  may 
direct  the  cause  to  be  placed  on  fthe 
calendar  in  its  discretion.  Hinter- 
meister  v.  Brady,  70  Minn.  437,  73 
N.  W.  145. 

57.  Slattery  v.  Woodin,  90  Conn. 
48,  96  Atl.  178;  Appeal  of  Wilson,  84 
Conn.  560,  80  Atl.  718. 

58.  Slattery  v.  Woodin,  90  Conn. 
48,  96  Atl.  178. 

[a]  The  case  is  to  be  tried  and  de- 
-termined  on  the  same  principles  that 
would  be  administered  by  the  jirobate 
court  itself.  Brooks  v.  Hargrave,  179 
Mich.  136,  146,  146  N.  W.  325.  Brown 
V.  Forsche,  43  Mich.  492,  501,  5  N.  W 
1011. 

59.  Conn.— Appeal  of  Wilson,  84 
Conn.  560,  80  Atl:  718.  Kan.— Boss  v. 
Woollard,  75  Kan.  383,  89  Pac.  680. 
Mo. — Carver's  Estate  i/.  Eichardson,  77 
Mo.  App.  459.  Compare  In  re  Ford, 
157  Mo.  App.  141,  137  S.  W.  32,  holding 
the  circuit  court  on  appeal  from  pro- 
bate courts  proceeds  with  all  the  pow- 
ers of  a  circnift  court. 

Jurisdiction  of  probate  courts  gen- 
erally, see  supra,  III. 

[a]  No  general  equity  jurisdiction 
is  possessed  by  the  appellate  court.  In 
re  Wilson's  Estate,  97  Neb.  780,  151 
N.  W.  316. 
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court  as  that  court  tries  and  determines  the  cause  anew  on  the  plead- 
ings in  the  probate  court."" 

e.  Issues.  —  The  district  court  is  authorized  to  retry  only  the 
same  issues  of  law  and  fact  as  were  heard  and  determined  by  the 
probate  court."^  Where  statute  requires  a  party  to  state  the  reasons 
of  his  appeal,  the  appellate  court  is  limited  to  a  determination  of  the 
questions  presented."^ 

d.  Right  to  Jury  Trial. — ^Except  in  so  far  as  statutes  have  been 
enacted  conferring  the  right,"^  no  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  exists  on 
a  trial  de  novo  in  probate  proceedings."*  But  the  court  may  in  its 
discretion  submit  questions  of  fact  to  a  jury."° 


60.  Eassieur  v.  Zimmer,  249  Mo. 
175,  155  8.  W.  24;  Cole  v.  Ballmeyer, 
101  Mo.  57,  13  8.  W.  687;  Kessler  v. 
Clayes,  147  Mo.  App.  88,  125  8.  W, 
799,  803. 

On  appeal  from  order  approving  or 
rejecting  claims,  see  6  Standabd  Peo,o. 
538. 

On  appeal  where  estate  is  insolvent. 
see   6   Standard   PeOc.   586. 

[a]  Technical  accuracy  of  commoTi 
law  is  not  essential  fto  form  of  plead- 
ings on  appeal.  In  re  Peek's  Estate, 
80  Vt.  469,  68  Atl.  433,  437,  where  spe- 
cial demurrer  was  consi'dered  as  gen 
eral. 

[b]  Amendments  of  pleadings  can- 
not 'be  allowed  on  trial  de  novo  of  a 
probate  matter.  In  re  Estate  of  Me- 
Vay,  14  Idaho  56,  64,  93  Pae.  28,  31. 
See  In  re  MacDonald's  Estate  (Mich.). 
163  N.  W.  102. 

61.  Conn. — Appeal  of  Wilson,  84 
Conn.  560,  80  Atl,  718.  Idaho.— /«  re 
Estate  of  Christensen,  15  Idaho  693, 
99  Pae.  829;  In  re  Estate  of  McVay 
14  Idaho  56,  64,  93  Pae.  28,  31.  Mich. 
American  Baptist  Missionary  Union  v. 
Peek,  9  Mich.  445.  Tex. — Goodman  r. 
Schwind  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  186  S.  W. 
282;  Levy  v.  W.  L.  Moody  &  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  87  S.  W.  205. 

See  6  Standard-  Peoc.  538. 

fal  New  issues  need  not  be  framed 
in  will  cases.  Ellair  v.  Wayne  Circuit 
Judge,  46  Mich.  496,  9  N.  W.  533. 

fb]  The  fact  that  either  party- 
failed  to  presenlt  evidence  in  support 
of  the  issues  made  in  the  probate 
court  does  not  authorize  dismissal  of 
the  appeal,  as  this  is  of  no  conse- 
quence on  the  trial  de  novo.  In  re 
Estate  of  Christensen,  15  Idaho  692,  99 
Pae.  829. 

[e]  Title  to  land  cannot  be  ftried 
on  appeal.  Appeal  of  Wilson,  84  Conn. 
560,  80  Atl.  718;  Byerly  v.  Eadie,  95 


Kan.  400,  148  Pae.  757.  Leyerly  v. 
Leyerly,  87  Kan.  307,  124  Pae.  405. 
[c]  When  a  case  involving  the  pro- 
bate of  a  will  is  appealed,  th-e  district 
court  may  probate  the  will  or  declare 
it  null  and  void.  Holt  v.  Guerguin 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  156  S.  W,  581. 

62.  Mass. — Cowden  v.  Jacobson,  165 
Mass.  240,  43  N.  E.  98;  Harris  v.  Har- 
ris, 153  Mass.  439,  26  N.  E.  1117.  Mich. 
In  re  Mill's  Estate,  158  Mich.  504,  158  ■ 
N.  W.  1080;  In  re  Ward's  Esltate,  152 
Mich.  218,  239,  116  N.  W.  23;  In  r« 
Beers,  148  Mich.  300,  111  N.  W.  915; 
Jersey  v.  Jersey,  146  Mieh.  660,  110 
N.  W.  ,54;  Casserly  v.  Casserly,  123 
Mich.  44,  81  N.  W.  930,  remedy  where 
reasons  are  general.  E.  I. — Gilbert  v. 
Hayward,  37  E.  I.  303,  92  Atl.  625. 

63.  Conn. — Slattery  v.  Woodin,  90 
Conn.  48,  96  Atl.  178,  in  appeals  from 
probate  involving  the  validity  of  a 
will  only  is  a  jury  trial  allowed  in  Con- 
necticut, m. — Esmond  .v.  Esmond,  154 
111.  App.  357,  the  probate  court  has 
power  to  impanel  ,a  jury  to  try  issues 
or  matters  of  fact  in  any  matters  pend- 
ing before  the  court.  Mich. — Linton 
».  Huward,  163  Mieh.  556,  128  N.  W. 
793;  In  re  Stebbins'  Estate,  94  Mich. 
304,  54  N.  W.  159,  34  Am.  St.  Eep. 
345  (the  party  has  an  .absolute  right 
to  a  jury  to  try  questions  of  fact) ; 
Grovier  v.  Hall,  23  Mieh.  7;  American 
Baptist  Missionary  Union  v.  Peek,  9 
Mich.  445. 

64.  HI.— Moody  v.  Found,  208  111.  78, 
69  N.  E.  831.  Kan.— Gallon  v.  Haas,  67 
Kan.  225,  72  Pae.  770.  Okla.— Cart- 
wright  V.  Holcomb,  21  Okla.  548,  97 
Pae.  385.  Wis. — In  re  Jackman's 
Will,  26  Wis.  104. 

65.  Mass. — McKay  v.  Kean,  167 
Mass.  524,  46  N.  E.  '120  (statute  auth- 
orizes framing  of  issue  for  jury  in  dis- 
cretion of  court);  Doherty  v.  O'Cal- 
laghan,  157  Mass.  90,  31  N.  E.  726,  34 
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e.  Reference.  —  Statutes  sometimes  authorize  the  superior  court 
to  appoint  a  referee  on  appeal  in  probate  matters."® 

f .  Findings  and  Conclusions.  —  Where  issues  of  fact  are  presented, 
findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  are  sometimes  required  to  be 
made."' 

g.  Disposiiion  of  the  Case.  —  Statutes  generally  provide  what  dis- 
position of  the  case  shall  be  made  on  appeal."^  Some  statutes  provide 
that  in  disposing  of  the  ease,  the  superior  or  circuit  court  may  reverse 
or  affirm  the  judgment,"®  and  may  make  such  order  or  decree  as  the 
judge  of  the  probate  court  ought  have  made  and  may  remit  the  cause 
for  further  proceedings,  or  the  court  may  make  any  other  order  therein 
as  law  and  justice  shall  require.'" 

h.  Appeal  From  Superior  or  District  Court.  —  Under  some  statutes 
it  is  held  that  an  appeal  lies  from  the  superior  or  district  court  to 
the  supreme  court  from  a  final  judgment  therein  on  a  trial  de  novo,'^ 

Mass.  238,  58  N.  B.  873.  ^Sich.—In  r« 
Kilbourue's  Estate,  173  Mich.  258,  139 
N.  W.  16.  Minn. — Blandin  v.  Brennin, 
106  Minn.  353,  119  N.  W.  57,  may  af- 
firm when  appellant  fails  to  appeal. 
N.  Y. — See  In  re  Duffy,  127  App.  Div. 
74,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  77. 

70.  Day  v.  Nichols,  228  Mass.  238, 
117  N.  E.  254;  Grinnell  v.  Baxter,  17 
Pick.  383;  Marskey  v.  Lawrence,  121 
Mich.  577,  80  N.  W.  571;  In  re  En- 
sign, 47  Mich.  443,  11  N.  W.  262. 

[a]  Inclusion  of  the  sureties  on  the 
appeal  bond  in  the  judgment  is  im- 
proper. Bondie  v.  Bourassa,  46  Mich. 
321,  9  N.  W.  433. 

[b]  The  circuit  court  cannot  direct 
the  probate  court  to  enter  the  judg' 
meat  but  should  enter  it  itself.  In  re 
Ensign,  47  Mich.  443,  11  N.  W.  262. 

[c]  Remand  for  retrial  is  not  prop- 
er under  the  statute  quoted  in  the 
text.  In  re  Kilbourne's  Estate,  173 
Mich.  258,  139  N.  W.  16. 

[d]  A  reversal  and  further  heat- 
ing may  be  ordered  under  a  statute 
giving  supreme  court  of  probate  pow- 
er to  make  any  order  justice  may  re- 
quire. In  re  Swan,  115  Me.  127,  98 
Atl.  190. 

[e]  Judgment  Is  Conclusive. — In  re 
Fori,  157  Mo.  App.  141,  137  S.  W.  32. 

71.  Fla. — Finch  «.  Bonar,  46  Fla.  246, 
35  So.  189.  Mo. — Marshall  v.  Shoemak- 
er's Estate,  164  Mo.  App.  429,  144  S. 
W.  1120.  N.  M.— Clancey  v.  Clancey,  7 
N.  M.  405,  37  Pac.  1105,  38  Pac.  168, 
holding  the  appeal  is  to  the  district 
court  sitting  as  a  court  of  equity  and 
its  action  may  be -reviewed  on  appeal. 
N".  Y.— Matter  qf  Leland's  Will,  219 
N.  Y.  387,  3.92,  114  N,  E.  854.      Okla. 


Am.  St.  Eep.  258,  17  L.  E.  A.  188. 
Okla. — Apache  State  Bank  v.  Daniels, 
32  Okla.  121,  121  Pac.  237,  Ann.  Gas. 
1914A,  520,  40  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  901; 
,  Cartwright  v.  Holcomb,  21  Okla.  548, 
97  Pac.  385.  Wis. — In  re  Jackman  's 
Will,  26   Wis.  104. 

Issues  to  jury,  see  the  title  "Issues 
In  Pleading  and  Practice." 

[a]  Submission  of  the  case  for  a 
general  verdict  is  erroneous,  but  will 
not  necessitate  a  reversal  when  the 
judge  treated  the  verdict  as  advisory. 
Apache  State  Bank  v.  Daniels,  32 
Okla.  121,  - 121  Pac.  237,  Ann.  Gas. 
1914A,  520,  40  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  901. 

66.  In  re  Martin's  Will,  80  Misc. 
17,  141   N.  Y.  Supp.   784. 

67.  Swick  «.  Sheridan,  107  Minn. 
130,  119  N.  W.  791,  under  a  statute 
that  appeals  shall  be  tried  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  originally  commenced  in 
the  district  court., 

68.  See   generally  the   statutes. 
On  appeal  from  order  allowing  claim, 

see  6  Standard  Proc.  539. 

[a]  In  New  York,  the  appellate  di- 
vision may  make  a  final  disposition  of 
the  controversy.  Matter  of  Leland's 
Will,  219  N.  Y.  387,  392,  114  N.  E. 
854. 

[b]  Findings  of  the  probajte  court 
may  be  reversed  where  a  clear  ground 
is  afforded  for  that  purpose.  Stark  v. 
Watson,  24  S.  C.  215,  223;  Black  i;. 
White,   13   S.   C.   37. 

[c]  On  appeal  from  order  remov- 
ing administrator,  the  court  cannot  or- 
der a  sale  of  the  property  of  the  es- 
tate. Levy  V.  W.  L.  Moody  &  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),   87  S.  W.   205. 

69.  Mass. — Tarbell  v.   Forbes,     177 
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but  under  other  statutes,  no  such  right  to  appeal  exists.^* 

i.  Certiorari.  —  Certiorari  will  lie  to  review  the  proceedings  of 
the  circuit  court  on  appeal  from  a  probate  eourt.^" 

j.  Writ  of  Error.  —  If  the  proceeding  in  a  circuit  court  on  appeal 
from  a  probate  court  is  not  a  proceeding  after  the  course  of  the  com- 
mon law  or  does  not  present  issues  triable  at  common  law  or  by 
common  law  rules  a  writ  of  error  to  it  will  not  lie.''*  But  wheje  the 
proceedings  on  appeal  become  analogous  to  suits  at  common  law  a 
writ  of  error  will  lieJ"    Under  some  statutes,  the  proceedings  for 


In  re  Barnes'  Estate,  47  Okla.  117,  147 
Pac.  504,  construing  Sess.  Laws  1910, 
§12,  ch.  65.    Wis. — Brunson  v.  Burnett, 

I  Chand.  9,  2  Finn.  79. 

[a]  Presumption  on  Appeal.  —  The 
appellate  court  cannot  assume  that  the 
proper  procedure  on  appeal  by  an  ad- 
ministrator to  the  district  court  has 
been  complied  with  so  as  to  giye  that 
court  jurisdiction  over  the  'proceeding. 
Goodwin  v.  Walker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
124  S.  W.  462. 

72.  In  re  Erdman's  Estate,  i79 
Mich.  567,  146  N.  W.  400;  Whalen  v. 
Kitchen,  61  Neb.  329,  85  N.  W.  278.    ■ 

73.  In  T'B  Erdman's  Estate,  179 
Mich.  567,  146  N.  W.  400;  In  re  Kil- 
bourne's  Estate,  173  Mich.  258,  139  N, 
W.  16;  Graves  v.  Hines,  106  N.  C.  323, 

II  S.  E.  362,  certiorari  as  a  substitute 
for  a  lost  appeal.  See  In  re  Fisher, 
4  Wis.  254,  65  Am.  Dec.  309.  See 
generally  the  title  "Certiorari"  and 
6   Standard  Peoc.   637. 

[a]  A  judgment  allowing  a  con- 
tingent claim  against  an  estate  cannot 
be  reviewed  by  certiorari.  John  Han- 
cock Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  HUl's  Estate, 
108  Mich.  129,  65  N.   W.  748. 

74.  In  re  Erdman's  Estate,  179 
Mich.  567,  146  N.  W.  400;  In  re  Koen- 
ig's  Estate,  152  Mich.  432,  116  N.  W. 
400;  In  re  Sanborn's  Appeal,  107  Mich. 
189,  B5  N.  W.  209;  In  re  Brinsmade's 
Appeal,  52  Mich.  537,  18  N.  "W.  346; 
Churchill  v.  Burt,  32  Mich.  490;  Swan 
V.  House,  50  Tex.  650. 

[a]  An  order  requiring  a  new  bond 
and  rendition  of  an  account  cannot  be 
reviewed  on  writ  of  error,  /n  re  San- 
born's Appeal,  107  Mich.  189,  65  N. 
W.  209;  Fletcher  v.  Clark,  39  Mich. 
374. 

75.  Mich. — In  re  Stroebel,  194  Mich. 
634,  161  N.  W.  872;  Owen  «.  Ward's 
Estate,  125  Mich.  30,  83  N.  W.  1003; 
Peekham  v.  Hoag,  92  Mich.  423,  52  N. 
W.  734;  In  re  Mower's  Appeal,  48 
Mich.  441,  447,  12  N.  W.  646;  American 
Baptisjt  Missionary  ITni-on  V,  Peek,  9 

«8 


Mich.  445.  Neb. — Whalen  v.  Kitchen, 
61  Neb.  329,  85  N.  W.  278,  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  district  court  are  stat« 
utory  and  legal  as  distinguished  from 
equitable.  Ohio. — Glancy  v.  Glancy,  17 
Ohio  St.  134.  Wis. — ^Brunson  v.  Bur- 
nett, 1  Chand.  9,  2  Pinn.  79. 

[a]  "The  jurisdiction  of  the  pro- 
bate court  is  such  that  very  different 
proceedings  requiring  wholly  different 
treatment  in  the  circuit  court  may  be 
brought  up  by  appeal,  and  they  must 
be  proceeded  with  in  that  court  ao< 
cording  to  their  nature  and  proper  an- 
alogies. Where  the  proceeding  in  the 
probate  court  involves  common-law 
questions  and  stands  in  the  place  of  a 
suit  at  law,  it  naturally  assumes  the 
form  of  a  common-law  suit  in  the  cir- 
cuit court,  and  it  is  very  proper  and 
not  unusual  to  provide  for  the  making 
up  of  a  common-law  issue.  The  trial 
of  such  an  issue  will  not  be  different 
from  any  common-law  trial  and  excep- 
tions may  be  settled  and  writ  of  error 
had  as  in  oither  cases.  But  appeals 
from  interlocutory  orders  cannot  take 
that  form  •  *  •  nor  proceedings  for 
the  removal  of  an  administrator, 
*  *  •  or  for  the  appointment  of  a 
guardian.  *  *  *  But  in  several 
cases  appeals  from  the  final  accounting 
of  an  administrator  have  been  pro- 
ceeded in  as  common-law  eases  without 
difficulty  and  confusion."  In  re  Mow- 
er's Appeal,  48  Mich.  441,  447,  12  N". 
W.  646. 

[b]  Where  Issues  of  fact  may  be 
tried  by  a  jury  in  the  circuit  court,  the 
proceedings  are  then  in  conformity 
with  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  and 
writ  of  error  will  lie.  In  re  Stroebel, 
194  Mich.  634,  161  N.  W.  872. 

Error  from  judgment  of  appellate 
court  allowing  claim,  see  6  Standard 
Proc.  540. 

[c]  An  order  affirming  a  probate 
order  denying  a  petition  for  appoint- 
ment of  an  administrator  de  bonis  nnn, 
the  question  as  to  whether  there  weie 
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teview  must  be  by  appeal  and  not  by  writ  of  error.'' 

M.  CoREECTiON  OF  Eecords.  —  Probate  courts  may  correct  and  com- 
plete their  records  by  a  nunc  pro  tunc  entry  of  proceedings  had  which 
were  not  entered  of  record  through  mistake,  accident  or  neglect." 


ass&ts  to  be  adtninistered  being  decid- 
ed against  the  petitioner  is  reviewable 
on  error.  Owen  v.  Ward's  EstaJ;e,  125 
Mich.  30,  83  N.'  W.  1003. 

[d]  The  decree  upon  an  appeal  from 
a  decree  allowing  or  disallowing  a  will 
may  be  reviewed  on  error.  American 
Baptist  Missionary  Union  v.  Peck,  9 
Mich.  445. 

76.  Finch  v.  Bonar,  46  Fla.  246,  35 
So.  189. 

77.  Kan. — ^Faler  v.  Culver,  94  Kan. 


123,  146  Pac.  333.  N.  Y.—In  re  Davis' 
Will,  99  Misc.  447,  164  N.  Y.  Supp, 
143.  Tex. — Alexander  v.  Barton  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  71  S.  W.  71. 

As  to  correction  of  records  generally, 
see  the  title   "Kecords." 

[a]  Source  of  Power. — This  power' 
to  correct  i-ts  records  follows  as  ah  in- 
cident to  the  duty  to  keep  records.  In 
re  Davis'  WilJ,  99  Misc.  447,  164  N.  Y. 
Supp.  143. 


PROBATE  OF  WILLS.  —  See  Decedents'  Estates;  Probate  Courts; 

Wills. 


PROBATE   PROCEEDINGS.  —  See   Decedents'    Estates;     Probate 

Courts;  Wills. 


PROBATION.  —  See  Sentence  and  Judgment. 


PROCEDENDO.  —  See  Mandate  and  Proceedings  Thereafter. 


PROCEEDINGS  IN  PERSONAM.  —  See  Personal  Actions. 
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I.  DEFINITION  AND  ILLUSTRATION,  675 

II.  JURISDICTION,  677 

ni.    ACQUISITION  OP  JURISDICTION,  677 

IV.  PLEADINGS,  678 

V.  JOINDER  OP  ACTIONS,  678 

VI.  APPEARANCE,  678 

VII.  CHANGE  OF  FORM  OF  REMEDY,  678 

VIII.  RELIEF  AND  JUDGMENT,  678 

CBOSS-REFEBEirCES: 

Admiralty;  Jurisdiction; 

Attachment;  Personal  Actions; 

Default ;  Sequestration ; 

Divorce;  Service  of  Process  and  Papers; 

Judgments;  Ships  and  Shipping; 

Suits  and  Actions. 

Abatement  of  action  in  personam  in  rem  by  a  pending  action  in 
rem  or  in  personam,  see  1  Standakd  Peoc.  998,  1006. 

Jurisdiction  over  res,  how  obtained,  see  17  Standard  Peoc.  688,  691. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

L  DEFINITION  AND  ILLUSTRATION.  —  The  term  "actions  or 
proceedings  in  rem"  is  used  in  opposition  to  the  term  "actions  or 
proceedings  in  personam"  and  is  based  on  the  civil  law."^  Such  actions 
or  proceedings  are  civil  in  nature,^  and  strictly  considered,  include 
proceedings  against  property  alone  treated  as  responsible  for  the  claim 
asserted  without  reference  to  the  title  of  individual  claimants,^  and 


1.  Cross  V.  Armstrong,  44  Ohio  St. 
613,  10  N.  E.  160. 

2.  U.  S. — ^United  States  v.  La  Ven- 
geance, 3  Dall.  297,  1  L.  ed.  610.  Mass. 
Barnacoat  v.  Six  Quarter  Casks  of  Gun- 


powder, 1  Mete.  225,  230.  N.  H.— State 
V.  Barrels  of  Liquor,  47  N.  H.  369,  374. 
S.  TJ.  S.— Freeman  v.  Alderson,  119 
U.  S.  185.  7  Sup.  Ct.  165,  30  L.  ed, 
372;  Galpin  v.  Piage,  3  Sawy.  93,  124, 
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proceedings  instituted  to  determine  the  status  of  particular  property 
and  persons.^  Those  proceedings  which,  in  form  personal  actions, 
seek  to  subject  particular  property  to  the  discharge  of  the  claims  as- 
serted, are  sometimes  classed  as  proceedings  in  rem  or  substantially 
in  rem,  but  they  are  more  properly  actions  quasi  in  rem.^    A  class  of 


9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,206!  Cal. — Cunning- 
ham V.  Shanklin,  60  Cal.  118,  125. 
Ind.— Quarl  v.  Abbett,  102  Ind.  233,  1 
N.  E.  476,  52  Am.  Eep.  662.  la. 
Kaan  v.  Eogers,  118  N.  W.  515.  N.  Y. 
Gorham  Co.  v.  United  E.  &  C.  Co.,  202 
N.  Y.  342,  349,  95  N.  E.  805.  Tex. 
Galveston  Chamber  of  Commerce  i;. 
Eailroad  Commission  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
137  S.  W.  737.  W.  Va.— Dulin  v.  Mc- 
Caw,  39   W.   Va.  721,  20  S.  E.  681. 

[a]  Proceedings  in  admiralty  for 
forfeiture  of  goods  are  proceedings  in 
rem.  Galpin  v.  Page,  3  Sawy.  93,  124, 
9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,206;  Cunningham  v. 
SOianklin,  60   Cal.  118. 

Collision  cases,  see  5  Standard  Proc. 
133. 

[b]  Proceedings  for  registration  of 
land  under  the  Torrens  system  are  in 
rem.     Alba  v.  De  la  Cruz,  17  Phil.  Isl. 

49.  See  the  title  "Title." 

[c]  A  proceeding  to  abate  danger- 
ous public  buildings  is  not  one  in  rem. 
Gorham  Co.  v.  United  E.  &  C.  Co.,  202 
N.  T.  342,  95  N.  E.  805. 

4.  XT.  S. — Galpin  v.  Page,  3  Sawy. 
93,  124,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,206.  Cal. 
Cunningham  v.  Shanklin,  60  Gal.  118, 
125.  Ga. — Stroupper  v.  Mebauley,  45 
Ga.  74.  Me. — Lord  v.  Chadbourne,  42 
Me.  429,  66  Am.  Dec.  290.  Neb.— At- 
kins V.  Atkins,  9  Neb.  191,  202,  2  N.  W. 
466.  Ohio. — Cross  v.  Armstrong,  44 
Ohio  St.  613,  623,  10  N.  E.  160.  Tex. 
Galveston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v. 
Eailroad  Commission  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
137  S.  W.  737.  Vt.— Woodruff  v.  Tay- 
lor, 20  Vt.  65. 

[a]  "A  proceeding  in  rem  is  one  to 
determine  the  state  or  condition  of  the 
thing  itself."  Holcomb  v.  Kelly,  114 
N.  T.  Supp.  1048. 

[b]  Probate  of  wills  (1)  is  an  il- 
lustration. XT.  S. — In  r.e  Aspinwall'a 
Est.,  83  Fed.  851;  Galpin  v.  Page,  3 
Sawy.  93,  124,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,206. 
Fla.— Torrey  ».  Bruner,  60  Fla.  365,  53 

50.  337.  Mo. — Bartero  v.  Real  Est.  Sav. 
Bank,-  10  Mo.  App.  76.  Vt.— Woodruff 
V.  Taylor,  20  Vt.  65,  73.  (2)  Proceed- 
ings to  Bet  aside  probate  of  wills  are 
in  rem.  MoCann  v.  Ellis,  172  Ala,  60, 
55  So.  303. 
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[c]  Annulment  of  Marriage. — Bar- 
tero V.  Eeal  Est.  Sav.  Bank,  10  Mo. 
App.  76.    See  the  title  "Marriage." 

Appointment  of  guardian,  see  10 
Standard  Peoc.  784. 

[d]  Appointment  of  Executors. 
Stroupper  v.  McCauley,  45  Ga.  74,  78. 

[e]  Divorce  proceeding,  see  7  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  739.  Effect  of  foreign  de- 
cree of  divorce,  see  15  Standard  Peoc. 
670,  692. 

Election  contest,  see  8  Standard  Proc. 
12. 

[f  ]  A  judgment  in  a  separate  main- 
tenance suit  establishing  the  fact  of 
marriage  is  not  in  rem.  American  Wool- 
en Co.  V.  Lesher,  267  111.  11,  107  N.  E. 
882. 

[g]  A  summary  proceeding  agalcst 
an  insolvent  corporation  to  prevent  it 
from  exercising  its  franchises  is  in  rem. 
Pierce  v.  Old  Dominion  C.  M.  &  S.  Co., 
67  N.  J.  Eq.  399,  58  Atl.  319. 

[h]  A  proceeding  to  determine  the 
validity  of  an  assessment  for  reclama- 
tion purposes  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
proceeding  in  rem.  Reclamation  Dist. 
No.  551  v.  Eunyon,  117  Cal.  164,  49 
Pac.  131. 

5.  U.  S. — ^Freeman  v.  Alderson,  119 
U.  S.  185,  7  Sup.  Ct.  165,  30  L.  ed. 
372;  Galpin  v.  Page,  3  Sawy.  93,  124, 
9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,206.  Mont.— Gassert 
V.  Strong,  38  Mont.  18,  33,  98  Pac.  497. 
Va. — Kelso  V.  Blackburn,  3  Leigh  (30 
Va.)    299,  306. 

[a]  Illustrations. — (1)  Actions  in 
which  property  of  nonresidents  is  at- 
tached. TJ.  S. — Freeman  v.  Alderson, 
119  U.  S.  185,  7  Sup.  Ct.  165,  30  L. 
ed.  372;  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714, 
24  L.  ed.  565;  Mankin  v.  Chandler,  2 
Brock.  125,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,030. 
Pa.— Megeo  v.  Beirne,  39  Pa.  50,  61. 
Vt.— Woodruff  V.  Taylor,  20  Vt.  65.  See 
3  Standard  Peoc.  240.  (2)  Actions  for 
the  enforcement  of  mortgages  and 
other  liens.  U.  S. — Freeman  v.  Aider- 
son,  119  U.  S.  185,  7  Sup.  Ct.  165,  30 
L.  ed.  372.  Me.— Sheridan  v.  Ireland, 
66  Me.  138,  the  action  is  in  rem  as 
well  as  in  personam.  Mich. — Reilly  v. 
Stephenson,  62  •  Mich.  509,  29  N.  W. 
99,  log  lien.    Neb. — Peters  v.  Dunnells, 
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eases  held  to  be  substantially  in  rem  are  those  which  seek  to  dispose 
of  property  or  relate  to  some  interest  therein,  but  which  touch  the 
property  or  interest  only  through  the  judgment  recovered." 

II.  JURISDICTION.'  —  As  a  general  rule  common  law  courts  do 
not  proceed  strictly  in  rem,®  though  they  have  cognizance  of  some 
proceedings  quasi  in  rem.^  The  jurisdiction  of  proceedings  in  rem 
originally  was  confined  to  the  admiralty, i"  and  the  ecclesiastical^^ 
courts. 

III.  ACQUISITION  OP  JURISDICTION.  —  In  proceedings  in 
rem,  jurisdiction  is  secured  by  the  seizure  of  the  res.^^  In  proceedings 
strictly  in  rem,  public  citation  to  the  world  is  necessary,"  but  personal 


5  Neb.  460,  See  the  titles  "Liens;" 
"Logs  and  Logging;"  "Mechanics' 
Liens;"  "Mortgages;"  "Vendor  and 
Purchaser."  (3)  Actions  to  partition 
real  estate.  Galpin  v.  Page,  3  Sawy. 
93,  125,  9  Fed.  Gas.  No.  5,206;  Shep- 
herd V.  Ware,  46  Minn.  174,  48  N.  W. 
773,  24- Am.  St.  Eep.  212.  (4)  Actions 
to  enforce  the  collection  of  taxes 
against  lands.  Shepherd  v.  Ware,  46 
Minn.  174,  48  N.  W.  773,  24  Am.  St. 
Eep.  212. 

[b]  Special  Attachment  for  Land- 
lord's Lien  for  Bent. — See  18  Standard 
Proc.  503. 

[c]  Widow's  suit  for  her  dower  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in  rem. 
Bartero  v.  Eeal  Est.  Sav.  Bank,  10  Mo. 
App.  76. 

Garnishment,  see  10  Standard  Peoc. 
375,  474. 

Eminent  domain,  see  8  Standard 
Peoc.  261. 

Judicial  sales,  see  16  Standard  Proc. 
719. 

[d]  Action  to  establish  and  enforce 
a  trust  is  quasi  in  rem.  Gassert  v. 
Strong,  38  Mont.  18,  34,  98  Pae.  497. 

[e]  Action  to  divest  trustee  of  title 
to  trust  property  is  in  personam.  H61- 
comb  V.  Kelly,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  1048. 

[f]  A  creditor's  suit  is  not  in  rem. 
Hughson  V.  Cameron,  113  Va.  607,  75 
S.  E.  92. 

[g]  Replevin  is  partly  in  rem  and 
partly  in  personam.  Fredericks  v.  Tracy, 
98  C'al.  658,  33  Pac.  750.  See  the  title 
"Eeplevin." 

6.  Galpin  v.  Page,  3  Sawy.  93,  124, 
9  Fed.  Gas.  No.  5,206,  quoted  in  Gassert 
V.  Strong,  38  Mont.  18,  33,  98  Pac.  497. 
See  Smith  v.  Smith,  123  Minn.  431,  144 
N.  W.  138,  52  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   1061. 

[a]     Proceedings    to    compel    execu- 
tion of  conveyance  of  real  property  in 
the  state,  when  authorized  by  statute  j 
on  publication  of  summons,  is  substan-  | 


tially  in  rem.  Boswell's  Lessee  v.  Otis, 
9  How.  (U.  S.)  336,  348,  13  L.  ed.  164; 
Galpin  v.  Page,  3  Sawy.  93,  125,  9 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  5,206;  Adams  v.  Heck- 
scher,  80  Fed.  742. 

[b]  A  decree  annulling  a  deed  on 
establishing  title  to  land,  by  its  own 
force  is  to  that  extent  in  rem.  Ark. 
McLaughlin  v.  MeGrory,  55  Ark.  442, 
18  S.  W.  762,  29  Am.  St.  Eep.  56.  Cal. 
McDonald  v.  McCoy,  121  Cal.  55,  53 
Pac.  421.  Ind. — Essig  v.  Lower,  120 
Ind.  239,  21  N.  E.  1090.  la.— Euppin 
V.  McLaehlan,  122  Iowa  343,  98  N..  W. 
153.    See  the  title  "Quieting  Title." 

[c]  Proceedings  to  wind  up  and  dis- 
pose of  a  partnership  are  substantially 
in  rem.  Galpin  v.  Page,  3  Sawy.  93, 
125,  9  Fed.  Gas.  No.  5,206. 

fd]  A  proceeding  to  set  aside  a 
homestead  is  in  rem.  In  re  Pearee,  43 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  398,  96  B.  W.  1094. 

Proceedings  to  terminarte  a  life  es- 
tate, see  18  Standard  Proc.  627,  note 
39. 

[e]  A  proceeding  by  heirs  to  re- 
cover escheated  property  is  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  proceeding  in  rem.  State  v. 
Wygall,  51  Tex.  621,  632. 

7.  Jurisdiction  of  other  courts  where 
property  has  been  seized,  see  17  Stand- 
ard Proc.  805. 

8.  Stroupper  v.  McCauley,  45  Ga.  74, 
78. 

9.  See  the  titles  "Attachment;" 
"Liens;"   "Mortgages." 

10.  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  see  1 
Standard  Proc.  374. 

11.  Stroupper  v.  McCauley,  45  6a. 
74,  except  as  to  outlawry. 

12.  See  17  Standard  Proc.  685;  10 
Standard  Proc.  474;  6  Standard  Proc. 
810. 

13.  U.  S.— Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  93 
U.  S.  274,  23  L.  ed.  914;  Mankin  v. 
Chandler,  2  Brock.  125,  16  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  9,030,  general  proclamation  of  the 
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service  on  particular  individuals  is  not  required."  In  proceedings 
quasi  in  rem,  a  particular  defendant  must  be  cited  to  appear,  either 
by  summons  or  publication.^"  But  notice  to  other  persons  is  not 
given  and  would  not  be  suffijcient.^^ 

IV.  PLEADINGS.  —  The  pleadings  in  proceedings  in  rem  depend 
entirely  upon  the  character  of  the  action  and  the  forum  in  which  it 
prosecuted. ^^ 

V.  JOINDER  OP  ACTIONS.  — A  joinder  of  proceedings  in  rem 
and  in  personam  is  sometimes  permitted.^* 

VI.  APPEARANCE.  —  In  proceedings  strictly  in  rem,  any  person 
who  mav  be  affected  by  the  decision  may  appear  in  the  proceeding.^' 

VII.  "change  op  PORM  op  REMEDY.  — a  suit  in  rem  may 
be  changed  to  one  in  personam  by  amendment  or  stipulation  of  the 
parties.^"  A  suit  quasi  in  rem  becomes  a  suit  in  personam  on  the 
appearance  of  the  defendant.^^  But  a  delivery  of  money  to  the  clerk 
of  court  does  not  change  an  action  from  one  in  personam  to  one  in 
rem.^^ 

VIII.  RELIEP  AND  JUDGMENT.  —  The  relief  sought  in  suits  in 
rem  is  against  the  thing  itself  and  does  not  extend  to  the  person,^^ 


seizure.  Mass.— See  Shores  v.  Hooper, 
153  Mass.  228,  233,  26  N.  E.  846,  11 
L.  E.  A.  308.  Mo. — Bartero  v.  Real 
Est.  Sav.  Bank,  10  Mo.  App.  76.  Neb. 
Peters  v.  Dunnells,  5  Neb.  460.  N.  J. 
Hill  V.  Henry,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  150,  57 
Atl.  554.  Vt.— WoodrufE  v.  Taylor,  20 
Vt.  65. 

See  1  Standard  Peoc.  548. 

[a]  The  manner  of  the  {notification 
is  immaterial  but  the  notification  is  in- 
dispensable. Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  93 
U.  S.  274,  23  L.  ed.  914. 

14.  See  17  Standard  Proc.  683. 

[,a]  Jurisdiction  of  the  persons  is 
nolt  essential  to  relief  in  proceedings 
in  rem.  Kean  v.  Eogers  (Iowa),  118 
N.  W.  515. 

15.  U.  S. — Freeman  v.  Alderson,  119 
TJ.  S.  185,  188,  7  Sup.  Ct.  165,  30  L. 
ed.  372;  Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  93  U.  S. 
274,  23  L.  ed.  914.  Fla.— Lucy  v.  Beak, 
59  Fla.  552,  52  So.  515.  Mo.— Bartero 
V.  Eeal  Est.  Sav.  Bank,  10  Mo.  App. 
76.  N.  J.— Hill  V.  Henry,  66  N.  J.  Eq. 
150,  57  Atl.  554.  Tenn. — ^Byram  v.  Mc- 
Dowell, 15  Lea  581.  Tex. — Connell  v. 
Nickey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  167  S.  W. 
313, . 

See  17  Standard  Proc.  683,  688;  6 
Standard  Proc.  812;'  3  Standard  Proc. 
679,  et  seq. 

[a]  Constructive  service  may  an- 
swer in  all  actions  which  are  substan- 
tiallv  proceedings  in  rem.  Pennoyer  v. 
Neff,  95  TJ.  S.  714,  24  L.  ed.  565;  Hill 
V.   Henry,   66   N.   J.   Eq.    15b,   57   Atl. 

Vol.  ZXI 


554.     See   also  the   title    "Service  of 
Process  and  Papers." 

16.  Bartero  v.  Eeal  Est.  Sav.  Bank, 
10  Mo.  App.  76. 

17.  See  titles  dealing  with  particular 
kind  of  action  involved. 

Libel  in  admiralty,  see  1  Standard 
Proc.  450. 

18.  Dulin  V.  McCaw,  39  "W.  Va.  721, 
20  S.  E.  681.  See  1  Standard  Proc. 
438. 

Joinder  generally,  see  the  title  "Join- 
der of  Actions." 

19.  Cunningham  v.  Shanklin,  60  Gal. 
118,  125  (quot.  Greenl.  Ev.) ;  Buchannan 
V.  Briggs,  2  Yeates  (Pa.)  232.  See  1 
Standard  Proc.  501;  6  Standard  Proc. 
825,  and  titles  dealing  with  particular 
classes  of  rem  proceedings.  Compars 
Brigham  v.  Fayerweather,  140  Mass. 
411,  5  N.  E.   265. 

Default  of  appearance  in  proceeding 
quasi  in  rem,  see  6  Standard  Proc.  804, 
805. 

[a]  The  owner  of  the  res  has  a  right 
to  appear  and  be  heard.  Windsor  v. 
McVeigh,  93  TJ.  S.  274,  23  L.  ed.  914; 
Eeilly  v.  Stephenson,  62  Mieh.  509,  29 
N.  W.  99. 

20.  See  1  Standard  Proc.  420,  477. 

21.  Cole  V.  Cunningham,  133  U.  S. 
107,  116,  10  Sup.  Ct.  269,  33  L.  ed. 
538.  See  6  Standard  Pboc.  813;  10 
Standard  Proc.  475. 

22.  Cross  V.  Armstrong,  44  Ohio  St. 
613,  10  N.  E.  160. 

23.  Hill  V.  Henry,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  150, 
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even  though  the  owner  of  the  res  appears.^*  In  proceedings  quasi 
in  rem,  the  interest  of  the  defendant  alone  is  sought  to  be  affected.^" 
and  the  judgment  must  be  restricted  to  the  property  before  the  court 
unless  the  defendant  appears.^"  A  judgment  strictly  in  rem  binds 
all  the  world  as  to  matters  properly  adjudged  and  as  to  the  necessary 
consequences  thereof, ^^  but  a  judgment  "quasi  in  rem"  as  that  term 
is  ordinarily  used,^*  is  only  conclusive  between  the  parties.^®  While 
a  judgment  in  rem  may  be  vacated  on  proper  application,^"  neither 
a  judgment  in  rem  nor  quasi  in  rem  is  subject  to  collateral  attack  if 
the  court  had  jurisdiction."  A  judgment  in  rem  cannot  be  made  the 
foundation  of  an  action  against  the  defendant.^^  And  an  unsatisfied 
judgment  against  the  res  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  a  recovery  in 
personam  on  the  same  cause  of  action  or  vice  versa.'' 


57  Atl.  554;  Dulin  v.  McCaw,  39  W. 
Va.  721,  20  S.  E.  681.  See  1  Standard 
Peoc.  548. 

[a]  Cannot  be  enforced  against 
other  property  of  owner  of  res.  Toby 
V.  Brown,  11  Ark.  308. 

24.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  810,  825. 

25.  Freeman  v.  Alderson,  119  U.  S. 
185,  30  L.  ed.  372;  Dulin  v.  McCaw, 
39  W.  Va.  721,  20  S.  E.  681.^ 

26.  U.  S. — Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S. 
714,  24  L.  ed.  565.  Ky. — Garden  v. 
Bearing,  14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  78.  Minn. 
Smith  V.  Smith,  123  Minn.  431,  144 
N.  W.  138,  52  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1061. 
Pa. — Megee  v.  Beirne,  39  Pa.  50,  61. 
Tex.— Ward  v.  Green  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
28  S.  W.  574.  W.  Va. — Dulin  v.  Mc- 
Caw, 39  W.  Va.  721,  729,  20  S.  E.  681. 

See   I,   also   3   Standard  Proc.   728. 

[a]  Form  of  Judgment. — See  17 
Standard  Proc.  1059,  and  6  Standard 
Proc.   824;   3  Standard  Proc.  728. 

27.  Ala.— McCann  v.  Ellis,  172  Ala. 
60,  55  So.  303;  Huntaville  v.  Gooden- 
rath,  13  Ala.  App.  579,  592,  68  So.  676. 
pia. — Torrey  v.  Bruner,  60  Fla.  365,  53 
So.  337.  111. — American  Woolen  Co.  v. 
Lesher,  267  HI.  11,  107  N.  E.  882.  Me. 
Martin  v.  Darling,  78  Me.  78,  3  Atl. 
118.  Mo. — ^Bartero  v.  Eeal  Est.  Sav. 
Bank,  10  Mo.  App.  76.  Mont— ©assert 
V.  Strong,  38  Mont.  18,  33,  98  Pae.  497. 
Tex. — Seott  v.  Scott  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
170  S.  W.  273.  W.  Va. — Dulin  v.  Mc- 
Caw, 39  W.  Va.  721,  20  S.  E.  681. 

See  14  Standard  Proc.  969. 

Foreign  judgments  in  rem,  see  15 
Standard  Proc.  691. 

fal  Without  reference  to  actual 
presence  or  participation    in    the    pro- 


ceedings.     Bartero    v.   Eeal    Es{.    Sav. 
Bank,  10  Mo.  App.  76. 

[b]  Because  all  persons  interested 
are  parties  or  may  be  parties  to  the 
suit.  Gelstou  v.  Hoyt,  3  Wheat.  (XT.  S.) 
246,  312,  4  L.  ed.  381. 

[c]  Extent  of  Rule. — A  judgment  in 
rem  where  there  has  been  no  contest 
or  litigation  is  res  adjudieata  with  re- 
spect to  the  matter  or  res  actually  in- 
volved in  the  proceeding  and  is  as  to 
any  fact  which  affected  the  particular 
matter  or  res  involved  in  it  and  this 
is  as  far  as  it  operates.  In  re  Blake's 
Estate,  ,  157  Cal.  448,  108  Pac.  287. 
See  also  Tilt  v.  Kelsey,  207  V.  S.  43, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  1,  52  L.  ed.  95;  Brigham 
V.  Fayerweather,  140  Mass.  411,  5 
N.  E.  265,  and  "Res  Judicata."  ' 

28.  See  supra,  I. 

29.  TT.  S. — Freeman  v.  Alderson,  119 
U.  S.  185,  7  Sup.  Ct.  165,  30  L.  ed. 
372;  Boswell's  Lessee  v.  Otis,  9  How. 
336,  348,  13  L.  ed.  164.  Ga.— Stroupper 
V.  McCauley,  45  Ga.  74.  Mo.— Bartero 
V.  Eeal  Est.  Sav.  Bank,  10  Mo.  App. 
76.  N.  J.— Hill  V.  Henry,  66  N.  J. 
Eq.  150,  57  Atl.  554.  Vt.— WoodrufC 
V.  Taylor,  20  Vt.  65,  76. 

30.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  198. 

31.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  400,  et 
seq.,  and  3  Standard  Proc.  673. 

Foreign  divorce  decrees,  see  15  Stand- 
ard Proc  670. 

32.  Quarl  V.  Abbett,  102  Ind.  233, 
1  N.  B.  476,  52  Am.  Eep.  662. 

33.  U.  S.— The  Cerro  Gordo,  54  Fed. 
391.  Aik.— Toby  v.  Brown,  11  Ark. 
308.  Kan.— See  lies  v.  Elledge,  18  Kan. 
296.  Pa. — The  Odorilla  v.  Baizley,  128 
Pa.  283,  18  Atl.  511.  Tex.— Ward  v. 
Green  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  28  S.  W.  574. 
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Ne  Exeat; 

Returns ; 

Scire  Facias; 

Service  of  Process  and  Papers; 

Subpoena ; 

Warrants ; 

Writ  of  Entry. 


I.  DEFINITION  AND  DISTINCTIONS.  —  The  word  "process" 
as  a  legal  term  has  a  very  comprehensive  signification.^  Its  legal 
meaning  varies  according  to  the  context,  subject-matter  and  spirit  of 


1.  Ala.— Ea;  parte  Hill,  165  Ala.  365, 
51  So.  786.  Ga.— Savage  v.  Oliver,  110 
Ga.  636,  36  S.  E.  54.  Minn.— Wolf  v. 
McKinley,  65  Minn.  156,  68  N.  "W.  2. 

[a]  "One  of  its  definitions  is,  that 
it  is  a  writ,  warrant,  subpoena,  or  other 
formal  writing  issued  by  authority  of 
law."  Ga. — Savage  v.  Oliver,  110  Ga. 
636,  36  8.  E.  54;  Colquitt  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Poitivint,  15  Ga.  App.  329,  83  S.  E. 
198.  la. — Gollobitscli  v.  Eanibon,  84 
Iowa  567,  51  N.  W.  48.  N.  J.—Z«  re 
Martin,  86  N.  J.  Eq.  265,  98  Atl.  510. 
Pa.— Philadelphia  v.  Campbell,  11 
Phila.  163. 
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[b]  "  'Compulsory  process  for  ob- 
taining witnesses,'  (1)  means  the  right 
to  invoke  the  aid  of  the  law  to  com- 
pel the  personal  attendance  of  witness- 
es at  the  trial,  when  they  are  within 
ithe  jurisdiction  of  the  court."  Gra- 
ham v.  State,  50  Ark.  161,  6  S.  W.  721. 
(2)  It  "means  not  only  the  ordinary 
subpoena,  but  a  warrant  of  arrest  or 
attachment  for  sucTi  witnesses  as 
failed  to  obey,  or  avoided  service  of 
the  first  subpoena  or  recognizance." 
Powers  V.  Com.,  114  Ky.  237,  272,  70 
S.  W.  644,  1050,  71  S.  W.  494. 

[v-]    Process   Is   Not     a     Pleading. 
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the  statute  in  which  it  appears.^  In  its  broadest  sense,  the  term 
comprehends  all  the  acts  of  the  court  from  the  beginning  of  the  pro- 
ceeding to  its  end  f  but  in  a  stricter  sense  it  is  applied  to  the  several 
judicial  writs  in  an  action,*  and  was  originally  so  named  because  it- 
proceeded  from  a  court.^  As  a  generic  name  for  judicial  writs,"  it  is 
used  to  indicate  the  means^  by  which  the  defendant  is  compelled  to 


Hackney  v.  Schow,  21  Tex.  Av.  App. 
613,  53  S.  W.  713. 

2.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Murphy, 
82  FeA.  893,  899;  Pennington  v.  Low- 
enstein,  19  Fed.  Caa.  No.  10,938.  Ga. 
Colquitt  Nat.  Bank  r.  Poitivint,  15  Ga. 
App.  329,  83  S.  E.  198.  Pa.— Phila- 
delphia V.  Campbell,  11  Phila.  163. 
Wis. — ^Carey  v.  German  American  Ins. 
Co.,  84  "Wis.  80,  54  N.  W.  18,  36  Am. 
St.  Eep.  907,  20  L.  R.  A.  267;  Wis. 
Porter  v.  Vandercook,  11   Wis.  70. 

[a]  Within  the  Meaning  of  the 
Laws  of  Congress. — "The  summons, 
notice,  writ,  or  whatever  it  may  be 
called,  by  virtue  of  which  a  defendant 
is  required  to  come  into  court  and  an- 
swer, litigate  his  rghts,  and  submit  to 
the  personal  judgment  of  the  court, 
must  be  'process  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law  of  congress.'  "  Middleton 
Paper  Co.  v.  Eock  River  Paper  Co.,  19 
Fed.  252. 

[b]  Under  State  Constitution. — The 
word  process  as  used  in  the  constitu- 
tion means  all  such  writs  whether  or 
iginal,  mesne  or  final,  by  which  the 
authority  of  the  state  is  exerted  in 
obtaining  jurisdiction  over  the  person 
or  property  of  the  citizen.  Hinkley 
V.  St.  Anthony  Falls  W.  Power  Co.,  9 
Minn.  55. 

3.  U.  S. — Marvin  v.  United  States, 
44  Fed.  405,  410;  McBratney  v.  Usher, 
1  Dill.  367,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,661. 
Conn. — ^Palmer  v.  Allen,  5  Day  193. 
Fla.— Gilmer  v.  Bird,  15  Fla.  410.  111. 
Curry  v.  Hinman,  11  111.  420.  Kan. 
MoKenna  v.  Cooper,  79  Kan.  847,  101 
Pac.  662.  Minn.— Wolf  v.  McKiuley, 
65  Minn.  156,  68  N.  W.  2;  Hanna  v. 
Russell,  12  Minn.  80;  Dorman  v.  Bay- 
ley,  10  Minn.  383.  N.  M.— Tipton  v. 
Cordova,  1  N.  M.  383.  N.  Y.— Taylor 
v.  Porter,  4  Hill  140,  40  Am.  Dec.  274; 
People  ex  rel.  Johnson  v.  Nevins,  1 
Hill  154,  169;  Perry  v.  Lorillard  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  6  Lang.  201.  Ohio.— State  v. 
Guilbert,  56  Ohio  St.  575,  47  N.  B.  551, 
fiO  Am.  St.  Rep.  756,  38  L.  R.  A.  519. 

[a]  "  'Process'  does  not  necessarily 
mean  'writ'  or  'summons,'  but  is  often 


used  in  the  sense  of  'proceedings'." 
Wolf  V.  McKinley,  65  Minn,  156,  68  N. 
W.  2.  See  also  McBratney  v.  Usher, 
1  Dill.  367,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,661. 

4.  XJ.  S. — Wayman  v.  Soiithard,  10 
Wheat.  1,  27,  6  L.  ed.  253;  United 
States  V.  Murphy,  82  Fed.  893,  899. 
Ala. — Birmingham  D.  G.  Co.  v.  Bledsoe, 
113  Ala.  418,  21  So.  403.  lU.— Curry 
V.  Hinman,  11  111.  420;  Kan. — MoKen- 
na V.  Cooper,  79  Kan.  847,  101  Pac. 
662.  Ky. — Epperson  v.  Graves,  3  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  527.  Mich. — Forbes  v.  Darling, 
94  Mich.  621,  54  N.  W.  385;  Tweed  v. 
Me^tealf.  4  Mich.  579,  588.  Minn. 
Hanna  v.  Russell,  12  Minn.  80.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  rel.  Johnson  v.  Nevins,  1 
Hill  154,  169;  Perry  v.  Lorillard  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  6  Lans.  201.  Ore. — Whitney 
V.  Blackburn,  17  Ore.  564,  571,  21  Pac. 
874,  11  Am.  St.  Eep.  857.  Wis. 
Sprague  v.  Birchard,  1  Wis.  457,  60 
Am.  Dec.  393. 

5.  la. — City  of  Davenport  v.  Bird,  34 
Iowa  524.  La. — Fitzpatriek  v.  New 
Orleans,  27  La.  Ann.  457.  Me. — State 
V.  McCann,  67  Me.  372.  Minn. — Dnr- 
man  v.  Bayley,  10  Minn.  383.  Pa. 
Philadelphia  v.  Campbell.  11  Phila. 
163. 

6.  3  Bl.  279,  and  the  following: 
Minn. — Dorman  v.  Bayley,  10  Minn. 
383.  Mo. — Horton  v.  Kansas  City,  F, 
S.  &  G.  Ry.  Co.,  26  Mo.  App.  349. 
S.  O. — Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Hew- 
lett, 107  8.  C.  532,  93  S.  E.  195. 

7.  U.  S. — Middleton  Paper  Co.  v. 
Eock  River  Paper  Co.,  19  Fed.  252, 
Ga. — Neal-Millard  Co.  v.  Owens,  115 
Ga.  959,  42  S.  E.  266.  Minn.— Hink- 
ley V.  St.  Anthony  Falls  W.  Power  Co., 
9  Minn.  55.  N.  J. — In  re  Martin,  86 
N.  J.  Eq.  265,  98  Atl.  510.  N.  Y. 
Utica  City  Bank  v.  Buel,  17  How.  Pr. 
498,  9  Abb.  Pr.  385;  Ackermann  l'. 
Berriman,  61  Misc.  165,  114  N.  Y. 
Supp.  937.  Ohio. — State  v.  Guilbert, 
56  Ohio  St.  575,  47  N.  E.  551,  60  Am. 
St.  Rep.  756,  38  L.  E.  A.  519.  Pa. 
Philadelphia  v.  Campbell,  11  Phila. 
163. 

[a]     "In  a  narrower  sense  it  is  'tho 
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appear  in  court,  or  by  which  the  court's  orders  are  enforced.*  In 
modern  practice  the  terms  "process"  and  "writ  of  summons"  are 
often  used  interchangeably,^  but  the  summons  issued  by  a  party  is 
not  technically  process,  within  the  meaning  of  constitutional  pro- 
visions requiring  certain  formalities  in  "process."^" 

Original  Process.  —The   technical   "original  writ"   as   used    in    the 
English  practice  was  never  known  in  this  country,"  hence  by  "original 


means  of  compelling  a  defendant  to 
appear  in  court,  after  suing  out  thp 
original  writ,  in  civil  and  after  in- 
dictment, in  criminal  cases'  (Bou- 
vier)."  State  v.  Guilbert,  56  Ohio  St. 
575,  47  N.  E.  551,  60  Am.  St.  Eep. 
756,  38  L.  E.  A.  519. 

[b]  "Process  is  the  means  where- 
by a  court  compels  the  appearance 
of  a  defendant  before  it  or  a  compli- 
ance with  its  demands."  Neal-Mil- 
lard  Co.  v.  Owens,  115  Ga.  959,  42  S.  E. 
266;  Ackermann  v.  Berriman,  61  Misc. 
165,  114  N.  Y.   Supp.   937. 

[c]  Any  means  of  acquiring  juris- 
diction, whether  by  writ  or  notice,  is 
properly  denominated  process.  Wil- 
son V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  P.  B.  Co.,  108 
Mo.  588,  18  S.  W.  286,  32  Am.  St.  Eep. 
624;  In  re  Martin,  86  N.  J.  Eq.  265, 
98  Atl.  510.  See  also  Middleton  Pa- 
per Co.  V.  Eock  Eiver  Paper  Co.,  19 
Fed.  252;  Dwight  v.  Merritt,  4  Fed. 
614,  18  Blatchf.  (IT.  S.)  305,  59  How. 
Pr.  320. 

8.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Hill,  165  Ala. 
365,  51  So.  786.  Ark. — Atkinson  v. 
Pittman,  47  Ark.  464,  2  S.  W.  114,  Ga. 
Colquitt  Nat.  Bank  v.  Poitivint,  15 
Ga.  App.  329,  83  S.  E.  198.  Mo.— Hor- 
ton  V.  Kansas  City  F.  S.  &  G.  Ey.  Co., 
26  Mo.  App.  349.  N.  J. — Wein  stein  v. 
Herman,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  236,  86  Atl.  974. 

[a]  "In  a  broad  sense  . 
'process'  .  .  .  includes  any  and 
every  writ,  rule,  order,  notice,  or  de- 
cree, including  any  process  of  execu- 
tion that  may  issue  in  or  upon  any 
action,  suit,  or  legal  proceedings," 
though  by  Georgia  statute  execution 
is  not  included.  Colquitt  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Poitivint,  15  Ga.  App.  329,  83  S.  E. 
198. 

[b]  "A  precept  is  a  command  or 
mandate  in  writing  of  equal  import- 
ance with  a  writ  or  process."  Acker- 
mann V.  Berriman,  61  Misc.  165,  114 
N.  Y,  Supp.  937. 

9.  Mo.— -Wilson  v.  St.  Louis  &  St. 
F.  Ey.  Co.,  108  Mo.  588,  18  S.  W. 
286,  32   Am.   St.   Eep.   624;   Horton  v. 
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Kansas  Cijty  F.  S.  &  G.  Ey.  Co.,  26 
Mo.  App.  349.  IT.  Y.— Ackermann  v. 
Berriman,  61  Misc.  165,  114  N  Y 
Supp.  937.  Wis.— Carey  v.  German 
American  Ins.  Co.,  84  Wis.  80,  54  N 
W.  18,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  907,  20  L.  e! 
A.   fib7. 

[a]  "A  summons,  or  notice  to  the 
defendant,  for  the  commencement  of 
a  suit,  is  certainly  process,  quite  as 
much  as  a  capias  or  a  subpoena  to  ap- 
pear and  answer  is  process,"  (the 
statute  requiring  such  summons  to  is- 
sue from  the  court.)  Dwight  v.  Mer- 
ritt, 4  Fed.  614. 

10.  Colo. — Comet  Consol.  Min.  Co 
V.  Frost,  15  Colo.  310,  25  Pac.  506. 
Fla.- Gilmer  v.  Bird,  15  Fla.  410.  la. 
Eaher  v.  Eaher,  150  Iowa  511,  129  N 
W.  494,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  680,  35  L.  E. 
A  (N.  S.)  292.  Minn.— Hanna  v.  Eus- 
sell,  12  Minn.  80.  S.  C— Southern  Cot- 
ton Oil  Co.  V.  Hewlett,  107  S.  C.  532.' 
93  S.  E.   195. 

[a]  "The  process  of  the  court,  in 
its  narrowest  sense,  means  the  writs 
and  mandates  of  the  court,  under  the 
seal  thereof."  United  States  v.  Mur- 
phyj  82  Fed.  893,  899. 

[b]  Notice  of  Suit  Is  Not  Neces- 
sarily Process.— "  There  is  no  defini- 
tion of  process  given  by  any  accepted 
authority  which  implies  that  any  writ 
or  method  by  which  a  suit  is  com- 
menced is  necessarily  process."  Gil- 
mer V.  Bird,  15  Fla.  410,  quoted  in  the 
following:  Colo.— Comet  Consol.  Min. 
Co.  V.  Frost,  15  Colo.  310,  25  Pac.  506. 
Nov.- Brooks  v.  Nevada  Nickel  Syn- 
dicate, 24  Nev.  311,  53  Pac.  597.  Ore. 
Bailey  v.  Williams,  6  Ore.  71. 

11.  U.  S.— Pullman's  Palace  Car 
Co.  V.  Washburn,  66  Fed.  790;  Wolf  v. 
Cook,  40  Fed.  432.  D.  C— Parsons  v. 
Hill,  15  App.  Cas.  532,  541.  Me. 
Pressey  v.  Snow,  81  Me.  288,  17  Atl. 
71.  Mass. — Clark  v.  Paine,  11  Pick. 
66.  N.  J.— Ferguson  v.  State,  31  N. 
J.  L.  289. 

[a]  "An  original  writ  (1)  issued 
out  of  chancery,  an^  in  the  name  of 
the  king,  the  'fountain  of  all  justice'. 
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process,"  as  used  in  the  American  practice,  is  meant  that  by  which 
a  party  is  brought  into  court.^^  Such  writs,  however,  are  now  more 
generally  classified  with  "mesne  process"  notwithstanding  that  nothing 
precedes  them.^'' 

Mesne  Process.  -Mesne  process,  though  formerly  used  to  designate 
such  interlocutory  writs  as  were  issued  after  the  suit  had  been  com- 
menced," is  now  generally  used  to  mean  all  writs  preceding  the  final 
process.^^ 


It  was  a  grant  of  jurfadietion  from 
the  sovereign  to  the  court  to  which  it 
was  returnable;  a  sort  of  commission 
to  the  court  of  law  to  hear  the  cause. 
It  was  called  by  Cpke  'the  heart- 
strings of  the  bommon  law. '  ' '  Wolf 
V.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432.  (2)  With  us  the 
judicial  power  has  always  been  an  in- 
dependent, co-ordinate  branch  of  the 
government.  It  never  required  any 
special  lieenBe  or  authority  from  any 
executive,  by  way  of  original  writ  or 
otherwise,  to  exercise  its  functions. 
Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
532,  541. 

[b]  "At  common  law,  (1)  the  dis- 
tinction between  original  and  judicial 
writs  was  of  such  a  substantial  char- 
acter that  no  degree  of  similarity 
touching  the  proceedings  following 
their  issue  was  sufficient  to  confound 
them."  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  v. 
Washburn,  66  Fed.  790.  (2)  "There 
were  two  classes  of  writs,  the  original 
writs  issuing  out  of  the  court  of  chan- 
cery and  returnable  into  the  common 
law  courts,  and  judicial  writs,  issuing 
out  of,  as  well  as  returnable  to,  the 
common  law  courts."  Fisher,  Sons  & 
Co.  V.  Crowley,  57  W.  Va.  312,  50  S. 
E.  422. 

[c]  The  chancellor  who  issued  the 
original  writs,  was  the  "King's  Sec- 
retary, the  Chaplain  of  his  Chapel,  and 
the  Keeper  of  his  Seal,"  and  not  a 
chancellor  of  the  court  of  chancery. 
Ker.  Bq.  Jur.  23;  Perry  Common  Law 
PI.   140. 

[d]  "In  our  practice,  a  simple 
writ  of  summons,  or  a  capias  ad  res- 
pondendum, a  form  of  proceedings  de- 
rived to  us  from  the  English  King's 
Bench,  was  the  usual  mode  for  the 
commencement  of  suits;  and  these  two, 
which  were  in  form,  executive,  and 
not  judicial  writs,  although  actually 
issued  by  the  courts,  took  the  place 
of  the  old  original  writ."  Parsons  v. 
Hill,  15  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  532,  541. 

12.  XT.  S.— Oglesby  v.  Attrill,  12 
Fed.  227.    Ala. — Birmingham  D.  Q.  Co. 


V.  Bledsoe,  113  Ala.  418,  21  So.  403. 
Conn. — Hotchkiss'  Appeal,  32  Conn. 
353.  Kan. — Jones  v.  Marshall,  3  Kan. 
App.  529,  43  Pac.  840.  Me. — Pressey 
V.  Snow,  81  Me.  288,  17  Atl.  71.  Mass. 
Clark  V.  Paine,  11  Pick.  66.  Tenn. 
White  V.  State,  3  Heisk.  338. 

13.  Birmingham  D.  G.  Co.  v.  Bled- 
soe, 113  Ala.  418,  21  So.  403;  Hirshiser 
V.  Tinsley,  9  Mo.  App.  339. 

[a]  "Process  is  defined  by  Slack- 
stone  to  be  the  means  of  compelling  a 
defendant  to  appear  in  court,  and  al- 
though literally,  perhaps,  it  can  only 
be  strictly  characterized  ^s  the  initial 
step  in  a  cause,  it  has  come  to  be 
indicated  by  the  two  terms,  mesne  and 
final,  which  are  used  to  designate  the 
two  stages  in  the  progress  of  a  cause 
in  which  it  is  employed."  Utica  City 
Bank  v.  Buel,  17  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  498. 

14.  Ala. — Birmingham  D.  G.  Co.  v. 
Bledsoe,  113  Ala.  418,  21  So.  403. 
Mass. — Place  v.  Washburn,  163  Mass. 
530,  40  N.  B.  853.  N.  J.— Ferguson  v. 
State,  31  N.  J.  L.  289. 

[a]  The  term  orglnally  meant  (1) 
any  writ  issued  between  the  original 
writ  at  common  law  and  the  execution. 
Since  the  original  writ  is  not  used 
here,  all  writs  preceding  the  execution 
are  mesne  writs.  Ferguson  v.  State, 
31  N.  J.  L.  289.  (2)  "The  term  'mesne 
process'  formerly  meant  any  interme- 
diate process  which  issued,  pending 
the  suit,  upon  some  collateral  inter- 
locutory matter;  afterwards,  it  was 
used  in  contradistinction  to  final  pro- 
cess, and  this  is  the  sense  in  which  it 
is  generally  used  in  our  statutes." 
Place  V.  Washburn,  163  Mass.  530,  40 
N.  E.  853. 

15.  U.  S.  —  Pennington  v.  Lowen- 
atein,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,938.  Ala. 
Birmingham  D.  G.  Co.  v.  Bledsoe,  113 
Ala.  418,  21  So.  403.  Ga.— Cosgrave 
V.  Mitchell,  74  Ga.  824.  See  Colquitt 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Poitivint,  15  Ga.  App. 
329,  83  S.  E.  198.  Mass.— Place  v. 
Washburn,  163  Mass.  530,  40  N.  E. 
853.    Mo. — Hirshiser  v.  Tinsley,  9  Mo. 
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Final  Process.  —Final  process,  of  course,  refers  to  the  writ  of 
execution  or  other  mandate  necessary  to  secure  the  benefits  of  the  suit 
to  the  successful  party.^^ 

Process  To  Commence  Suit.  —  Process  to  commence  a  suit  is  the  means 
of  compelling  a  defendant  to  appear  in  court.^^  For  this  purpose  a 
summons,  handed  down  from  the  common  law,^*  or  a  citation,  derived 
from  the  civil  law,^°  is  the  process  generally  used  in  modern  practice.^" 

Summons  is  a  process  whereby  parties  defendant  are  brought  into 
court  so  as  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  their  persons.^^  It  is 
sometimes  in  the  form  of  a  writ  commanding  an  officer  to  notify  a 
party  to  appear,^^  or  it  may  be  a  mere  notice  addressed  to  the  de- 


App.  339.  N.  J. — ^Ferguson  v.  State, 
31  N.'  J.  L.  289.  E.  I.— Arnold  v. 
Chapman,  13  E.  I.  586.  Vt.— Aldrich 
V.   Weeks,  62  Vt.  89,  19  Atl.   115. 

[a]  "The  summons  or  the  capias, 
since  the  disuse  of  the  process  by 
original,  is  usually  spoken  of  as  mesne 
process  where,  under  the  existing  prac- 
tice, it  is  actually  primary  process  and 
not  intermediate  process  at  all." 
Hirshiaer  v.   Tinsley,   9   Mo.   App.   839. 

[b]  It  is'  put  in  contradistinction 
to  final  process.  TJ.  S. — Pennington  v. 
Lowenstein,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,938. 
W.  Y.— Utica  City  Bank  v.  Buel,  17 
How.  Er.  498,  9  Abb.  Pr.  385.  B.  I. 
Arnold  v.   Chapman,  13  E.   I.   586. 

[c]  As  used  in  statutes,  the  mean- 
ing of  the  term  mesne  process  depends 
upon  the  intention  of  the  legislature. 
Pennington  v.  Lowenstein,  19  Fed.  Cas. 
No.   10,938. 

[d]  The  term  "mesne  process" 
has  no  application  to  a  notice  of  ap- 
peal from  the  justice  court,  which  the 
statute  requires  to  be  served  upon 
the  opposite  party  when  an  appeal  ia 
taken.  Nor  is  it  original  process. 
Horton  v.  Kansas  City  F.  S.  &  G.  Ey. 
Co.,   26   Mo,   App.    349. 

16.  Ala. — ^Birmingham  D,  Or.  Co.  v. 
Bledsoe,  113  Ala.  418,  21  So.  403.  Ark. 
Atkinson  v.  Pittman,  47  Ark.  464,  2 
S.  W.  114.  Ky. — Epperson  v.  Q-raves, 
3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  527.  N".  J. — Weinstein 
V.  Herman,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  236,  86  Atl. 
974.  N.  C. — Curlee  v.  Thomas,  74  N. 
C.  51.  Pa. — Philadelphia  v.  Campbell, 
11  Phila.  163.  Tenn.— White  v.  ^tate, 
3  Heisk.  338.  Vt.— Aldrieh  v.  Weeks, 
62  Vt.  89,  19  Atl.  115. 

See  the  title  "Judgments  and  l>e- 
crees,  Enforcement  of." 

[a]  "By  final  process  the  judg- 
ments of  the  courts  are  executed." 
White  V.  State,  3   Heisk.   (Tenn.)   338. 

[b]  "A   decree   for   sale     in     the 
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hands  of  a  master  in  chancery  is 
equivalent  to  an  execution  in  the 
hands  of  a  sheriff.  Each  is  a  'pro- 
cess.' "  Weinstein  v.  Herman,  81  N. 
J.  Eq.  236,  86  Atl.  974. 

17.  White  V.  State,  3  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
338. 

18.  Ackerman  v.  Eerriman,  61 
Misc.  165,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  937. 

19.  Carpenter  v.  Anderson,  33  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  484,  491,  77  S.   W.  291. 

[a]  The  word  "citation"  in  the 
civ0  law  and  ecclesiastical  courts 
means  the  original  writ  by  which  a 
defendaft  is  notified  to  appear  and 
answer  the  action.  Leavitt  v.  Leavitt, 
135  Mass.  191. 

20.  See  supra  this  section  the  catch- 
lines  "Original  Process"  and  "Mesne 
Process. ' ' 

[a]  The  statute  may  provide  other 
notice,  in  addition  to  the  regular  form 
of  process.  Carpenter  v.  Anderson,  33 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  484,  491,  77  S.   W.  291. 

[b]  According  to  the  English  prac- 
tice the  capias  amounts  to  nothing 
more  than  a  summons  here,  and  there 
is  neither  arrest  of  the  person  nor  at- 
tachment of  property  in  ordinary 
cases.  Brigham  v.  Este,  2  Pick. 
(Mass.)   420. 

21.  Cal. — Nellis  v.  Justice's''  Court, 
20  Cal.  App.  394,  129  Pac.  472.  Mo. 
Eiesterer  v.  Horton  Land  &  L.  Co., 
160  Mo.  141,  155,  61  S.  W.  238.  S.  C. 
Wren  v.  Johnson,  62  S.  C.  533,  545, 
40   S.  E.   937. 

[a]  A  summons  is  not  a  writ 
against  the  body;  it  is  only  a  notice. 
Grove  v.  Campbell,  9  Yerg.   (Tenn.)   7. 

[b]  A  summons  is  an  original  pro- 
cess by  which  the  court  obtains  juris- 
diction of  the  person  of  the  defendant. 
Jones  V.  Marshall,  3  Kan.  App.  529, 
43  Pac.  840. 

22.  Johns  V,  Phoenix  Nat.  Bank,  6 
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fendant,  giving  him  information  that  a  certain  proceeding  has  been 
commenced  for  a  certain  purpose.^'  It  is  issued  by  the  parties  under 
some  statutes,  while  under  others  it  is  issued  by  the  clerk  of  the  court. ^* 

A  citation  is  a  writ  issued  out  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
commanding  that  a  person  therein  named  do  certain  things  therein 
mentioned.^^     It  serves  the  purpose  of  the  common  law  summons.^" 

Process  as  Part  of  the  Record.  —  The  writ  is  part  of  the  record  in 
some  states,  and  in  pleading  to  it,  oyer  need  not  be  craved  ;^^  elsewhere 
process  is  not  considered  a  part  of  the  record.^^ 

II.  NECESSITY  FOR  PROCESS.  —  A.  In  General.  —  As  a  gen- 
eral rule,  process  is  a  requisite  to  cognizance  of  causes  by  the  eourts.^^ 


Ariz.    290,    56    Pac.    725;    Bowyer     v. 
Knapp,  15  W.  Va.  277. 

[a]  Distinction  Between  Summons 
and  Notice. — "A  Bummons  is  directed 
to  an  officer  and  contains  a  mandate 
to  which  his  return  of  'executed'  is 
a  response  that  the  thing  commanded 
has  been  done.  A  notice  is  not  di- 
rected to  any  officer,  but  to  the  party 
on  whom  it  is  to  be  served.  It  con- 
tains no  mandate."  Bowyer  v.  Knapp, 
15  W.  Va.  277. 

23.  Cai. — Nellis  v.  Justice  Court, 
20  Cal.  App.  394,  129.  Pac.  472.  Ore. 
Whitney  v.  Blackburn,  17  Ore.  564, 
571,  21  Pac.  874,  11  Am.  St.  Bep. 
857.  S.  C. — Prince  v.  Dickson,  39  S.  C. 
477,  18  S.  E.  33. 

[a]  Summons  need  not  be  sub- 
scribed and  sealed  by  the  clerk, 
though  the  constitution  prescribes  that 
all  writs  shall  be  so  executed,  since 
constitution  does  not  define  "writ." 
The  code  abolished  the  formal  writ 
and  processes  issued  by  an  officer  and 
requires  summons  to  be  signed  b}' 
plaintiff  or  his  attorney.  .  Somthern 
Cotton  Oil  Co.  V.  Hewlett,  107  8.  C. 
532,   93   S.   E.   195. 

24.  See  infra,  III,  C. 

25.  Ariz. — Johns  v.  Phoenix  Nat. 
Bank,  6  Ariz.  290,  56  Pac.  725.  Wev. 
Deegan  v.  Deegan,  22  Nev.  185,  37  Pac. 
360,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  742.  Tex.— Perez 
V.  Perez,  59  Tex.  322;  Carpenter  v. 
Anderson,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  484,  491, 
77  S.  W.  291. 

[a]  "A  citation  is  a  writ  of  the 
court  addressed  to  an  officer  of  the 
court  and  commands  him  to  do  cer- 
tain things."  Carpenter  v.  Anderson, 
33   Tex.   Civ.   App.  484,   77   S.   W.   291. 

[b]  "The  ancient  distinction  be- 
tween a  summons  and  a  citation  can- 
not, under  our  system,  be  determina- 
tive of  the  form  (of  writ)  to  be  em- 
ployed,    Each  jurisdiction   determines 


that  matter  for  itself."  Johns  v.  Phoe- 
nix Nat.  Bank,  6  Ariz.  290,  56  Pac. 
725. 

[c]  Citation  and  notice  distin- 
guished, see  Perez  v.  Perez,  59  Tex. 
322. 

26.  Leavitt  v.  Leavitt,  135  Mass. 
191;  Metz  V.  Bremond,  13  Tex.  394; 
Smithers  v.  Smith,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
508,  80   S.   W.   646. 

[a]  By  statute  the  word  "cita- 
tion" may  be  applied  to  interlocutory 
notices  issued  during  the  pendency  of 
a  suit,  and  used  in  a  sense  entirely 
different  from  that  which  it  had  un- 
der the  civil  law.  Leavitt  v.  Leavitt, 
135  Mass.  191. 

27.  S.  0.— Bull  V.  Traynham,  3 
Rich.  L.  433.  Tenn. — Kincaid  v. 
Francis,  Coake  49.  Tex. — See  Ryan 
V.  Goldfrank,  F.  &  Co.,  58  Tex.  356. 

See  2  Standard  Peoc.  334. 

[a]  "By  express  legislative  enact- 
ment 'process'  forms  part  of  the  re- 
cord of  the  cause. ' '  Armstrong  v. 
Harrison,   1    Head    (Tenn.)    379. 

[b]  On  Appeal  From  Justice  Court 
on  Executions. — "The  writ,  service, 
pleadings,  etc.,  are  always  to  be  treat- 
ed as  a  part  of  the  ease,  when  it 
comes  into  this  court  on  exceptions. 
Other  documents  and  writings,  used 
on  the  trial  as  matters  of  evidence, 
must  be  specially  referred  to  and  made 
a  part  of  the  case,  or  they  will  not 
be  noticed."  Wheelock  v,  Sears,  19 
Vt.  559. 

28.  Wibright  v.  Wise,  4  Blaekf. 
(Ind.)   137. 

29.  111.— Flexner  v.  Parson,  268  111. 
435,  109  N.  E.  327.  Mo.— State  v. 
Myers,  126  Mo.  App.  544,  104  8.  W. 
1146;  Orchard  V.  National  Exchange 
Bank,  121  Mo.  App.  338,^98  S.  W.  824. 
Ore. — Hough  v.  Porter,  51  Ore.  318, 
95  Pac.  732,  750,  98  Pac.  1083,  102 
Pac.  788.     W.  Va.— Cooper  v.  Bennett, 
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Its  purpose  is  to  give  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit,^"  the  nature 
of  the  elaim,^^  when  answer  shall  be  filed,'^  and  other  matters''  which 
the  defendant  must  know  in  order  to  make  a  defense,  and  tJiat  the 
court  may  acquire  jurisdiction  over  his  person;'*  and,  unless  appear- 
ance is  entered  voluntarily,'"  after  a  suit  has  been  regularly  com- 
menced,'^ issuance  and  service  of  process  are  indispensable  to  such 
jurisdiction.'^    By  the  terms  of  some  statutes,  suit  is  commenced  by 


70  W.  Va.  110,  73  8.  E.  260,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913D,  851;  Moore  v.  Holt,  55  W.  Va. 
507,  47   S.   E.   251. 

[a]  Summons  and  regular  proceed- 
ings commencing  suit  are  prerequisites 
to  the  taking  of  depositions.  Cooper  v. 
Bennett,  70  W.  Va.  110,  73  S.  E.  260, 
Ann.   Cas.   1913D,  851. 

[b]  Process  the  Sole  Means  of 
Compelling  Appearance. — ' '  The  only- 
way  a  defendant  can  be  brought  into 
court  to  answer  .a  cause  of  action  as- 
serted against  him  is  by  notice  served 
in  the  form  and  manner  provided  by 
statute."  State  ex  rel.  Quincy  etc.  E. 
E.  Co.  V.  Myers,  126  Mo.  App.  544, 
104  S.  W.  1146;  White  v.  Johnson,  27 
Ore.  282,  40  Pac.  511,  50  Am.  St.  Eep. 
726. 

[c]  Cognizance  of  causes  must  be 
obtained  by  requisite  process  and 
pleading.  Moore  v.  Holt,  55  W.  Va. 
507,  47  S.  E.  251;  Pennsylvania  E.  Co. 
V.  Eogers,  52  W.  Va.  450,  44  S.  E.  300, 
62  L.  E.  A.  178;  Ensign  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Carroll,  30  "W.  Va.  532,  4  S.  E.  782. 

30.  Ky. — Keathley  v.  Stump,  147 
Ky.  406,  144  S.  W.  87.  Mo.— State  v. 
Myers,  126  Mo.  App.  544,  104  S.  W. 
1146.  Ohio.  —  Williams'  Admrs.  V. 
Welton's  Admr.,  28  Ohio  St.  451; 
Walter  v.  Drapp,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  232,  8 
Ohio  Dec.  705.  Ore. — Smith  v.  Ellen- 
dale  Mill  Co.,  4  Ore.  70.  Tex. — Metz 
V.  Bremond,  13  Tex.  394;  Smithers  v. 
Smith,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  508,  80  S. 
W.  646. 

[a]  The  office  of  leading  process 
in  generar  is  te  bring  the  defendants 
Ijefore  the  court  for  the  purpose  of 
answering  the  plaintiff's  demand. 
Cheatham  v.  Hodges,  Peck  (Tenn.) 
177. 

31.  N.  Y.— McCoun  v.  New  York  C. 
&  H.  E.  Co.,  50  N.  Y.  176.  Ohio 
Brewster  v.  Anderson,  1  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
479,  1  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  268.  Ore. 
Smith  v.  EUendale  Mill  Co.,  4  Ore.  70. 
S.  D.— Bradey  v.  Mueller,  22  S.  D.  534, 
118  N.   W.  1035. 

32.  Phillips  V.  Lemoyne,  4  Ark.  144; 
Brewster  v.  Anderson,  1  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
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479,  1  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  268;  Walter  v. 
Drapp,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  232,  8  Ohio  Dec. 
705. 

33.  IT.  S. — Emmons  v.  Marbelite 
Plaster  Co.,  193  Fed.  181.  Ark.— Phil- 
lips 17.  Lemoyne,  4  Ark.  144.  Mo. — ^Pa- 
cific Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mansur  (Mo. 
App.),  118  S.  W.  1193.  N.  Y.— Mc- 
Coun V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  50 
N.  Y.  176.  Ore.— Smith  v.  EUendale 
Mill  Co.,  4  Ore.  70.  S.  !>.— Bradey  v. 
Mueller,  22  S.  D.  534,  118  N.  W.  1035. 

[a]_  The  purpose  of  the  summons  ia 
to  bring  the  defendant  into  court,  and 
inform  him  of  the  necessity  of  an  ap- 
pearance. Emmons  v.  Marbelite  Plas- 
ter Co.,  193  Fed.  181. 

34.  Cal. — Nellis  v.  Justices'  Court, 
20  Cal.  App.  394,  129  Pac.  472.  Fla. 
Pearce  v.  Thackeray,  13  Fla.  574.  S.  D. 
Bradey  v.  Mueller,  22  S.  D.  534,  118 
N.  W.  1035.  Va.— Blanton  v.  Carroll, 
86  Va.  539,  10  S.  E.  329. 

35.  Ga. — Neal-Millard  Co.  v.  Owens, 
115  Ga.  959,  42  S.  E.  266.  111.— Smith 
V.  Trimble,  27  111.  152.  Mont. — Duluth 
Brew.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Allen,  51  Mont.  89, 
149  Pac.  494.  Ohio. — Lambert  v.  Sam- 
ple, 25  Ohio  St.  336.  W.  Va.— Cooper 
V.  Bennett,  70  W.  Va.  110,  73  S.  E. 
260,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  851;  Hunter's 
Exrs.  V.  Stewart,  23  W.  Va.  549. 

See  also  2  Standard  Prog.  536. 

36.  See  Burditt  v.  Howth,  45  Tex. 
466;  Moore  v.  Holt,  55  W.  Va.  50T,  47 
S.  E.  251. 

[a]  Service  of  copy  of  complaint 
only  without  process,  does  not  com- 
mence suit.  Korona  v.  Piknik,  58 
Misc.  315,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  867.  See 
the  title  "Suits  and  Actions." 

37.  U.  S.— Haskell  v.  Wilcox,  130 
U.  S.  493,  504,  9  Sup.  Ct.  590,  32  L.  ed. 
1001;  Smith  v.  Woolfolk,  115  U.  S. 
143,  149,  5  Sup.  Ct.  1177,  29  L.  ed.  357; 
Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  93  U.  S.  274,  278, 
279,  23  L.  ed.  914;  Earle  v.  McVeigh,. 
91  U.  S.  503,  507,  510,  23  L.  ed.  398; 
Cooper  V.  Eeynolds,  10  Wall.  308,  317, 
19  L.  ed.  931.  Ga. — Brown  v.  Tomber- 
lin,  137  Ga.  596,  73  8.  E.  947;  NeSl- 
Millard   Co,  v,  Owens,  115    Ga.    959, 
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the  issuance  and  service  of  summons,'*  and  under  such  a  statute  it 
has  been  held  that  the  issuance  of  the  summons  is  jurisdictional  and 
cannot  be  waived.'*  But  where  the  action  is  commenced  by  the  filing 
of  the  complaint,*"  the  issuance  of  summons  may  be  waived.*^  Under 
statutes  providing  that  suit  is  commenced  by  service  of  summons,  but 
that  when  it  is  made  to  appear  that  the  defendant  cannot  be  found, 
an  order  may  be  made  for  publication,  the  summons  must  first  issue 
as  a  prerequisite  to  jurisdiction  by  such  publication,*^  unless  the  pre- 
scribed af&davit  shows  that  the  defendant  is  not  within  reach  of 
process  and  cannot  be  personally  served.*'  A  summons  generally  must 
issue  with  or  precede  provisional  remedies,  in  order  to  give  jurisdiction 
to  the  court.** 


42  S.  E.  266.  m. — ^Flexner  v.  Farson, 
268  111.  435,  109  N.  E.  327.  la.— Sleep- 
er V.  Killion,  166  Iowa  205,  147  N.  W. 
314.  N.  Y. — MoClure  Newspaper  Syn- 
dicate V.  Times  Printing  Co.,  164  App. 
Div.  108,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  443.  Ohio 
Lambert  v.  Sample,  25  Ohio  St.  336. 
W.  Va. — Cooper  v.  Bennett,  70  W.  Va. 
HID,  73  S.  E.  260,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D, 
851. 

See  17  Standard  Pboc.  678;  also  the 
title  "Service  of  Process  and  Papers." 

[a]  Service  of  a  rule  to  show  cause 
as  adequate  notice  under  due  process 
clause  of  constitution,  see  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Schmidt,  177  U.  S.  230, 
238,  20  Sup.  Ct.  620,  44  L.  ed.  747; 
Kennard  v.  State  ex  rel.  Morgan,  92 
U.  S.  480,  23  L.  ed.,  478. 

[b]  Knowledge  of  the  action  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  will  not 
supply  the  place  of  a  summons.  Cal. 
Peabody  v.  Phelps,  9  Cal.  213.  Ind. 
Vogel  V.  Brown,  112  Ind.  299,  14  N. 
E.  77,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  187.  La.— Cald- 
well V.  Glenn,  6  Bob.  9.  Wash. — In- 
terior Warehouse  Co.  v.  Hays,  91 
Wash.  507,  158  Pac.  99.  See  17 
Standaed  Peoc.  682. 

[c]  Service  of  petition  without  pro- 
cess (1)  does  not  give  jurisdiction. 
Neal-Millard  Co.  v.  Owens,  115  Ga.  959, 
42  S.  E.  266;  Korona  v.  Piknik,  58 
Misc.  315,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  867.  (2) 
And  in  such  case  process  cannot  be 
supplied  by  amendment  at  the  trial 
term  and  service  perfected.  "Neal- 
Millard  Co.  V.  Owens,  115  6a.  959, 
42  S.  E.  266;  Nicholas  v.  British  Amer- 
ican Assur.  Co.,  109  Ga.  621,  34  S. 
E.  1004;  Ross  V.  Jones,  52  Ga.  22. 

[d]  To  render  jurisdiction  effect- 
ual, it  is  necessary  that  the  thing  in 
controversy  or  the  parties  interested, 
should  be  subjected  to  the  process  of 
the  court.    Flexner  v.  Farson,  268  111. 


435,  109  N.  E.  327.     See  17  STANDARD 
Peoc.  678,  et  seq. 

38.  N.  Y. — Jackson  v.  Brooks,  14 
Wend.  649.  N.  C. — Peters  Groe.  Co.  v. 
Collins  Co.,  142  N.  C.  174,  55  S.  E.  90; 
Webster  v.  Sharpe,  116  N.  C.  466,  21 
S.  E.  912.  S.  D. — Ramsdell  v.  Dux- 
berry,  14  B.  D.  222,  85  N.  W.  221. 

See  the  title  "Suits  and  Actions." 

39.  Eamsdell  v.  Duxberry,  14  S.  D. 
222,  85  N.  W.  221.  But  see  generally 
17  Standaed  Proc,  674,  691. 

For  waiver  of  process  by  garnishee^ 
see  10  Standard  Peoc.  497,  598,  et  seq. 

40.  See  infra,  III,  D,  and  the  title 
"Suits  and  Actions." 

41.  Duluth  Brew.  Co.  v.  Allen,  51 
Mont.  89,  149  Pac.  494;  See  Eamsdell 
V.  Duxberry,  14  S.  D.  222,  85  N.  W. 
221;  and  also  2  Standard  Peoc.  522;  17 
Standard  Proc.  652. 

42.  Peters  Groc.  Co.  v.  Collins  Co., 
142  N.  C.  174,  55  S.  E.  90;  Bert  v. 
Fellows,  131  N.  C.  509,  42  S.  E.  951. 

43.  Peters  Groc.  Co.  v.  Collins  Co., 
142  N.  C.  174,  55  S.  B.  90;  Best  v. 
British  &  American  Mortg.  Co.,  128 
N.  C.  351,  38  S.  E.  923;  Harrington 
V.  Heath,  15  Ohio  483;  Walters  v. 
Drapp,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  232,  8  Ohio  Dec. 
705. 

44.  Cal. — Low  V.  Henry,  9  Cal.  538, 
552.  Kan. — Kennedy  v.  Beck,  15  Kan. 
555.  Ky. — Kellar  v.  Stanley,  86  Ky. 
240,  5  S.  W.  477.  Mo.— Tiede  v.  Fuhr, 
264  Mo.  622,  175  S.  W.  910.  Mont. 
Duluth  Brew.  Co.  v.  Allen,  51  Mont. 
89,  149  Pac.  494.  N.  Y.— Mills  v.  Cor- 
bett,  8  How.  Pr.  500.  N.  C— Penni- 
man  v.  Daniel,  91  N.  C.  431.  Ore. 
White  V.  Johnson,  27  Ore.  282,  40  Pac. 
511,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  726. 

[a]  An  answer  to  the  merits  may 
waive  the  irregularity,  when  it  is  due 
to  an  error  of  the  clerk.  Keniiedy  V. 
Bee'k,  15  Kan.  555. 
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To  confer  jurisdiction  the  process  must  be  valid,*^  though  not  neces- 
sarily entirely  free  from  defects  ;*^  and  if  merely  defective  it  brings  the 
defendant  into  court  and  will  support  a  judgment  by  default.*''  If  pub- 
lished notice  contains  all  the  statute  requires,  mere  formal  defects 
not  calculated  to  mislead  will  not  prevent  the  attaching  of  juris- 
diction.** 


[b]  The  subseqtuent  issuance  of  a 
summons  cannot  give  effect  to  what 
was  void  in  the  "beginning"  and 
give  validity  to  an  attachment  issued 
before  the  issuance  of  a  sumnionB. 
Sharman  D.  Huot,  20  Mont.  555,  52 
Pac.  558,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  645;  Duluth 
Brew.  Co.  v.  Allen,  51  Mont.  89,  149 
Pae.  494. 

45.  Conn. — Case  v.  Humphrey,  6 
Conn.  130,  139.  Ga. — Moss  v.  Strick- 
land, 138  Ga.  539,  75  S.  E.  622.  Ind. 
See  Goodwine  v.  Barnett,  2  Ind.  App. 
16,  28  N.  E.  115.  Kan.— Kelso  v.  ^for- 
ton,  74  Kan.  442,  87  Pae.  184.  Mo. 
Tiede  v.  Puhr,  264  Mo.  d22,  175  S. 
W.  910;  Van  Natta  v.  Harroun  E.  E. 
Co.,  221  Mo.  373,  120  S.  W.  738; 
Christian  v.  Williams,  111  Mo.  429,  20 
S.  W.  96.  N.  y. — Newcombe  v.  Cohn, 
33  Misc.  602,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  930.  Ore. 
Hunsaker  v.  Coffin,  2  Ore.  107.  Vt. 
Eoy  V.  Phelps,  83  Vt.  174,  75  Atl.  13. 

See  15  Standard  Peoc.  441;  and  also 
infra,  VIII. 

Presumption  as  to  process,  see  15 
Standard  Peoc.  426,  428. 

[a]  The  Defendant  Is  Not  Required 
To  Obey  Void  Process. — Stayton  v. 
Newcomer,  6  Ark.  451^  44  Am.  Dec. 
524;  Cave  Houston,  65  Tex.  619, 
622;  Blake  v.  Vesey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
143  S.  W.  221. 

46.  XJ.  S. — ^Von  Arx  v.  Boone,  193 
Fed.  612,  113  C.  C.  A.  480.  Idaho.— 
Eidenbaugh  v.  Sandlin,  14  Idaho  472, 
94  Pac.  827,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  175; 
McKnight  v.  Grant,  13  Idaho  629,  92 
Pac.  989,  121  Am.  St.  Eep.  287.  la. 
DeTar  v.  Boone  County,  34  Iowa  488. 
Neb.— Krotter  &  Co,  v.  Norton,  84 
Neb.  137,  120  N.  W.  923.  N.  Y.— Grib- 
bon  V.  Freel,  93  N.  T.  93,  65  How.  Pr. 
273,  2  McCarty  Civ.  Proc.  482;  Con- 
roy  V.  Bigg,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  914.  N.  D. 
Goldstein  v.  Peter  Pox  Sons  Co.,  22  N. 
D.  636,  135  N.  W.  180,  40  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  566.  Ore. — Lane  v.  Ball,  83 
Ore.  404,  160  Pac.  144,  163  Pac.  975. 
W.  Va.— Town  of  Point  Pleasant  v. 
Greenlee,  63  W.  Va.  207,  60  S.  B. 
601,  129  Am.  St.  Eep.  971;  Hansford 
V.  Tate,  61  W.  Va.,  207,  56  8.  B.  372; 
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Hopkins   v.   Baltimore    &   O.    Ey.    Co., 
42   W.   Va.   535,   26   S.   E.   187.     Wyo. 
Clause  V.  Columbia  Sav.  &  Loan  Assn., 
16  Wyo.  450,  95  Pac.  54. 
See  17  Standard  Proc.  681,  note  72; 

15  Standard  Peoc.  441. 

[a]  Not  every  irregularity  or  im- 
perfection (1)  in  summons  or  service 
will  deprive  the  courts  of  jurisdiction, 
though  it  justify  or  require  the  setting 
aside  of  the  process  on  direct  attack. 
Clause  V.  Columbia  Sav.  &  Loan  Assn., 

16  Wyo.  450,  95  Pac.  54.  (2)  "A  de- 
fect in  the  form  or  matter  of  a  sum- 
mons, not  absolutely  destructive  of  its 
validity,  though  material  and  suffi- 
cient to  cause  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment, does  not  deprive  the  court  of 
jurisdiction,  and  therefore  does  not 
expose  the  judgment  to  collateral  im- 
peachment." Lane  V.  Ball,  83  Ore. 
404:,  160   Pac.    144,   163   Pac.    975. 

[b]  The  vitality  and  sufficiency  of 
the  writ  cannot  in  all  cases  and  at  all 
times  be  tested  by  the  strength  of  the 
summons  to  withstand  the  assault  of  a 
motion  to  quash.  Eidenbaugh  v.  Sand- 
lin,  14  Idaho  472,  94  Pac.  827,  125  Am. 
St.  Eep.  175. 

As  to  form  and  sufficiency  of  pro- 
cess see  infra  IV;  Vin. 

47.  Cave  v.  Houston,  65  Tex.  619, 
622;  Blake  v.  Vesey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
143  S.  W.  221.  But  see  14  Standard 
Peoc.  863. 

48.  U.  S. — Von  Arx  v.  Boone,  193 
Fed.  612,  113  C.  C.  A.  480.  Ala. 
Moore  v.  Horn,  5  Ala.  234.  Cal. — ^Hi- 
bernia  Sav.  &  L.  Soe.  v.  Matthai,  116 
Cal.  428,  48  Pac.  370.  111.— Clark  v. 
Marfield,  77  111.  258;  National  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Chamber  of  Commerce,  69  111.  22.  la. 
Blair  v.  Wolf,  72  Iowa  246,  33  N.  W. 
669.  Minn. — Lane  v.  Innes,  43  Minn. 
137,  45  N.  W.  4.  Wash.— Cunning- 
ham V.  Spokane  Hydr.  Min.  Co.,  20 
Wash.  450,  55  Pae.  756,  72  Am.  St. 
Eep.  113.  Wis. — Frisk  v.  Eeigelman, 
75  Wis.  499,  508,  43  N.  W.  1117,  44 
N.  W.  766,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  198. 

Publication,  see  the  title  "Serrice 
of  Process  and  Papers." 
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B.  Upon  Subseqijent  Pleadings.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  filing 
of  a  supplemental  petition  does  not  require  the  issuance  of  new 
process.*^  But  when  a  petition,  upon  being  stricken  out,  is  refiled,**" 
or,  after  dismissal,  an  action  is  redocketed,^^  new  process  is  necessary. 
The  appearance  of  a  defendant  to  a  cross-bill  is  enforced  in  the  same 
manner  as  to  the  original  bill,°^  and  in  the  absence  of  an  appearance 
process  must  issue.^^  But  if  the  party  against  whom  the  cross-suit  is 
brought  is  already  in  court,  new  process  is  generally  not  necessary,^* 
though  the  practice  in  some  states  requires  it°°  when  the  cross-complaint 
sets  up  new  matter  not  related  to  that 'of  the  original  action.^''  Process 
on  a  counterclaim  is  not  neeessary.^^ 

2.  Amendments.  —  Parties  before  the  court  must  take  notice  of 
amendments,^*  and  a  defendant  once  cited  is  bound  by  all  amend- 
ments which  do  not  set  up  a  new  or  additional  cause  of  action.^^ 


49.  Moshell  v.  Eeed,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
10,  97  S.  W.  372. 

50.  Stevens  v.  White,  2  Ohio  Dec. 
(Beprint)  107. 

51.  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Prichard, 
172  Ky.  190,  189  S.  W.  14;  Phillips  v. 
Arnett,  164  Ky.  426,  175  S.  W.  660. 

[a]  But  an  amended  cross-com- 
plaint, filed  by  leave  after  the  original 
had)  1>een  stricken  out^  requires  no 
new  process.  Kahle  v.  Crown  Oil  Co., 
180  Ind.   131,  100   N.   E.  681. 

52.  Miss. — Thomason  v.  Neeley,  50 
Miss.  310.  Ore. — Hough  v.  Porter,  51 
Ore.  318,  95  Pac.  732,  750,  98  Pae. 
1083,  102  Pac.  728.  Tex. — ^Harris  v. 
Schlinke,  95  Tex.  88,  65  S.   W.  172. 

53.  U.  S. — Lowenstein  v.  Glidewell, 
5  Dill.  325,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,575.  Ala. 
Hudspeth  v.  Thomason,  46  Ala.  470. 
Ky. — Ward  v.  Davidson,  2  J.  J.  Marsh. 
443.  Miss. — Thomason  v.  Neeley,  50 
Miss.  310.  Tex. — Harris  v.  Schlinke, 
95  Tex.  88,  65  S.  W.  172;  Mayhew  & 
Co.  V.  Harrell,  57  Tex.  Civ.  App.  509, 
122  S.  W.  957. 

See  6  Standaed  Pkoc.  259. 

54.  Colo. — B  a  r  n  e  s  v.  Colorado 
Springs  &  C.  C.  D.  By.  Co.,  42  Colo. 
461,  94  Pac.  570.  Kan. — Lawson  v. 
Bush,  80  Kan.  262,  101  Pac.  1009.  Ho. 
Tucker  v.  St.  Louis  Life  Ins.  Co.,  63 
Mo.  5'88,  595.  Tex. — Deutschmann  v. 
Ryan  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  148  S.  W. 
1140. 

[a]  Where  the  practice  is  to  serve 
a  copy  of  the  pleading  upon  the  ad- 
verse party,  no  summons  need  accom- 
pany the  copy  of  the  cross-complaint. 
Eodgers  v.  Parker,  136  Cal.  313,  68 
Pac.  975. 

[b]  A  plaintiff  who  has  abandoned 
his  own  suit  must  be  served  with  pro- 


cess upon  the  filing  of  a  cross-bill. 
Thomason  v.  Neeley,  50  Miss.  310;  Har- 
ris V.  Schlinke,  95  Tex.  88,  65  S.  W. 
172. 

55.  Ark. — Miller  v.  Mattison,  105 
Ark.  201,  150  S.  W.  710.  Ga.— Brown 
V.  Tomberlin,  137  Ga.  596,  73  S.  E. 
947.  Ind.— Shaul  v.  Binker,  139  Ind. 
163,  166,  38  N.  E.  593;  Fletcher  v. 
Holmes,  25  Ind.  458,  465.  Ore.— Hough 
V.  Porter,  51  Ore.  318,  95  Pac.  732,  98 
Pac.  1083,  102  Pac.  728. 

See  6  Standard  Proc.  295. 

56.  Ark. — Arbaugh  v.  West,  127 
Ark.  98,  192  S.  M^.  171.  lU.— La  Forge 
V.  Binns,  125  111.  App.  527.  Ind. 
Benbow  v.  Studebaker,  51  Ind.  App. 
450,  99  N.  E.  1033. 

[a]  When  the  subject  matter  is 
related  to  that  of  the  original  com- 
plaint, new  process  is  not  necessary  as 
to  those  already  in  court.  Hedges  v. 
Mehriug  (Ind.  App.),  115  N.  E.  433; 
Eisman  v.  Whalen,  39  Ind.  App.  350,  79 
N.  E.   514,  1072. 

57.  See  Louisville  Title  Co.  v.  Dar- 
nell's Committee,  149  Ky.  312,  148 
S.  W.  369. 

58.  Mo. — St.  Louis  v.  Gleason,  15 
Mo.  App.  25,  29.  Neb.— Healy  v.  Ault- 
man  &  Co.,  6  Neb.  349.  N".  Y.— Bond 
V.  Howell,  11  Paige  233.  Tex. — Haynes 
v.  Bice,  33  Tex.  167.  W.  Va.— Phelps 
V.  Smith,  16  W.  Va.  522. 

59.  Kan. — Manspeaker  v.  Bank  of 
Topeka,  4  Kan.  App.  768,  46  Pac.  1012. 
Ky. — Gray  v.  Alderson's  Admr.,  123 
S.  W.  317;  Highland  Land  &  Bldg.  Co. 
V.  Audas,  33  Ky.  L.  Eep.  214,  110  S. 
W.  325.  Tex.— Hill  v.  State  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  190  S.  W.  255.  Va.— Norfolk 
&  W.  By.  Co.  V.  Sutherland,  105  Va. 
545,  54  S.  E.  465.     W,  Va.— Brown  v. 
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But  if  there  is  no  appearance,  process  must  issue  upon  an  amended 
pleading  which  presents  a  new  and  distinct  cause  of  action.'"  The 
insertion  of  omitted  jurisdictional  allegations  requires  no  new  process.'^ 
Process  must  be  issued,  of  course,  against  new  parties  brought  in  by- 
amendment,*^  but  a  change  of  parties  plaintiff,*'  or  defendant,**  does 
not  generally  require  new  process  to  those  already  served. 

III.  ISSUANCE.  —  A.  In  General.  —  The  issuance  of  process 
is  a  ministerial  act,*^  regulated  and  governed  by  the  positive  provisions 
of  the  statutes.**  The  original  process  to  commence  an  action  is  issued 
at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff  6r  his  attorney,*'  and  no  order  of  the 


Cook,  77  W.  Va.  356,  87  S.  E.  454, 
L.  E.  A.  1916D,  220;  Smith's  Admr.  v. 
Nelson  Bros.  &  Co.,  69  W.  Va.  550,  72 
S.  B.   646,  Ann.   Gas.  1913B,  829. 

See  generally  the  title  "New  Cause 
of  Action  or  Defense." 

[a]  Notice  of  amendments  filed  ia 
va;cation  must  be  given  as  required  by 
statute,  though  the  defendant  had 
filed  exceptions  to  the  original  peti- 
tion. Goggan  V.  Morrison  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  163  S.  W.  119. 

60.  Ky. — Daugherty  v.  Northern 
Coal  &  Coke  Co.,  174  Ky.  423,  192  S. 
W  501;  Metropolitan  Trust  Co.  v. 
Tracy,  171  Ky.  781,  188  S.  W.  782; 
United  States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  v. 
Carter,  2r6  Ky.  L.  Eep.  665,  82  S.  W. 
380;  Cecil  v.  Sowards,  10  Bush  96.  Mo. 
Smith  V.  Kiene,  231  Mo.  215,  132  S. 
W.  1052.  Tex.  — Hill  v.  State  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  190  S.  W.  255. 

[a]  By  traversing  new  allegation, 
appearance  is  entered  equivalent  to 
service.  Fearon  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Law- 
son,  166  Ky.  123,  178  S.  "W.  1121. 

61.  TJ.  S. — Goodman  v.  Ft.  Collins, 
164  Fed.  970,  91  C.  C.  A.  98.  Ky. 
Eittenhouse  v.  Swango's  Admr.,  128 
S.  W.  299.  Neb.— Schuyler  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Bollong,  28  Neb.  684,  692,  45  N.  W. 
164. 

62.  Mo. — Orchard  v.  National  Ex- 
change Bank,  121  Mo.  App.  338,  98  S. 
W.  824.  N  Y.— Eomauoski  v.  Union 
Ey.  Co.,  30  Misc.  830,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1097.  Okla. — Moore  v.  Donahew,  3 
Okla.  396,  41  Pac.  579.  Ore.— Hough 
V.  Porter,  51  Ore.  318,  95  Pac.  732,  98 
Pao.  1083,  102  Pac.  728.  Tenn. — Jones 
V    Cloud,  4  Coldw.  236. 

[a]  Amended  petition  which  cor- 
rects names  of  parties  requires  new 
process,  where  there  has  been  no  ap- 
pearance. Southern  Pao.  Co.  v.  Block, 
84  Tex.  21,  19  S.  W.  200;  Carlton  v. 
Miller,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  619,  21  S.  "W. 
697. 

63.  Eoberson  v.  Mcllhenny,  59  Tex. 
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615;  Pecos  &  N.  T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Porter, 
(Tex.   Civ.   App.),   156   S.   W.   267. 

[a]  The  addition  of  another  plain- 
tiff does  not  make  a  new  cause  of  ac- 
tion so  as  to  require  new  process.  Eo- 
berson V.  Mcllhenny,  59  Tex.  615;  Pe- 
cos &  N.  T.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Porter  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  156  S.  "W.  267. 

[b]  Dropping  the  name  of  one 
plaintiff  by  amendment,  does  not  ne- 
cessitate new  process.  Pecos  &  N.  T. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Porter  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
156  S.  W.  267. 

[c]  On  changing  character  in  which 
the  plaintiff  sues,  from  representative 
to  individual,  new  process  is  not  neces- 
sary. Johnson  v.  Phoenix  Bridge  Co., 
121  N.  Y.  Supp.  699.  See  also  Person 
V.  Fidelity,  etc.  Co.,  92  Fed.  965,  35 
C.  C.  A.  117;  Studer  v.  Eoberts,  132 
Tenn.  599,  179  S.  W.  131;  Love  V. 
Southern  E.  Co.,  108  Tenn.  104,  65 
S.   W.  475,  55  L.  E.   A.  471. 

64.  Three  Forks  City  Co.  v.  Com., 
20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  149,  45  S.   W.  353. 

65.  Ark. — Whiting  v.  Beeba,  12 
Ark.  421,  535.  Conn. — ^Windham  v. 
Hampton,  1  Boot  175.  Ga. — Savage  v. 
Oliver,  110  Ga.  636,  36  S.  E.  54; 
Drawdy  v.  Littlefield,  75  Ga.  215. 
Idaho.  —  Zimmerman  v.  Bradford-Ken- 
nedy Co.,  14  Idaho  681,  95  Pac.  825. 
N.  0.— Evans  v.  Etheridge,  96  N.  C. 
42,  1  S.  E.  633.  Pa. — Harden  v.  Eo- 
berts, 9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  160.  Tex. — Sun 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Holland,  2  Wills.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §443.  Vt. — Vermont  Mut.  Fire 
Ins.    Co.    V.    Cummings,    11    Vt.    503. 

As  to  justice  courts,  see  17  Standabd 
Proo.  1011. 

66.  Cal. — Nellis  v.  Justices'  Court, 
20  Cal.  App.  394,  129  Pac.  472.  Mich. 
Fletcher  v.  Morrell,  78  Mich.  176,  44 
N.  "W.  133.  Ohio.— Smith  v.  Whittle- 
sey, 19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  412,  10  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  377;  Daum  v.  Kehnast,  18  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  7,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  867. 

67.  Colo. — Steves  v.  Carson,  2  Colo. 
App.   20O,   30  Pac.   1101.     Ind.— Town 
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court  therefor  is  necessary;"^  other  process  found  necessary  to  a 
proper  disposition  of  a  case  may  be  awarded  by  the  court.''®  To  con- 
stitute an  issuance,  the  process  must  be  made  out,  properly  tested, 
and  delivered  to  the  proper  officer,'"  or,  under  some  statutes,  to  a 
disinterested  third  person,"  to  be  executed  by  him,  and  it  must  be 
accompanied  by  all  papers  necessary  to  a  valid  service/^  A  process 
simply  filled  out  and  left  lying  in  an  office  is  not  issued/'  However, 
the  delivery  need  not  be  directly  from  the  clerk  to  the  officer,  but  may 
be  through  the  medium  of  some  other  person.''* 


of  Knox  V.  Golding,  46  Ind.  App.  634,  ; 
91   N.  E.     857,     Neb.— Adair     County 
Bank  v.   Forrey,   74   Neb.    811,   105   N.  I 
W.   714.     Vt.— State  v.   Shaw,   73   Vt.  ! 
149,  167,  50  Atl.  863.     W.  Va.— Abney 
V.  Ohio  Lumber  &  Min.  Co.,  45  W.  Va, 
446,  32  S.  E.  256. 

See  the  title   "Praecipe." 

[a]  Oral  Direction  Is  Sufficient; — 
Town  of  Knox  v.  Golding,  46  Ind.  App. 
634,  91  N.  E.  857,  92  N.  E.  986. 

[b]  Plaintiff  has  control  of  all 
process  ordered  by  him  to  be  issued. 
Ind.— State  v.  Bovd,  63  Ind.  428.  N.  H. 
Eanlett  v.  Blodgett,  17  N.  H.  298,  43 
Am.  Dec.  603;  Clindenin  v.  Allen,  4 
N.  H.  385.  KT.  Y.— Boot  v.  "Wagner, 
30  N.  Y.  9,  86  Am.  Dec.  348;  Bowie  v. 
Brahe,  4  Duer  676.  Vt. — Cowdery  v. 
Smith,  50  Vt.   235. 

68.  Abney  v.  Ohio  Lumber  &  Min. 
Co.,  45  W.  Va.  446,  32  S.  E.  256. 

69.  Abney  v.  Ohio  Lumb.  &  Min. 
Co.,  45  W.  Va.  446,  32  S.  E.  256. 

Alias  process,  see  infra,  VII. 

70.  Cal. — Reynolds  v.  Page,  35  Cal. 
296.  Haw. — Gear  v.  Henry,  21  Hawaii 
101.  111. — Pease  v.  Eitchie,  132  111. 
638,  24  N.  E.  433,  8  L.  E.  A.  566; 
Hekla  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schroeder,  9  HI.  App. 
472.  Ind. — Evans  v.  Galloway,  20  Ind. 
479.  la. — Oskaloosa  Cigar  Co.  v. 
Iowa  Cent.  Ey,  Co.,  89  N.  W.  1065. 
Mo. — ^Burton  v.  Deleplain,  25  Mo.  App. 
376.  N.  H.— Society  for  Prop,  of  Gos- 
pel V.  Whiteomb,  2  N.  H.  227.  N.  Y. 
Jackson  v.  Brooks,  14  Wend.  649;  Mills 
V.  Corbett,  8  How.  Pr.  500.  N.  D. 
Smith  V.  Nicholson,  5  N.  D.  426,  67 
N.  W.  296.  Ohio — Kelley  v.  Vincent, 
8  Ohio  St.  415.  Ore. — ^White  v.  John- 
son, 27  Ore.  282,  40  Pac.  511,  50  Am. 
St.  Eep.  726.  Pa. — In  re  Person's  Ap- 
peal, 78  Pa.  145.  Tex. — Irvin  v.  Fer- 
guson, 83  Tex.  491,  18  S.  W.  820. 

[a]  Putting  a  ■writ  in  a  pigeon  hole 
in  a  prothonotary's  office,  for  use  of 
the    sheriff   is   not    a    delivery   to    the 


officer.    In  re  Person's  Appeal,  78  Pa. 
145. 

71.  Mills  V.  Corbett,  8  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   500;  Smith  v.  Nicholson,  5  N. 

D.  426,   67   N.   "W.   296. 

[a]  When  in  the  hands  of  one 
authorized  to  serve  it,  it  is  issuea. 
Smith  V.  Nicholson,  5  N.  D.  426,  67 
N.   W.  296. 

72.  TJ.  S. — See  Perris  Irr.  Dist.  V. 
Turnbull,  215  Fed.  562,  132  C.  C.  A. 
74.  Cal. — Eeynolds  v.  Page,  35  Cal. 
296.  N.  H.— Clindenin  v.  Allen,  4  N. 
H.  385.  Pa. — See  Loeb  v.  Allen,  32 
Pa.  Super  137. 

[a]  An  accompanying  certified  copy 
of  complaint  is  necessary  to  a  valid 
issuance  of  a  summons.  Eeynolds  v. 
Page,  35  Cal.  296. 

73.  111.— Pease  v.  Eitchie,  132  111. 
638,  24  N.  E.  433,  8  L.  E.  A.  566.  Mo. 
Burton  v.  Deleplain,  25  Mo.  App.  376. 
N.  O.— Webster  v.  Sharps,  116  N.  C. 
466,  21  S.  E.  912. 

[a]  The  mere  writing  of  a  process 
by  the  clerk  and  placing  it  among  the 
files  of  his  office  is  not  an  issuance. 
Pease   v.   Eitchie,   132   111.   638,   24   N, 

E.  433,  8  L.  E.  A.  566. 

[b]  "The  very  term  'issuing  out 
of  court'  implies  the  sending  out  of 
the  writ."  Burton  v.  DeleplaiUj,  25 
Mo.  App.  376. 

74.  N.  0. — Houston  v.  Thornton,  122 
N.  C.  365,  29  S.  E.  827,  65  Am.  St. 
Eep.  699;  Webster  v.  Sharpe,  ,116  N. 
C.  466,  21  S.  E.  912.  Ohio— Kelley  v. 
Vincent,  8  Ohio  St.  415.  Tex.— Med- 
lin  V.  Seideman,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App.  553, 
88  S.  W.  250. 

[a]  Process  is  issued  when  it  is 
"put  out  from  the  clerk's  office,  by 
direction  and  under  sanction  and  au- 
thority of  the  clerk,  and  given  to  the 
officer  for  the  purpose  of  being  served. 
If  it  was  sent  out  or  handed  to  some 
one  else  to  give  to  the  officer  for  the 
purpose  of  being  served,  this  would 
be  an  issuing  of  the  summons,  but  it 
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In  some  jurisdictions  the  delivery  is  not  complete  until  the  writ 
actually  reaches  the  hands  of  the  person  authorized  to  serve  it,'^ 
but  elsewhere  "the  issuance  is  complete  when  the  process  is  made  out 
and  sent  to  the  officer  with  the  absolute  intention  that  it  shall  be  served 
by  him,  although  it  may  not  have  actually  come  into  his  hands/* 

Issuance  in  Blank  Before  Suit.  —It  has  been  held  a  proper  practice 
for  the  clerk  to  issue  in  blank  to  an  attorney  before  suit  filed,  a  sum- 
mons signed  and  sealed,  to  be  filled  in  by  the  attorney,^^  though  some 


must  leave  the  office  for  this  purpose 
by  the  direction,  or  under  the  sanction 
and  authority,  of  the  clerk."  Hous- 
ton V.  Thornton,  122  N.  C.  365,  29  S. 
E.  82T,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  699;  Webster 
V.  Sharpe,  116  N.  C.  466,  21  S.  E.  912. 

[b]  The  forwarding  of  process  by- 
mail,  or  by  messenger,  to  the  officer 
is  a  sufficient  delivery  to  constitute 
an  issuance.  Jackson  v.  Brooks,  14 
Wend.  (N.  T.)  649;  Kelley  v.  Vincent, 
8   Ohio   St.   415. 

[c]  Delivery  of  process  to  the 
plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  who  in  turn 
delivers  it  to  the  sheriff,  is  a  construc- 
tive delivery  ,to  the  officer  by  the 
clerk.  N.  0. — Webster  v.  Sharpe,  116 
N.  0.  466,  21  S.  E.  912.  Ohio.— Kelley 
V.  Vincent,  8  Ohio  St.  415.  Tex. — Med- 
lin  V.  Seideman,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App.  553, 
88  S.  W.  250.  But  see  Gear  v.  Henry, 
21  Hawaii  101. 

75.  la. — Butcher  v.  Brand,  6  Iowa 
235.  N.  Y.— See  Burdick  v.  Green,  18 
Johns.  14;  Boss  v.  Luther,  4  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)  158,  15  Am.  Dec.  341.  Ore.— White 
V.  Johnson,  27  Ore.  282,  40  Pac.  511, 
50  Am.   St.  Bep.  726. 

[a]  Actual  Delivery  Is  Necessary. 
(1)  The  summons  "has  no  existence  to 
any  legal  effect  until  it  reaches  the 
officer's  hands."  Butcher  v.  Brand, 
6  Iowa  235.  (2)  "The  statute  requires 
that  the  summons  shall  be  served  by 
the  sheriff,  and,  without  a  delivery  to 
him  for  service,  such  instrument  is 
not  yet  endowed  with  vitality  for  any 
purpose."  White  v.  Johnson,  27  Ore. 
282,  40  Pac.  511,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  743. 

76.  V.  S. — ^Perris  Irr.  Dist.  v.  Turn- 
bull,  215  Fed.  562,  132  0.  C.  A.  74. 
Mich. — Howell  v.  Shepard,  48  Mich. 
472,  12  N.  W.  661.  N.  J.— MeCracken 
V.  Richardson,  46  N.  J.  L.  50;  Updike 
V.  Ten  Broeck,  32  N.  J.  L.  105. 

[a]  In  the  Federal  Court.  —  "No- 
where is  it  required  by  statute  of  the 
United  States  that  the  clerk  shall  de- 
liver the  summons  to  the  marshal  for 
service,  and,  when  the  clerk  has  per- 
formed .all  dl  the  acts  prescribed  by 
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Congress  for  the  issuing  of  writs  and 
processes,  the  writ  or  process,  as  the 
case  may  be,  is,  in  our  opinion,  clearly 
issued  by  him.  And  such  have  been 
the  rulings  upon  the  subject."  Fer- 
ris Irr.  Dist.  v.  Turnbull,  215  Fed. 
562,  132  C.  C.  A.  74.  See  also  Leas  v. 
Merriman,  132  Fed.  510;  Jewett  v.  Gar- 
rett, 47  Fed.  625. 

77.  TJ.  S. — Jewett  v.  Garrett,  47 
Fed.  625.  Ala. — Slater  v.  Carter,  35 
Ala.  679.  Mich. — Sweet  v.  Circuit 
Judge,  95  Mich.  449,  54  N.  W.  951; 
Potter  V.  John  Hutchison  Mfg.  Co.,  87 
Mich.  59,  49  N.  W.  517.  N.  H.— So- 
ciety for  Prop,  of  Gospel  v.  Whitcomb, 
2  N.  H.  227.  N.  0. — Croom  v.  Morrisey, 
63  N.  C.  591.  But  see  Redmond  v. 
MuUenax,  113  N.  C.  505,  18  S.  B.  708. 
S.  0. — Miller  v.  Hall,  1  Spears  1. 

[a]  No  particular  suit  need  be  in 
contemplation.  Sweet  v.  Circuit  Judge, 
95  Mich.  449,  54  N.  W.  951. 

[b]  "The  clerk  is  under  no  obliga- 
tion to  deliver  to  an  attorney  a  writ 
signed  and  sealed  in  blank,  aiid  may 
very  properly  refuse  to  do  so;  but,  i£ 
he  chooses  to  trust  an  attorney  with 
such  a  writ,  it  will  not  be  held  void 
for  that  reason."  Sweet  v.  Circuit 
Judge,  95  Mich.  449,  54  N.  W.  951. 

[e]  "All  original  writs  are,  in 
law  considered  as  issuing  from  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  to 
which  they  are  returnable.  .  .  .  For 
they  are  required  by  the  constitution, 
and  by  statute,  to  be  signed  by  the 
clerk  of  the  court,  and  to  be  tested 
iby  the  first  judge.  .  .  .  For  the 
convenience  of  the  public  and  the 
members  of  the  bar,  writs  in  fact  go 
out  of  the  clerk's  office  in  blank  and 
are  filled  up  by  the  attorneys  of  the 
court  at  home.  Yet^  in  contemplation 
of  the  law,  the  writ  and  declaration 
must  be  considered  as  issuing  from  the 
clerk's  office."  Clindenin  v.  Allen, 
4  N.  H.  385. 

[d]  The  Attorney  Acts  as  Officer 
of  the  Court. — Potter  v.  Hutchinson 
Mfg.  Co.,  87  Mich.  59,  49  N.  W.  517. 
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statutes  obviously  do  not  contemplate  or  countenance  such  practice."^ 
An  entry  of  record  of  the  issuance  of  process  is  required  by  some 
statutes.'^ 

B.  Conditions  Precedent.^"  —  The  process  may  issue  only  from 
the  court  having  cognizance  of  the  subject  raatter.^^  All  statutory 
prerequisites  to  jurisdiction  to  act  in  the  particular  case  must  be 
complied  with  or  a  court  is  without  power  to  issue  process,^^  and  if 
issued  without  such  compliance,  it  is  void.^^  Where  the  pleading  is 
"the  leading  process,"  the  filing  of  a  complaint  is  a  prerequisite  to 
the  issuance  of  a  summons  by  the  clerk,**  and  it  may  issue  only  against 
those  named  in  the  t)leading.*°     If  the  pleading  is  void  for  want  of 


[e]  Practice  Abolished  in  England. 
"A  practice  like  ours  formerly  pre- 
vailed in  England  of  issuing  blank 
writs  sealed;  but  the  practice,  it  is 
said,  led  to  abuses,  wjiich  occasioned 
the  general  order  of  1747,  since-  which 
blank  writs  are  first  filled  out  and  the 
seal  afterwards  affixed  by  the  sealer." 
Eastman  v.  Morrison,  46  N.  H.  136. 

78.  See  the  statutes  and  Abney  v. 
Ohio  Lumb.  &  Min.  Co.,  45  W.  Va. 
446,  32  S.  E.  256. 

79.  Merrill  v.  Townsend,  5  Paige 
(N.  Y.)  80;  Miller  v.  Hall,  1  Spears 
(S.  C.)  1. 

[a]  Statute  is  declaratory  only, 
and  failure  to  comply  therewith  does 
not  affect  the  validity  of  the  process. 
Miller  v.   Hall,   1   Spears    (S.    C.)    1. 

80.  Prerequisites  to  issuance  of 
alias,  see  infra,  VII,  D. 

81.  Ga. — ^Lowrey  v.  Eichmond  &  D. 
E.  Co.,  83  Ga.  504,  10  S.  E.  123.  N.  H. 
See  Dearborn  v.  Twist,  6  N.  H.  44. 
N.  C. — Moore  v.  North  Carolina  E.  Co., 
67  N.  C.  209;  Howerton  v.  Tate,  66  N. 
C.  431.  Vt.— Hoyt  v.  Smith,  83  Vt. 
412,  76  Atl.  107;  Walsh  v.  Haswell,  11 
Vt.  85. 

[a]  On  appeal  from  justice  court, 
where  the  service  was  void,  issuance 
and  service  of  process  from  the  coun- 
ty court  gave  no  jurisdiction.  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  English  (Tex.  Civ, 
App.)    109  S.   W.  424. 

82.  Minn. — Hinkley  vJ  St.  Anthony 
Falls  W.  Power  Co.,  9  Minn.  55.  Ho. 
Tiede  v.  Fuhr,  264  Mo.  622,  175  S.  W. 
910.  Wis. — Kentzler  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  47  Wis.  641,  3  N.  W. 
369. 

[a]  "It  is  a  general  rule  that, 
where  there  is  power  in  a  court  to 
hear  and  determine  a  case,  there  is 
also  a  power  to  issue  proper  process 
to  enforce  its  orders.  Eiggs  v.  John- 
son County,  6  Wall.  166,  187,  18  L.  ed. 


768;  Collins  County  National  Bank  v. 
Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A.  556." 
Com.  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co., 
206  Mass.  417,  92  N.  E.  766. 

[b]  Without  notice  of  the  taking 
of  depositions  having  been  first  given, 
a  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  issue  a  subpoena  for  a  wit- 
ness. Tiede  v.  Fuhr,  264  Mo.  622,  175 
S.  W.   910. 

83.  Conn. — Morse  v.  Eankin,  51 
Conn.  326.  Fla.— Lord  v.  P.  M.  Dow- 
ling  Co.,  52  Fla.  313,  42  So.  585.  Mo. 
Tiede  v.  Fuhr,  264  MIo.  622,  175  S.  W. 
910.     Tenn. — See  Posey  v.  McCubbins, 

5  Yerg.  235.  Can. — Bloom  v.  New 
York  Tailoring  Co.,  18  Brit.   Col.   395. 

[a]  Performance  after  issuance 
does  not  avail.  Morse  v.  Eankin,  51 
Conn.  326;  Eipley  v.  Merchants  Nat. 
Bank,  41  Conn.  187;  Stevens  v.  Whiti, 
2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  107.  See  also 
Stanton  v.  Thompson,  234  Mo.  7,  136 
S.  W.  698. 

[b]  The  payment  of  the  eiitry  fee 
is  not  necessary  in  order  to  confer 
jurisdiction  on  the  clerk  to  issue  pro- 
cess. Sweet  V.  Circuit  Judge,  95  Mich. 
449,  54  N..  W.  951. 

84.  Ga. — Lowrey  v.  Eichmond  &  T). 
Ey.  Co.,  83  Ga.  504,  10  S.'  E.  123.  Idaho 
McKnight  v.  Grant,  13  Idaho  629,  92 
Pac.  989,  121  Am.  St.'  Eep.  '28V.  111. 
Wallahan  v.  Ingersoll,  117  111.  123,  7 
N.  E.  519.  Ind.— HuBt  v.  Conn,  12 
Ind.  257;  Mills  v.  State,  10  Ind.  114. 
N.  Y. — Leetch  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.,  4  Daly   518.     Okla.^Atchison,  T. 

6  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Lambert,  31  Okla. 
300,  121  Pac.  654,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B, 
329. 

[a]  If  the  case  is  stricken  from 
the  docket,  a  summons  issued  without 
its  reinstatement  should  be  quashed. 
Park  Land  &  Imp.  Co.  v.  Lane,  106 
Va.  304,  55  S.  E.  690. 

85.  Ga. — White    v.    Brown,    10    Ga. 
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essentials,  the  process  issued  thereon  is  also  void,*"  where  the  filing 
of  the  petition  is  the  first  step  in  the  action;*'  but  process  issued  on 
a  merely  defective  pleading  is  not  for  that  reason  void.**  When  leave 
to  issue  a  writ  must  be  had,  the  issuance  without  such  leave  is  a 
nullity.*^  Process  which  requires  certain  proof  as  a  prerequisite  to 
its  issuance,  is  void  if  there  is  an  entire  absence  of  proof,^"  but  if 
the  proof  is  merely  insufficient,  the  authority  to  act  is  only  erroneously 
exercised,  and  the  process  will  be  vacated  only  on  direct  attaek.^^ 
None  of  the  prerequisites  to  a  warning  order,*^  or  to  notice  by  publi- 
cation,"^ can  be  dispensed  with. 


App.  530,  73  S.  E.  853.  HI.— Walla- 
han  V.  Ingeraoll,  117  111.  123,  7  N.  E. 
519.  Ind. — Nutting  v.  Losanee,  Z7  Ind. 
37;  Jones  v.  Porter,  23  Ind.  66.  Va. 
Moseley  v.  Cocke,  7  Leigh  (34  Va.) 
224. 

[a]  Parties  Named  Only  in  Process. 
(1)  Process  against  one  not  named  in 
the  pleadings,  and  in  nowise  compre- 
hended in  the  general  allegations,  will 
not  support  a  judgment  against  such 
person.  Moseley  v.  Cocke,  7  Leigh 
(34  Va.)  224.  (2)'  But  where  the 
names  of  the  plaintiffs  as  set  out  in 
the  process  included  one  omitted  from 
the  declaration,  the  variance  should 
have  been  pleaded  in  abatement,  and 
was  not  available  first  on  appeal,  and 
the  judgment  in  favor  of  such  plain- 
tiff, with  the  others,  was  proper.  Fon- 
ville  V.  Monroe,  74  111.  126. 

86.  Ark. — Carriugton  v.  Hamilton, 
3  Ark.  416.  Ky. — Gearhart  v.  01m- 
stead,  i  Dana  441.  Oliio. — White  &  Co. 
V.  Ereese,  13  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  749, 
2  Cine.  Eep.  30;  Stevens  v.  White,  2 
Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  107;  Kerns  v.  Ro- 
berts, 2  Ohio  Dec.   (Reprint)   537. 

87.  Stevens  v.  White,  2  Ohio  Dee. 
(Reprint)   107. 

[a]  Where  "the  writ  was  the  first 
process,  the  declaration  might  be 
stricken  out  and  still  the  parties  be 
left  in  court;  there  was  still  a  case 
pending  so  long  as  the  writ  and  serv- 
ice had  not  been  set  aside;  but,  under 
the  code,  the  petition  is  the  first  step 
in  an  action,  without  wEich  no  other 
step  can  be  taken;  and  hence,  if  this 
is  no  petition,  there  can  be  no  action 
or  parties  in  court."  Stevens  v  White, 
2  Ohio  Dec.   (Reprint)  107. 

88.  Goodman  v.  Ft.  Collins,  164  Fed. 
970,  91  C.  C.  A.  98;  Rowley  v.  Shepard- 
son,  85  Vt.  266,  81  Atl.  917. 

89.  Cal. — Baldwin  v.  Foster,  157 
Cal.  643,  108  Pae.  714;  Nellis  v.  Jus- 
tices'   Court,    20    Cal.    App.    394,    129 
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Pac.  472.  Ga. — ^Moss  v.  Strickland, 
138  Ga.  539,  75  S.  E.  622.  Ind.— Nut- 
ting  V.  Losanee,  27  Ind.  37;  Jones  v. 
Porter,  23  Ind.  66.  Can. — Bloom  v. 
New  York  Tailoring  Co.,  18  Brit.  Col. 
395. 

See  infra.  VIl,  D,  2. 

[a]  But  if  no  order  is  needed  to 
empower  the  clerk  to  issue  a  further 
summons,  the  validity  of  such  an  or- 
der, if  made,  is  immaterial.  Emmons 
V.  Marbelite  Plaster  Co.,  193  Fed.  181. 

[b]  It  is  not  the  office  of  an  order 
for  publication  also  to  direct  a  sum- 
mons to  issue;  it  presupposes  the  ex- 
istence of  the  summons.  Coffin  v. 
Bell,  22  Nev.  169,  37  Pac.  240,  58i  Am. 
St.  Rep.   738. 

90.  Lord  V.  F.  M.  Dowling  Co.,  52 
Pla.  313,  42  So.  585;  Stevens  v.  White, 
2  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  107. 

91.  Lord  V.  F.  M.  Dowling  Co.,  52 
Fla.   313,  42   So.   585. 

92.  Clark  v.  Eaison,  126  Ky.  486, 
104  S.  W.  342;  Brownfield  v.  Dyer,  7 
Bush   (Ky.)   505. 

[a]  "Orders  of  warning  have  tak- 
en the  place  of  orders  of  publication 
under  the  old  practice."  Clark  v. 
Raison,  126  Ky.  486,  104  S.  W.  342. 

[b]  _By  omission  of  defendant's 
name,  in  a  warning  order,  the  party  is 
not  brought  into  court.  Clark  v.  Rai- 
son, 126  Ky.  486,  ;04  S.  W.   342. 

[c]  Affidavit. — A  substantial  alle- 
gation in  the  affidavit  of  the  prere- 
quisites is  sufficient.  Kreiger  v.  Sonne, 
151  Ky.  739,  152  S.  W.  936;  Brown- 
field  V.  Dyer,  7  Bush  (Ky.)  505. 

[d]  Order  for  publication  made  by 
clerk  is  void,  where  the  statute  re- 
quires it  to  be  made  by  the  court. 
Warrick  v.  McCormick,  150  Ky.  800, 
150  S.  W.  1027;  Van  Natta  v.  Harroun 
Real  Est.  Co.,  221  Mo.  373,  120  S.  W. 
738. 

93.  Idaho-. — Harpold  v.  Doyle,  16 
Idaho  671,  102  Pae,  158.     Ky.— Clark 
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C.  By  "Whom  Issued.  —  By  statutory  provision  process  is  generally 
issued  by  the  clerk  of  the  court,^*  or  his  deputy,®*  though  other  per- 
sons are  sometimes  authorized  to  issue  it.°°  The  fact  that  the  officer 
issuing  a  summons  is  a  party  to  the  suit  does  not  invalidate  the 
process,®^  though  the  contrary  has  been  held.*'  In  some  states  the 
summons  is  issued  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney.**  Some  statutes 
expressly  prohibit  sheriffs  from  making  process    or    writs  ;'*^    and 


V.  Eaison,  126  Ky.  486,  104  S.  W.  342. 
Eedwine  v.  ITnclerwood,  101  Ky.  190, 
40  S.  W.  462;  Brownfield  v.  Dyer,  7 
Bush  505.  Mich. — Colton  v.  Rupert, 
60  Mich.  318,  27  N.  W.  520.  Mo. 
Stanton  v.  Thompson,  234  Mo.  7,  136 
S.  W.  698;  Van  Natta  v.  Harroun  Real 
Estate  Co.,  221  Mo.  373  120  S.  W. 
738.  N.  Y. — Holmes  v.  Camp,  219  N. 
T.  359,  114  N.  E.  841;  Towsley  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 32  Barb.  604.  Okla. — Rich- 
ardson V.  Howard,  51  Okla.  240,  151 
Pae.  887. 

See  15  Standard  Peoc.  445,  et  seq. 

94.  Cal. — Nellis  v.  Justices'  Court, 
20  Cal.  App.  394,  129  Pae.  472.  Ohio 
In  re  Gorey,  2  Ohio  N.  P.  (N.  S.)  389; 
Collins  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  E.  Co., 
7  Ohio  N.  P.  270,  7  Ohio  Dec.  445. 
Tex.— Gulf  C.  &  S.  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hume 
Bros.,  87  Tex.  211,  27  S.  W.  110;  Hall- 
man  V.  Campbell,  57  Tex.  54.  W.  Va. 
Abney  v.  Ohio  Lumber  Co.,  45  W.  Va. 
446,  32  S.  E.  256. 

See  also  infra,  IV,  J. 

[a]  A  judge  may  not  issue  process, 
where  a  clerk  has  been  regularly  ap- 
pointed, though  the  statute  permits 
the  judge  to  exercise  his  option  as  to 
performing  clerical  duties  himself  or 
appointing  a  elerk.  McNevins  v.  Mc- 
Nevins,  28  Colo.  245,  64  Pae.  199. 
Compare  Zimmerman  v.  Bradford-Ken- 
nedy Co.,  14  Idaho  681,  95  Pae.  825. 

[b]  Only  the  Clerk  May  Issue  the 
Citation. — Caufleld  v.  Jones,  18  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  721,  45  S.  W.  741. 

95.  Ala. — Yonge  v.  Broxson,  23  Ala. 
684.  Ga. — Goodwyn  v.  Goodwyn,  11 
Ga.  178.  La. — State  ex  rel.  Davis  v. 
Police  Jury,  120  La.  163,  45  So.  47,  124 
Am.  St.  Eep.  430,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
794.  Mass. — Jacobs  v.  Measures,  13 
Gray  74.  N.  C. — Evans  v.  Etheridge, 
96  N.  C.  42,  1  S.  E.  633.  W.  Va. 
Pendleton  v.  Smith,  1  "W.  Va.  16. 

[a]  The  clerk's  name  must  be  sub- 
scribed, by  the  deputy,  or  the  writ  is 
void.  Pendleton  v.  Smith,  1  W.  Va. 
16. 

[b]  Process  issued  by  a  de  facto 
officer  is  valid,    State  v.  Police  Jury, 


120  La.  163,  45  So.  47,  124  Am.  St. 
Rep.  430,  14  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  794; 
Calvert  W.  &  B.  B.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Driskill. 
31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  200,  71  S.  W.  997. 

96.  Conn. — Doolittle  v.  Clark,  47 
Conn.  316.  Ga. — Moss  v.  Strickland, 
138  Ga.  539,  75  S.  E.  622.  Idaho. 
Zimmerman  v.  Bradford-Kennedy  Co., 
14  Idaho  681,  9?  Pao.  825. 

[a]  Where  judge  should  issue  a 
rule  nisi,  a  regular  process  issued  by 
the  clerk  confers  no  jurisdiction. 
Moss  V.  Strickland,  138  G^.  539,  75 
S.  E.  622. 

[b]  By  statute,  when  a  justice  of 
the  peace  is  disqualified,  process  may 
be  issued  by  another  justice.  Savage 
V.  Oliver,  110  Ga.  636,  36  S.  E.  54. 

97.  N.  C. — Evans  v.  Etheridge,  96 
N.  C.  42,  1  S.  E.  633.  Pa.— Kerns  v. 
Huntzinger,  2  Leg.  Eec.  79.  Vt. — Ver- 
mont Mut.  Pire  Ins.  Co.  ».  Cummings, 
11  Vt.  503;  Graham  v.  Todd,  9  Vt 
166. 

[a]  "In  the  absence  of  statutory 
provision  to  the  contrary,  we  can  see 
no  legal  reason  why  the  clerk  may  not 
issue  the  summons  and  all  other  pro- 
cess in  an  action  in  his  own  behalf, 
when  he  acts  only  ministerially." 
Evans  v.  Etheridge,  96  N.  C.  42,  1  S. 
E.  633. 

[b]  By  statute,  a  clerk  pro  tern, 
may  be  appointed  by  the  court  to  per- 
form the  functions  of  the  regular  clerk 
when  the  latter  is  a  party  to  any 
pending  or  proposed  suit.  Lewis  v. 
Hutchison,  4  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.) 
§79,  16  S.  "W.  654. 

98.  Doolittle  v.  Clark,  47  Conn. 
316. 

99.  Colo. — Comet  Consol.  Min.  Co. 
V.  Frost,  15  Colo.  310,  25  Pae.  506; 
Band  v.  Pantagraph  Stationery  Co.,  1 
Colo.  App.  270,  28  Pae.  661.  Fla.-  -Gil- 
mer V.  Bird,  15  Fla.  410.  Ore. — "W^ite 
V.  Johnson,  27  Ore.  282,  40  Pae.  511, 
50  Am.  St.  Eep.  726. 

991/2.  Mich. — Garrison  v.  Hoyt,  25 
Mich.  509.  N.  H. — Osgood  v.  Norris, 
21  N.  H.  435.  Vt.— "Winchell  v.  Pond, 
19  Vt.   198. 
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process  made  in  violation  of  this  statute  ,is  void.^^'^ 

D.  Time  To  Issue.  —  In  the  American  practice  there  are  two 
systems  of  procedure  with  reference  to  the  stage  in  the  commence- 
ment of  a  suit  at  which  the  summons  issues,^  and  this  difference  often 
affects  the  application  of  general  rules  to  a  particular  ease.^  Under 
one  system  the  issuance  of  the  summons  precedes  the  filing  of  the 
declaration,  and  notifies  the  defendant  that  the  pleading  will  thereafter 
be  filed  in  court,'  while  under  the  other,  the  process  is  issued  after 
the  filing  of  the  plaintiff's  complaint.*  Where  the  pleading  is  'filed 
first,  statutes  generally  require  process  to  issue  within  a  specified  time 
thereafter,^  and  for  failure  in  this  respect  the  complaint  is  prop- 


[a]    An  alteration  of  a  process  (1) 

"comes  clearly  withm  the  purpose 
and  policy  of  this  statute."  Garri- 
son V.  Hoyt,  25  Mich.  509.  (2)  But  it 
does  not  apply  to  the ,  alteration  of  a 
writ  already  perfect,  which  leaves  it 
substantially  the  same.  Hunt  v.  Viall, 
20  Yt.  291. 

99%.  Garrison  v.  Hoyt,  25  Mich; 
509;     Winchell  v.  Pond,  19  Vt.  198. 

[a]  The  statute  applies  to  con- 
stables, as  well.  Winchell  v.  Pond,  19 
Vt.  198. 

[b]  Process  hel^  not  vitiated  by 
the  following  acts  of  the  sheriff:  (1) 
inserting  the  christian  name  of  defend- 
ant in  a  blank  left  therefor  in  a  sum- 
mons prepared  by  plaintiff's  attorney 
(Osgood  V.  Norris,  21  N.  H.  435);  (2) 
erasing  place  of  holding  court  and  in- 
serting another.  Hunt  v.  Viall,  20  Vt. 
291. 

1.  See  the  title  "Suitsi  and  Ac- 
tions," and  supra,  this  section. 

[a]  "The  summons  is  the  leading 
process  in  Tennessee."  Walker  v. 
Cottrell,  6  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  257,  266; 
Cheatham  v.  Hodges,  Peck  (Tenn.) 
177.    , 

[b]  The  Petition  Is  the  Leading 
Process. — Dikes  v.  Monroe,  15  Tex. 
236. 

2.  Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas,  (D. 
C.)  532,  541;  Lyons  v.  Donges,  12  Ohio 
Dec.    (Reprint)    537. 

3.  111. — Moody  V.  Thomas,  79  III. 
274.  Ia.^Moody  v.  Taylor,  12  Iowa 
71.  Mich.— Pinal  v.  Backus,  18  Mich. 
218.  N,  H.— Clindenin  v.  Allen,  4  N. 
H.  385.  IT.  C— Battle  v.  Baird,  118 
N.  C.  854,  24  S.  E.  668.  N.  D.— Gans 
V.  Beasley,  4  N.  D.  140,  59  N.  W.  714. 
R.  I. — Slocomb  V.  Powers,  10  R.  I.  255. 
Tenn.— Nashville  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Wade,  ^ 
4  Baxt.  444.  Va.— Purst  v.  Banks,  101 
Va.  208,  43  S.  E.  360.  W.  Va.— Geiser 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Chewning,  52  W.  Va.  523, 
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44  S.  E.  193;  Abney  v.  OhJo  Lumb.  & 
M.  Co.,  45  W.  Va.  446,  32  8.  B.  256. 
Wis. — Guudry  v.  Whittlesey,  19  Wis. 
211. 

See  generally  the  title  "Time  To 
Plead." 

[a]  The  summons  notifies  the  de- 
fendant, "that  there  will  be  a  com- 
plaint filed  against  -him  at  the  return 
term."  Battle  v.  Baird,  118  N.  C. 
854,  24  S.  E.  668. 

[b]  Under  the  common  law  prac- 
tice (1)  governing  the  commencement 
of  suit^,  both  in  England  and  in 
America,  "in  neither  practice  was  it 
sought  to  have,  or  was  it  supposed  that 
there  could  properly  be,  any  pleadings 
whatever,  until  both  parties,  the  de- 
fendant as  well  as  the  plaintiff,  were 
in  court;"  and  though  the  plaintiff's 
cause  of  action  was  to  an  extent  in- 
dicated in  the  summons  or  capias,  or 
in  the  praecipe  given  to  the  clerk  of 
the  court,  it-  "was  never  formerly 
stated  in  the  sh^pe  of  a  declaration 
until  after  the  appearance  of  the  de- 
fendant in  court  in  response  to  the 
summons  or  capias."  Parsons  v.  Hill, 
15_App.  Gas.  (D.  C.)  532,  541.  (2)  "All 
suits,  in  our  common  law  courts,  are 
commenced  either,  by  original  writs 
issuing  from  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  the  court,  to  which  they  are  res 
pectively  returnable,  or  by  petition." 
Clindenin  v.   Allen,  4   N.   H.    385. 

4.  Cal.— Bewick  v.  Muir,  83  Cal. 
368,  23  Pac.  389.  Colo.— Steves  v.  Car- 
son, 2  Colo.  App.  200,  30  Pac.  1101. 
Idaho. — Hill  v.  Morgan,  9  Idaho  718, 
76  Pac.  323.  N.  Y.— Jacquerson  v. 
Van  Erben,  2  Abb.  Pr.  315.  Ohio. 
Lyons  v.  Donges,  12  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 537;  Stevens  v.  White,  2  Ohio 
Dec.  (Reprint)  107.  Tex.— Dikes  v. 
Monroe,  15  Tex.  236. 

5.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Seheur- 
man,  218  Fed.  915.     Cal.— Reynolds  v. 
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eriy  dismissed,^  though  the  courts  may  generally,  in  their  discretion, 
continue  the  suit  and  order  process  issued.' 

E.  Territoeial  Limitations.  —  At  the  common  law,  no  writ  or 
process  can  run  beyOnd  the  limits  of  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  out  of  which  it  issues,^  and  this  is  also  a  part  of  the  statute  law 
of  some  states.^  But  the  statutes  usually  provide  for  the  issuance  of 
process  to  other  counties,^"  and  prescribe  the  conditions  under  which 


Page,  35  Cal.  296.  Colo.— Coombs  v. 
Parish,  6  Colo.  296.  Mich.— See  Pat- 
terson V.  Hogstein,  183  Mich.  470,  149 
N.  W.  1006.  P.  E.— Estate  of  Chavier 
V.  Estate  of  Giraldez,  15  Porto  Eieo 
145. 

[a]  The  period  runs  against  an 
amendment  bringing  in  new  parties, 
from  the  filing  thereof.  Estate  of 
Chavier  v.  Estate  of  Giraldez,  15  Porto 
Eico    145. 

[b]  If  issued  in  time,  the  process 
need  not  be  delivered  to  the  officer 
for  service  within  the  prescribed 
period.  Perris  Irr.  Dist.  v.  Turnbull, 
215  Fed.  562,  132  C.  C.  A.  74. 

6.  XJ.  S. — United  States  v.  Scheur- 
man,  218  Fed.  915.  Cal. — Linden 
Gravel  Min.  Co.  v.  Sheplar,  53  Cal. 
245;  Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29  Cal.  238.  Colo. 
Coombs  V.  Parish,  6  Colo.  296. 

[a]  When  the  delay  is  at  defend- 
ant's request,  there  can  be  no  dis- 
missal. Cowell  V.  Stuart,  69  Cal.  525, 
11  Pac.   57. 

7.  Cal. — Baldwin  «.  Foster,  157  Cal. 
643,  108  Pae.  714.  Colo.— Steves  v. 
Carson,  21  Colo.  280,  40  Pac.  569.  Ga. 
Beach  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Baxley  Banking 
Co.,  8  Ga.  App.  251,  68  S.  E.  946. 
P.  E. — Estate  of  Chavier  v.  Estate  of 
Giraldez,  15  Porto  Eico  145.  Can. 
Sellick  V.  Town  of  Selkirk,  22  Man. 
323,  1  D.  li.  E.  607;  Bloom  v.  New 
Tork  Tailoring  Co.,   18  Brit.   Col.   395. 

[a]  After  a  long  lapse  of  time, 
court  may,  in  its  discretion,  order 
process  issued.  Eeese  v.  Kirby,  68  6a. 
825. 

8.  Ark. — Auditor  v.  Davies,  2  Ark. 
494.  Ga. — Moss  V.  Strickland,  138  Ga. 
539,  75  S.  E.  622.  111.— Wirtz  v.  Henry, 
59  111.  109;  Aspern  v.  Lamar  Ins.  Co., 
6  111.  App.  235.  lud. — Ham  v.  Eogers, 
6  Blackf.  559.  La. — Evans  v.  Saul,  8 
Mart.  (N.  S.)  247.  Mo.— Christian  v. 
Williama,  111  Mo.  429,  20  S.  W.  96. 
Ohio. — Lamont  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  9 
Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  93;  Knight  v. 
Buser,  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  772,  8 
Am.  L.  Eep.  28.  Tenn. — Slatton  v. 
Jonson,  4  Hayw.  197.     Va. — ^Branch  v. 


Webb,  7  Leigh  (34  Va.)  371.  Wis. 
Kentzler  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey. 
Co.,   47  Wis.   641,  3   N.   W.   3fi9. 

[a]  Statutory  Power  Is  Necessary. 
"At  the  common  law  all  process  of 
all  courts  is  limited  to  the  territory 
over  which  their  jurisdiction  extends, 
and  the  power  of  any  court  to  issue 
extra-territorial  process  is  not  inher- 
ent in  it,  but  comes  only  by  express 
statutory  grant."  Kentzler  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  47  Wis.  641, 
3  N.   W.  369. 

[b]  A  court  of  equity  may  direct 
a  subpoena  or  summons  to  be  served 
in  any  part  of  the  state,  unless  re- 
stricted by  statute.  Brown  v.  Brown, 
10  Neb.  349,  6  N.   W.  397.  ' 

As  to  service  of  process  outside  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  see  the  title 
"Service  of  Process  and  Papers;"  in 
justices'  courts,  see  17  Standard  Peoc, 
1021. 

9.  Carrere  v.  Aucoin,  122  La.  258, 
47  So.  598;  Amis  v.  Bank  of  Louisiana, 
9  Eob.  (La.)  348;  State  v.  Citizens' 
Trust  &  Guar.  Co.,  72  W.  Va.  181,  77 
S.   E.   902. 

10.  Ala.  —  Jefferson  County  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Carland,  195  Ala.  279,  71  So. 
126;  Drennen  &  Co.  v.  Jasper  Inv.  Co., 
153  Ala.  322,  45  So.  157.  Ark.— El- 
liott V.  Bank  of  State,  4  Ark.  437.  La. 
Carrere  v.  Aucoin,  122  La.  258,  47  So. 
598;  Amis  V.  Bank  of  Louisiana,  9  Eob. 
348.  Mo.— Christian  v.  Williams,  111 
Mo.  429,  20  S.  W.  96.  Neb.— Walker 
V.  Stevens,  52  Neb.  653,  72  N.  W. 
1038.  N.  C— Moore  v.  North  Carolina 
E.  Co.,  67  N.  C.  209;  Howerton  v. 
Tate,  66  N.  C.  431.  Va.— Guarantee 
Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  95  Va.  480, 
28  S.  E.  909;  Brown  v.  Chapman,  90 
Va.  174,  17  S.  E.  855.  W.  Va.— State 
V.  Citizens'  Trust  &  Guar.  Co.,  72  W. 
Va.  181,  77  S.  E.  902;  Eorer  v.  Peoples 
Bldg.,  etc.  Assn.,  47  W.  Va.  1,  34 
S.  E.  758;  Steele  v.  Harkness,  9  W. 
Va.  13. 

[a]  Where  the  summons  is  directed 
to  the  defendants,  and  not  to  the  ofid- 
cer   by    whom    it   is   to    be   served,    a 
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this  may  be  done,^^  as  well  as  the  matter  to  be  indicated  in  such 
process.^"  If  there  are  defendants  residing  in  diflEerent  counties,  and 
suit  is  brought  where  either  of  them  resides,  process  may  usually 
issue  to  any  other  counties  where  the  others  may  be  found, ^^  provided 
the  action  is  rightly  brought  in  the  county  in  which  it  is  begun.^* 
Generally,  summons  may  issue  to  any  county  when  the  property  de- 


separate  summons  need  not  be  issued 
to  each  county  in  whic"h  any  of  the 
defendants  reside,  but  on  order  of  the 
court  the  original  summons  may  be 
forwarded  to  other  counties  for  fur- 
ther service.  Hancock  v.  Pruess,  40 
Cal.   572. 

Execution  to  another  county,  see  15 
Standard  Proc.  760;  18  Standard  Proc. 
133. 

11.  Ala.  —  Jefferson  County  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Carland,  195  Ala.  279,  71  So. 
126;  Drennen  &  Co.  v.  Jasper  Inv.  Co., 
153  Ala.  322,  45  So.  157.  Ga.— Moss 
V.  Strickland,  138  Ga.  539,  75  S.  E. 
622.  m.— Wirtz  v.  Henry,  59  111.  109. 
Mich. — ^People  v.  Judge  of  Wayne 
Circ.  Ct.,  22  Mich.  493.  Okla. 
Oklahoma  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ez- 
zard,  159  Pac.  267.  Va.  —  Brown  v. 
Chapman,  90  Va.  174,  17  S.  E.  855; 
Dillard  v.  Central  Virginia  Iron  Co., 
82  Va.  734,  1  S.  B.  124.  W.  Va.— State 
V.  Citizens'  Trust  &  Guaranty  Co.,  72 
W.  Va.  181,  77  S.  E.  902;  Eorer  v. 
Peoples  Bldg.,  etc.  Assn.,  47  W.  Va.  1, 
34  S.  E.  758;  Vinal  v.  Core,  18  W. 
Va.  1. 

12.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  King,  20  Ala. 
270;  Mayo  v.  Stoneum,  2  Ala.  390. 
Ark. — Womsley  v.  Cummins,  1  Ark. 
125.  Ga. — Heyman  v.  Decatur  Street 
Bank,  16  Ga.  App.  14,  84  S.  E.  483. 
111.— Orendorff  v.  Stanberry,  20  HI.  89. 
Neb. — Hobson  v.  Cummins,  57  Neb. 
611,  78  N.  W.  295.  Tenn.— Nashville 
V.  Webb,  114  Tenn.  432,  85  S.  W. 
404. 

13.  Ga.— Beasley  v.  Smith,  144  Ga. 
377,  87  S.  E.  293.  111.— Aspern  v. 
Lamar  Ins.  Co.,  6  III.  App.  235.  Ind. 
Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co.  ■;;.  Marshall, 
38  Ind.  App.  217,  75  N.  E.  973;  Ham 
V.  Rogers,  6  Blackf.  559.  Kan. — Hen- 
drix  V.  Fuller,  7  Kan.  331.  Ky. — Ford 
V.  Logan,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  324.  Mo. 
Christian  v.  Williama,  111  Mo.  429, 
20  S.  W.  96.  Neb.— Hobson  v.  Cum- 
mins, 57  Neb.  611,  78  N.  W.  295; 
Belcher  v.  Palmer,  35  Neb.  449,  53  K. 
W.  380;  Bair  v.  People's  Bank,  27 
Neb.  577,  43  N.  W.  347.  N.  H.— Parker 
V.  Barker,  43  N.   H.   35,  80  Am.  Dee. 
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130.  Ohio. — Knight  v.  Buser,  6  Ohio 
Dee.  (Reprint)  772,  8  Am.  L.  Rep.  28; 
Steel  V.  BuTgert,  4  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint) 
557.  Tenn. — Nashville  v.  Webb,  114 
Tenn.  432,  85  S.  W.  404.  Tex.— Ward 
V.  Lattimer,  Bagby  &  Co.,  2  Tex.  245. 
W.  Va.— Vinal  v.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  1, 
20. 

[a]  Clerk  must  issue  to  county  of 
alleged  residence  of  defendant,  and 
not  to  county  where  suit  is  filed,  when 
the  statute  requires  the  second  orig- 
inal to  be  issued  to  the  county  in 
which  nonresident  dsfendauts  are  al- 
leged to  reside.  Beasley  v.  Smith, 
144  Ga.  377,  87  S.  E.  293;  Caldwell 
V.  Alexander  Seed  Co.,  17  Ga.  App. 
571,  87  S.  E.  843;  Strauss  Bros.  v. 
Owens,  6  Ga.  App.  415,  65  S.  E.  161. 

[b]  Such  a  statu<te  does  not  author- 
ize the  clerk  to  issue  process  to  other 
counties  for  other  defendants,  if  juris- 
diction is  obtained  of  one  defendant 
outside  the  county  of  his  residence, 
under  some  other  provision  of  the  stat- 
utes. Christian  v.  Williams,  111  Mo. 
429,  20  S.  W.  96. 

14.  Kan. — Beiff  v.  Tressler,  86  Kan. 
273,  120  Pac.  360;  Marshall  v.  Saline 
River  Land  &  Miu.  Co.,  75  Kan.  445, 
89  Pac.  905;  New  Blue  Springs  Mill. 
Co.  V.  De  Witt,  65  Kan.  665,  70  Pac. 
647.  Neb. — Adair  County  Bank  v.  Por- 
rey,  74  Neb.  811,  105  N.  W.  714. 
Ohio. — Fostoria  v.  Fox,  60  Ohio  St. 
340,  54  N.  E.  370;  Drea  v.  Carrington, 
32  Ohio  St.  1 595;  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  E. 
Co.  V.  McPeek,  16  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  87. 
Okla. — Haynes  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  30 
Okla.  614,  121  Pac.  182. 

[.a]  Though  but  a  single  defendant, 
if  the  action  is  rightly  brought  the 
summons  may  issue  to  another  county. 
Nebraska  Mutual  Hail  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mey- 
ers, 66  Neb.  657,  92  N.  W.  572;  Miller 
V.  Meeker,  54  Neb.  452,  74  N.  W. 
962. 

[b]  On  change  of  venue,  if  service 
of  original  summons  has  been  quashed, 
process  may  issue  to  county  in  which 
suit  was  first  begun.  Niagara  Oil  Co. 
V.  Jackson,  48  Ind.  App.  238,  91  N.  B. 
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scribed  in  the  complaint  is  real  estate.^^  In  a  mere  personal  action 
for  money,  there  must  be  not  only  an  actual  right  to  join  the  resident 
and  nonresident  defendants,^"  but  the  person  served  in  the  county 
where  suit  is  brought  must  have  a  substantial  interest  in  the  subject 
of  the  action.^'  Joint  liability,^*  or  a  liability  so  far  joint  that  all 
parties  have  rights  in  the  same  subject  matter,^^  justify  process  to 
another  county.  Cross-actions  are  governed  by  the  same  rules  as 
apply  to  original  actions.^"  The  district  courts  of  the  United  States 
cannot  send  their  process  into  another  district,  in  suits  at  common 
law  or  in  equity,  and-  thereby  obtain  jurisdiction  of  the  person,^^ 
except  where  this  limitation  has  been  removed  by  federal  statute  ;^^ 
and  provisions  of  the  state  law  cannot  enlarge  the  powers  of  the 
federal  court  in  this  respect.^^ 


825;  Town  of  Knox  v.  ffolding,  46  Ind. 
App.  634,  91  N.  E.  857,  92  N.  B.  986. 

15.  Gem  Citv  Acetylene  Generator 
Co.  V.  Cobleutz,  86  Ohio  St.  Iff9,  99 
N.  E.   302,  Ann.   Gas.   1913D,  660. 

16.  Kan. — Marshall  v.  Saline  Elver 
L.  &  M.  Co.,  75  Kan.  445,  89  Pac. 
905.  Ky. — ^Basye  v.  Brown,  78  Ky. 
553.  Neb. — McNeny  v.  Campbell,  81 
Neb.  754,  116  N.  W.  671;  Stull  Bros. 
V.  Powell,  70  Neb.  152,  97  N.  W.  249; 
Walker  V.  Stevens,  52  Neb.  653,  72 
N.  W.  1038.  Ohio.— Knight  v.  Buser, 
6  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  772,  8  Am.  L. 
Eee.  28. 

17.  Kan. — Hembrow  v.  Winsor,  87 
Kan.  714,  125  Pac.  22;  Eeife  v.  Tress- 
ler,  86  Kan.  273,  120  Pac.  360;  New 
Blue  Springs  Mill.  Co.  v.  De  Witt,  65 
Kan.  665,  70  Pac.  647;  Wells  v.  Pat- 
ton,  50  Kan.  732,  33  Pac.  15;  Brenner 
V.  Egly,  23  Kan.  123.  Neb. — Seiver  v. 
Union  Pac.  E.  Co.,  68  Neb.  91,  93 
N.  W.  943,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  393,  61 
L.  E.  A.  319;  Goldstein  v.  Fred  Krug 
Brewing  Co.,  62  Neb.  728,  87  N.  W. 
958.  Ohio. — Drea  v.  Carrington,  32 
Ohio  St.  595;  Allen  v.  Miller,  11  Ohio 
St.  374.  Okla.— Haynes  v.  City  Niat. 
Bank,  30  Okla.  614,  121  Pac.  182. 

[a]  A  mere  nominal  interest  is  not 
sufficient.  EeifE  v.  Tressler,  86  Kan. 
273,  120  Pac.  360;  Marshall  v.  Saline 
Eiver  Land  &  Min.  Co.,  75  Kan.  445, 
89  Pac.  905;  Allen  v.  Miller,  11  Ohio 
St.  374. 

[b]  In  equity  actions  the  test  is, 
whether  plaintiff  can  obtain  full,  suit- 
able and  satisfactory  relief  without 
joining  such  party,  and  binding  him 
by  the  terms  of  the  decree.  Seiver  v. 
Union  Pac.  E.  Co.,  68  Neb.  91,  93  N. 
W.  943,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  393,  61  L. 
E.  A.  319. 


18.  Ala. — Mayo  v.  Stoneum,  2  Ala. 
390.  G-a.— White  v.  Sart,  35  Ga.  269. 
Kan. — Marshall  v.  Saline  "Eiver  Land 
&  Min.  Co.,  75  Kan.  445,  89  Pac.  905. 
Neb. — Adair  County  Bank  v.  Torrey, 
74  Neb.  811,  105  N.  W.  714.  Ohio. 
Dunn  V.  Hazlett,  4  Ohio  St.  435;  Mc- 
Donald V.  Boardman,  17  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
209,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  533.  See  Lytle 
V.  Oonover,  etc.  Co.,  12  Ohio  Dee. 
346. 

[a]  The  allegation,  without  proof, 
that  defendants  are  jointly  liable  is 
insufficient  to  sustain  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  over  nonresidents.  Dunn 
V.  Hazlett,  4  Ohio   St.  435. 

19.  Stull  Bros.  V.  Powell,  70  Neb. 
152,  97  N.  W.  249. 

[a]  Different  and  several  liability 
are  not  sufficient.  Penney  v.  Bryant, 
70  Neb.  127,  96  N.   W.  1033. 

20.  Muir  V.  Edelen,  156  Ky.  212, 
160  S.  W.  1048;  Farmers'  &  Mer- 
chants' Bank  v.  Tate,  98  Neb.  142,  147 
N.  W.  213. 

21.  Harkness  v.  Hyde,  98  U.  S.  476, 
25  L.  ed.  237;  United  States  v.  Amer- 
ican Lumb.  Co.,  85  Fed.  827,  29  C.  C. 
A.  431;  Vitkus  v.  Clyde  S.  S.  Co.,  232 
Fed.  288;  Seidenbach  v.  Hollowell,  5 
Dill.  382,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,635; 
Ex  parte  Graham,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  456, 
4  Wash.  C.  C.  221,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
5,657;  Atkins  v.  Fibre  Disintegrating 
Co.,  2  Ben.  381,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  602. 
See  Bourke  v.  Amison,  32  Fed.  710.   - 

Service  of  process  in  another  dis- 
trict, see  the  title  "Service  of  Process 
and  Papers." 

22.  Baker  Contract  Co.  v.  United 
States,  204  Fed.  390,  122  C.  C.  A.  560; 
Vitius  V.  Clyde  S.  S.  Co.,  232  Fed. 
288. 

23.  Tauza  v.  Pennsylvania  R.   Co., 
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F.  Praecipe.  —  A  treatment  of  the  praecipe  will  be  found  elsewhere 
in  this  work.^* 

IV.  FORM  AND  SUFFICIENCY. —  A.  In  Geneeal.^^  —  The 
form  of  writs  and  the  manner  of  commencing  actions  is  generally 
regulated  by  statutory  provisions^*  which  either  prescribe  a  set  form, 
or  enumerate  the  essentials  of  proeess.^^  The  code  may  specially 
authorize  the  court  to  frame  its  own  process  when  none  is  prescribed 
by  statute  to  fit  a  given  case,^*  but  the  general -provision  should  be 
construed  to  apply  if  the  language  will  permit.^*  Even  vidthout  special 
statutory  authority  the  court  may  form  its  own  process  where  none  is 
provided.^"     In  so  far,  however,  as  statutes  prescribe  the  form  and 


232  Fed.   294;   Vitkua  V.   Clyde  S.   S. 
Co.,  232  Fed.   288. 

24.  See  the  title  "Praecipe." 

25.  In  justices'  courts,  see  tlie  title 
"Justices  of  the  Peace." 

Form  of  particular  writs,  see  par- 
ticular titles,  .and  also  9  Standard 
Pkoc.  1002,  and  cross-references  there 
found. 

26.  Cal. — ^Doyle  v.  Hampton,  159 
Cal.  729,  116  Pac.  39;  Nellis  v.  Jus- 
tices' Court,  20  Cal.  App.  394,  129 
Pac.  472.  Colo. — Smith  v.  Aurich,  6 
Colo.  388.  Kan. — Lindsay  v.  Board  of 
Comrs.,  56  Kan.  630,  44  Pac.  603. 
Me. — Pressey  v.  Snow,  81  Me.  288,  17 
Atl.  71.  Mo. — Wilson  v.  St.  Louis  & 
S.  F.  E.  Co.,  108  Mo.  588,  18  S.  W. 
286,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  624.  Ore.— North 
Pacific  Cycle  Co.  v.  Thomas,  26  Ore. 
381,  38  Pac.  307,  46  Am.  St.  Eep. 
636.  Utah.— Winters  v.  Hughes,  3 
Utah  443,  24  Pac.  759. 

See  generally  the  title  "Suits  and 
Actions." 

27.  la. — Lyon  v.  Byington,  10  Iowa 
124.  Me.— EoUins  v.  Eich,  27  Me.  557. 
Mass. — Cooke  v.  Gibbs,  3  Mass.  193. 
Neb. — McPherson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
12  Neb.  202,  10  N.  W.  707.  Tex. 
Simms  v.  Miears  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  190 
S.  W.  544. 

[a]  Construction  of  Statutes. — The 
statute  prescribing  the  requisites  of  a 
summons  has  never  been  strictly  con- 
strued. Lockway  v.  Modern  Woodmen 
of  America,  116  Minn".  115,  133  N.  W. 
398,  Ann.  Gas.  1913A,  555.  See  also 
Griffing  v.  Smith,  26  Colo.  App.  220, 
142  Pac.  202;  Higley  v.  Pollock,  21 
Neb.   198,  27  Pac.  895. 

[b]  "Every  state  has  the  power  to 
prescribe  the  reasonable  notice  which 
shall  be  given  in  order  to  subject  a 
defendant  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
courts."  In  re  Martin,  86  N.  J.  Eq. 
265,  98  Atl.  510. 
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28.  McKendrick  v.  Western  Zinc 
Min.  Co.,  165  Cal.  24,  130  Pac.  865. 
See  Wallahan  v.  Ingersoll,  117  111.  123. 
7  N.  E.   519.  '  ' 

29.  Cal. — McKendrick  v.  Western 
Zinc  Min.  Co.,  165  Cal.  24,  130  Pae. 
865.  Me. — Starbird  v.  Brown,  84  Me. 
238,  24  Atl.  824.  Ore.— See  Hough  v. 
Porter,  51  Ore.  318,  95  Pac.  732,  750, 
98  Pac.   1083,   102   Pac.   728. 

[a]  The  conclusion  should  be  avoided 
that  t]iere  is  no  statutory  provision 
for  any  process  at  all  upon  any  given 
class  -of  persons  who  are  otherwise 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  McKendrick  v.  Western  Zinc 
Min.    Co.,   165   Cal.   24,   130   Pac.    865. 

[b]  A  general  provision  regulating 
process  in  a  named  class  of  courts  has 
been  held  to  apply  to  a  court  previous- 
ly created  by  special  act,  though  the 
two  acts  conflict  with  each  other. 
Starbird  v.  Brown,  84  Me.  238,  24  Atl. 
824. 

30.  Ala. — ^Lewis  v.  Grace,  44  Ala. 
307,  Cal. — McKendrick  v.  Western 
Zinc  Min.  Co.,  165  Cal.  24,  130  Pac. 
865.  Me. — Pattee  v.  Lowe,  35  Me.  121. 
Mass. — See  Com.  v.  New  York  C.  & 
H.  E.  E.  Co.,  206  Mass.  417,  92  N.  E. 
766.  Ore.— See  Hough  v.  Porter,  51 
Ore.  318,  95  Pac.  732,  750,  98  Pac. 
1083,  102  Pac.  728, 

[a]  The  Power  Comes  From  the 
Jurisdiction.— (1)  Lewis  v.  Grace,  44 
Ala.  307.  (2)  "Doubtless  if  there 
were  no  enabling  statutes  prescribing 
a  process  to  be  used,  the  courts,  being 
vested  by  the  constitution  with  juris- 
diction of  civil  actions,  could  frame 
suitable  writs  and  direct  a  reasonable 
mode  of  service."  McKendrick  v. 
Western  Zinc  Min.  Co.,  165  Cal.  24, 
130   Pac.    865. 

[b]  Where  no  special  form  is  pre- 
scribed, notice  in  writing,  seasonably 
delivered,    stating    all    the    facts    of 
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contents  of  process  they  are  usually  regarded  as  mandatory,'^  though 
with  respect  to  particular  requirements,  such  for  instance  as  seal  and 
endorsements,  the  courts  are  not  entirely  agreed  as  to  whether  com- 
pliance is  essential.'^  A  substantial  compliance  with  the  direction  of 
the  statute  is  sufficient  in  most  states,'^  though  a  strict  adherence 
to  the  statute  has  sometimes  been  demanded.'*    A  jurisdictional  process 


whicli  it  is  necessary  the  party  should 
be  informed,  is  sufficient.  Pattee'  v. 
Lowe,  35  Me.  121. 

31.  Cal.— Ward  v.  Ward,  59  Gal. 
139;  Lyman  v.  Milton,  44  Cal.  630; 
Nellis  V.  Justices'  Court,  20  Cal.  App. ' 
394,  129  Pac.  472.  Colo.— Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Nicholls,  8  Colo. 
188,  6  Pac.  512;  Smith  v.  Aurioh,  6 
Colo.  388.  Ga. — Moss  v.  Strickland, 
138  Ga.  539,  75  S.  B.  622.  ni.— Ames 
V.  Sankey,  128  111.  523,  21  N.  E.  579; 
Sidwell  V.  Schumacher,  99  111.  426. 
Ky.— Teager  v.  Groves,  78  Ky.  278. 
Mo.— Wilson  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  108  Mo.  588,  18  8.  W.  286,  32 
Am.  St.  Eep.  624;  Orchard  v.  National 
Exch.  Bank,  121  Mo.  App.  338,  98  S. 
W.  824.  Mont. — Duluth  Brew.  &  M. 
Co.  V.  Allen,  51  Mont.  89,  149  Pac. 
494.  Neb. — Crowell  v.  Galloway,  3 
Neb.  215.  Tex. — Simms  v.  Miears-(Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  190  S.  W.  544;  Duke  v. 
Spiller,  51  Tex.  Civ.  App.  237,  111 
S.  W.  787.  Wis.— Streeter  v.  Frank, 
3  Pin.  386,  4  Chand.  93. 

[a]  "This  rule  applies  to  that 
which  stands  in  the  place  of  process 
and  performs  its  office."  Ames  v. 
Sankey,  128  III.  523,  21  N.  E.  579;' 
Eagan    v.    Connelly,    107    III.    458. 

[b]  A  process  unknown  to  law  is 
the  same  as  no  process  at  all.  Wil- 
son V.  St.  Louis  &  -S.  P.  E.  Co.,  108 
Mo.  588,  18  S.  W.  286,  32  Am.  St.  Eep. 
624. 

[c]  In  a  special  proceeding,  where 
the  statute  provides  that  the  process 
is  to  be  a  rule  nisi  issued  by  the 
court,  the  issuance  "of  the  regular 
process  by  the  clerk  confers  no  juris- 
diction. Moss  V.  Strickland,  IS8  Ga. 
539,   75   S.   E.   622. 

32.  See  infra,  this  section. 

[a]  "While  there  is  some  conflict 
of  authority  upon  this  subject,  yet  it 
is  believed  that  the  w'eight  of  author- 
ity establishes  the  proposition,  tiat 
where  the  law  expressly  directs  that 
process  shall  be  in  a  specified  form, 
and  issued  in  a  particular  manner, 
such  a  provision  is  mandatory."  Sid- 
well  !;.  Schumacher,  99  111.  426,  guoUd 


with  approval  in  Smith  v.  Aurieh,  6 
Colo.  388. 

33.  Ala. — Lewis  v.  Grace,  44  Ala. 
307.  Cal. — Shinn  v.  Cummins,  65  Cal. 
97,  3  Pac.  133.  Colo. — Kimball  v.  Cas- 
tagim,  8  Colo.  525,  9  Pac.  488;  Barn- 
dollar  V.  Patton,  5  Colo.  46.  Ga. — Tel- 
ford V.  Coggins,  76  Ga.  683.  Eid. 
Dunkle  v.  Elston,  71  Ind.  585.  La. 
See  Lacour  v.  Delamarre,  2  La.  Ann. 
140.  Md.— See  Bitter  v.  OfCutt,  40  Md. 
207.  Minn. — Loekway  v.  Modern  Wood- 
men of  America,  116  Minn.  115,  133 
"N.  W.  398,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A^  555; 
Piano  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Kaufert,  86  Minn. 
13,  89  N.  W.  1124.  Mont.— Duluth 
Brew.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Allen,  51  Mont. 
89,  149  Pac.  494.  Nev.— Coffin  v.  Bell, 
22  Nev.  169,  37  Pac.  240,  58  Am.  St. 
Eep.  738;  Higley  v.  Pollock,  21  Nev. 
198,  27  Pac.  895.  N.  Y. — Wiggins  v. 
Eichmond,  58  How.  Pr.  376.  R.  I. 
Slocomb  V.  Powers,  10  E.  I.  255.  Tex. 
Old  Alcalde  Oil  Co.  v.  Ludgate  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  85  S.  W.  453.  Utah.— Win- 
ters V.  Hughes,  3  Utah  443,  24  Pac. 
759.  Wash. — Ealph  v.  Lomer,  3  Wash. 
401,  28  Pac.  760.  Wis.— Wheeler  v. 
Smith,  18  Wis.  651. 

[a]  Degree  of  Strictness  Required. 
(1)  Though  "the  summons  must  con- 
tain all  that  is  required  by  statute, 
whether  deemed  important  or  not" 
(Ward  V.  Ward,  59  Cal.  139;  Lyman  v. 
Milton,  44  Cal.  630),  (2)  "nothing 
short  of  a  substantial  departure  there- 
from can  properly  be  held  fatal." 
Shinn  v.  Cummin's,  65  Cal.  97,  3  Pac. 
133;  Ealph  V.  Lomer,  3  Wash.  401,  28 
Pac.  760.  (3)  "While  we  cannot  pro- 
nounce this  a  model,  either  in  form 
or  substance,  of  the  notice  required, 
yet  under  the  liberal  intendments  of 
our  code  practice,  it  may  be  regarded 
as  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
statute."  Barndollar  v.  Patton,  5  Colo. 
46. 


34.  la. — Hodges  v.  Brett,  4  G.  Gr. 
345.  See  Farmers'  Insurance  Co.  v. 
Highsmith,  44  Iowa  330.  Mass. — Cooke 
V.  Gibbs,  3  Mass.  193.  Neb.' — Crowell 
V.  Galloway,  3  Neb.  215.  See  McPher- 
son  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  12  Neb.  202, 
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which  does  not  contain  the  essentials  of  the  notice  required  by  the 
statute  does  not  give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant  ;^^  but 
in  some  states  if  the  summons  is  sufficient  to  put  defendant  on  notice 
of  the  suit,  it  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  judgment,^*  and  the  rule  is 
general  that  irregularities  in  merely  formal  matters  are  not  fatal  to 
any  form  of  process.^'    Courts  have  not  been  unanimous  as  to  what 


10  N.  W.  707.  Okla.— State  ex  rel. 
Collins  V.  Park,  34  Okla.  335,  126  Pae. 
242. 

[a]  Where  jurisdiction  depends  up- 
on the  process,  the  only  safe  riile  is 
to  require  a  strict  observance  of  the 
statute.  Hodges  v.  Brett,  4  G.  Gr. 
(la.)    345. 

[b]  "It  is  the  duty  of  attorneys 
and  clerks  (1)  to  be  familiar  with  the 
method  of  proceeding  to  get  defend- 
ants into  court.  It  should  not  be  con- 
sidered a  hardship  to  require  that  a 
statute  prescribing  the  method  by 
which  ,a  defendant  is  brought  in  to 
answer  should  be  strictly  followed. 
Courts  should  not  be  expected  to  con- 
strue plain  statutes  so  as  to  relieve 
plaintiffs  of  the  duty  of  following  them 
as  written."  State  ex  rel.  Collins  v. 
Parks,  34  Okla.  335,  126  Pac.  242.  (2) 
"When  a  statute  has  prescribed  form 
of  a  writ,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that  a  clerk  or  attorney  has  authority 
to  vary  from  that  form."  Cooke  v. 
Gibbs,  3  Mass.  193.  (3)  "Lord  Ellen- 
borough  said,  on  quashing  the  writ, 
'If  the  regularly  known  forms  were 
departed  from  in  one  instance,  .a  thous- 
and whimsical  returns  might  be  framed 
and  great  confusion  introduced,'  " 
quoting  from  Eeubel  v.  Preston,  5  East 
291.  Fisher,  Sons  &  Co.  v.  Crowlev, 
57  W.  Va.  312,  50  S.  E.  422. 

35.  U.  S.— Brown  v.  Pond,  5  Fed. 
31.  Cal. — Nellis  v.  Justices'  Court,  20 
Cal.  App.  394,  129  Pac.  472.  lU.— Sid- 
well  V.  Schumacher,  99  111.  426.  Kan. 
Jones  V.  Marshall,  3  Kan.  App.  529, 
43  Pac.  840.  Mo. — Orchards  v.  Nation- 
al Bxeh.  Bank,  121  Mo.  App.  338,  98 
S.  W.  824.  S.  C. — Simmons  i\  Cochran, 
29  S.  C.  31,  6  S.  E.  859.  Tex.— Dur- 
ham V.  Betterton,  79  Tex.  223,  14  S.  W. 
1060;  Simms  v.  Miears  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  190  S.  W.  544;  Kimmell  v.  Ed- 
wards (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  193  8.  W. 
363. 

See  15  Standard  Proc.  441,  446,  et 
seq. 

36.  Ala. — Lewis  v.  Grace,  44  Ala. 
307.  Ind.— Pickering  v.  State,  106  Ind. 
228,  6  N.  E.  611;  Freeman  v.  Paul,  105 
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Ind.  451,  5  N.  E.  754;  Dunkle  v.  Elston, 
71  Ind.  585;  Boyd  v.  Fitch,  71  Ind. 
306;  Boss  V.  Glass,  70  Ind.  391.  ]Miss. 
Nance  v.  Webb,  42  Miss.  268.  Nev. 
Higley  v.  Pollock,  21  Nev.  198,  27  Pac. 
895.  N.  Y. — Loring  v.  Binney,  38  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  152,  8  Civ.  Proc.  297,  3  How. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  120.  N.  0.— Battle  v. 
Baird,  118  N.  C.  854,  24  S.  E.  668.  Ore. 
North  Pae.  Cycle  Co.  v.  Thomas,  26 
Ore.  381,  38  Pac.  307,  46  Am.  St.  Eep. 
636. 
See  15  Standard  Pboc.  441,  442. 

[a]  If  there  Is  some  notice  (1), 
though  defective,  it  will  protect  the 
judgment  as  against  collateral  attack. 
Pickering  ti-.  State,  106  Ind.  228,  6  N. 
E.  611.  (2)  Though  summons  was  de- 
fective, it  was  issued  and  signed  by 
the  proper  oflScer,  and  contained  in- 
formation sufficient  to  warn  the  com- 
pany that  .a  judicial  proceeding  was 
pending  against  it  in  a  particular  court, 
and  that  if  it  did  not  appear  therein 
on  a  certain  day  and  answer  the  com- 
plaint, a  copy  of  which  was  served 
with  the  summons,  judgment  would  be 
taken  against  it  for  a  certain  amount 
of  money,  and  was  sufB.cient  to  con- 
fer jurisdiction,  and  the  judgment  is 
good  as  against  collateral  attack. 
North  Pacific  Cycle  Co.  v.  Thoinas,  26 
Ore.  381,  38  Pac.  307,  46  Am.  St. 
Eep.  636.  (3)  "They  had  notice  of 
the  demand  against  them,  of  the  time 
and  place  of  trial,  of  the  court  in 
which  the  trial  was  to  be  had,  and 
this  was  done  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  law.  ...  If  the  mere 
process  was  in  anything  irregular  and 
not  wholly  void,  the  parties  complain- 
ing should  have  appeared  in  the  court 
below  and  there  sought  to  have  it  cor- 
rected. ' '  Lewis  V.  Grace, "  44  Ala. 
307. 

[b]  "It  has  been  several  times  held 
by  this  court  that  the  only  purpose 
of  the  summons  is  to  bring  the -party 
into  court — to  notify  him  that  there 
will  be  a  complaint  filed  against  him 
at  the  return  term."  Battle  v.  Baird, 
118  N.  C.   854,   24  S.  E.   668. 

37.    Cal.— Newmark  &   Co.  v.  Chap- 
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parts  of  a  -writ  are  to  be  considered  formal,  and  what  essential.^* 
Many  of  the  objections  which  were  formerly  good  as  against  the  an- 
cient writs,  are  not  now  of  consequence,  since  the  reasoning  underlying 
the  older  rulings  does  not  apply  under  the  modern  practice.^^ 

A  different  rule  is  sometimes  applied  with  regard  to  irregularities 
in  original,  mesne  and  final  process,*"  but  these  distinctions  are  not 


man,    53    Cal.    557.     Conn. — Temple   v.  \ 
Gilbert,    86    Conn.    335,    85     Atl.     380.  ' 
Dak. — Star  v.  Mahan,  4  Dak.   213,  30  , 
N.  W.   169.     Ga.— Lowe  v.  Morris,  13 
Ga.  147.     Idaho. — Eidenbaugh  v.  Sand- 
lin,    14    Idaho    472,    94    Pae.    827,    125 
Am.    St.     Eep.     161.      m.— Sidwell    v. 
Schumacher,  99  111.  426.     Miim. — Lane 
V.   Innea,   43   Minn.   137,   45   N.   W.   4. 
N.  T.— Cook  V.   Kelsey,  19  N.  Y.  412. 
Ore. — North  Pacific  Cycle  Co.  v.  Thom- 
as, 26  Ore.   381,  38  Pac.   307,  46  Am. 
St.  Rep.   636.     W.  Va. — Koen  v.  Fair- 
mount  Brew.  Co.,  69  W.  Va.  94,  70  S.  E. 
1098. 

See  15  Standard  Pboc.  442,  note 
95  [b];  and  infra,  VIII,  A,  1. 

[a]  If  essentials  are  present,  (1) 
jurisdiction  attaches,  even  if  the  form 
is  irregular.  Lane  v.  Innes,  43  Minn. 
137,  45  N.  W.  ^;  North  Pac.  Cycle 
Co.  V.  Thomas,  26  Ore.  381,  38  Pac. 
307,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  636.  (2)  A  cer- 
tified copy  of  judgment  which  directs 
the  sheriff  to  do  all  that  process  is- 
sued in  the  most  formal  and  regular 
manner  could  have  directed  him  to 
do,  is  not  void  as  a  process,  though  not 
in  the  statutory  form  of  an  execution. 
Newmark  &  Co.  v.  Chapman,  53  Cal. 
559.  (3)  "A  decree  for  sale  in  the 
hand's  of  a  master  in  chancery  is 
equivalent  to  an  execution  in  the  hands 
of  a  sheriff."  Weinstein  v.  Herman, 
81   N.  J.  Eq.   236,  86  Atl.  974. 

[b]  If  the  form  used  Is  not  pro- 
hibited, though  not  that  prescribed  by 
statute,  it  may  be  sufSeient.  i  Lowe  v. 
Morris,  13  Ga.  147.  See  infra,  VIII, 
A,  1. 

38.  Parsons  v.  Swett,  32  N.  H.  87, 
64  Am.  Dec.  352;  Eeynolds  v.  Dam- 
rell,  19  N.  H.  394. 

[a]  "There  must  be  an  effort  to 
conform  to  law  to  entitle  to  the  claim 
of  mere  irregularity  in  process." 
Joiner  v.  Delta  Bank,  71  Miss.  382,  14 
So.  464. 

[b]  The  true  test  of  void  '  process 
occasioned  by  an  irregularity,  is  that 
the  irregularity  must  be  in  the  process 
itself,  or  in  the  mode  of  issuing  it. 
A*.— Byers  v.   Fowler,   12   Ark.   218, 

«5 


54  Am.  Dec.  271.  Mo.— Bank  of  Mis- 
souri V.  Matson,  26  Mo.  243,  72  Am. 
Dee.  208.  N.  Y. — Woodcock  v.  Ben- 
net,  1  Cow.  711,  13  Am.  Dec.  568. 

[c]  "Irregular  process  (1)  is  such 
as  a  court  has  general  jurisdiction  to 
issue,  but  which  is  unauthorized  in  the 
particular  case  by  reason  of  the  exist- 
ence or  nonexistence  of  some  fact  or 
circumstance  rendering  it  improper  in 
such  a  case. ' '  Jochem  v.  Cooley,  176 
Fed.  719,  100  C.  C.  A.  155;  Bryan  v. 
Congdon,  86  Fed.  221,  29  C.  C.  A.  670. 
(2)  "Sometimes  the  term  'irregular 
process'  has  been  defined  to  mean 
process  absolutely  void,  and  not  mere- 
ly erroneous  and  voidable."  Ind. — Doe 
V.  Harter,  2  Ind.  252.  N.  Y. — Woodcock 
V.  Bennet,  1  Cow.  711,  735,  13  Am. 
Dec.  568.  Pa.— See  Fisher  v.  Potter, 
2  Miles  147.  Vt.— Paine  v.  Ely,  1  D. 
Chip.  37,  N.  Chip.  14,  24.  (3)  "But, 
usually,  this  term  has  been  applied  to 
all  process  not  issued  in  strict  con- 
formity with  the  law  .  .  .  whether 
such  defects  render  the  process  abso- 
lutely void  or  only  voidable."  Doe 
V.  Harter,  2  Ind.  252. 

[d]  "Void  process  is  defined  to  be 
such  as  was  issued  without  power  in 
the  court  to  award  it,  or  which  the 
court  has  not  acquired  jurisdiction  to 
issue  in  the  particular  case,  or  which 
fails  in  some  material  respect  to  com- 
ply with  the  requisite  form  of  legal 
process."  Jochem  v.  Cooley,  176  Fed. 
719,  100  C.  C.  A.  155. 

[e]  A  Void  Process  Is  Equivalent 
to  No  Process. — Neal-Millard  Co.  v. 
Owens,  115   Ga.  959,  42  S.  E.  266. 

39.  U.  S.— Wolf  V.  Cook,  40  Fed. 
432.  Ark.— Eenner  v.  Eeed,  3  Ark.  339. 
Ga.' — Lowe  V.  Morris,  13  Ga.  147. 

[a]  Cessat  Eatione  Legis,  Cessat 
Lex. — When  the  reasons  for  ancient 
rules  surrounding  process  have  ceased, 
the  rule  itself  necessarily  ceases  to 
exist.  Wolf  V.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432; 
Eenner  v.  Eeed,  3  Ark.  339. 

Compare  the  earlier  and  later  cases 
cited  infra,  this  section. 

40.  Ark. — Whiting  v.  Beebe,  12  Ark. 
421,  535.    D.  0. — Thomson  v.  Beveridge, 
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always  of  practical  value,*^  and  where  the  statutes  make  no  such 
distinction  in  prescribing  the  requisites  of  process,  the  court  should 
make  none.*^  Inaccuracies  and  omissions  may  be  rendered  unim- 
portant where  the  information  is  given  in  other  papers  delivered 
therewith.*^ 

A  variance  between  the  recitals  in  the  writ  and  the    pleading    is 
usually  ground  for  abatement,**  but  it  is  nevertheless  also  an  amend- 


3  Mackey  170.  Me. — Bailey  v.  Smith, 
12  Me.  196.  Mont. — Kipp  v'.  Burton, 
29  Mont.  96,  74  P,ac.  85,  101  Am.  St. 
Eep.  544,  63  L.  E.  A.  325.  N.  H. 
Parsons  v.  Swett,  32  N.  H.  87,  64  Am. 
Dec.   352. 

See   the   various   subtitles,  infra. 

41.  Wolf  V.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432. 

[a]  "Original  process  may  be 
amended  as  well  a-s  any  other."  Tal- 
cott  V.  Eozenberg,  8  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
287,   3   Daly    (N.   Y.)    203. 

[b]  Reasons  for  Distinctions. — (1) 
Considering  the  effect  of  a  lack  of  seal 
on  a  summons,  and  distinguishing  from 
a  former  decision  (Hutchins  v.  Ed- 
sou,  1  N.  H.  139),  holding  that  a  sim- 
ilar defect  in  an  execution  was  fatal, 
(2)  the  New  Hampshire  court,  in  hold- 
ing that  1:he  want  of  seal  on  the  sum- 
mons .was  not  fatal,  said:  "I  is 
obvious,  however,  thai  there  is  an  im- 
portant distinction  between  the  two 
kinds  of  writs,  because  to  a  writ  of 
final  process  the  defendant  has  no  op- 
portunity to  object,  by  plea  or  mo- 
tion, that  it  wants  a  .  .  .  constitu- 
tional requisite;  whereas  in  the  case 
of  mesne  process  he  may  plead  the 
defect,  or  make  it  the  ground  of  a 
motion."  Parsons  v.  Swett,  32  N.  H. 
87,  64  Am.  Dec.  352.  (3)  The  Mon- 
tana supreme  court,  while  holding  that 
a  want  of  seal  on  an  execution  was 
not  fatal,  .and  in  distinguishing  from 
former  decisions  of  the  same  court  in 
which  the  same  defect  in  a  summons 
was  held  fatal,  said:  "There  is  a 
distinction  between  a  summons  and  a 
writ  of  execution,  and  by  reason  of 
that  distinction  the  cases  .  .  .  are 
not  in  point  in  this  case," — the  for- 
mer being  a  jurisdictional  writ,  while 
the  sole  function  of  the  latter  is  to 
carry  into  effect  the  judgment  of  the 
court.  Kipp  V.  Burton,  29  Mont.  S6, 
74  Pac.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544,  63 
L.  E.  A.  325. 

42.  Mitchell  v.  Conley,  13  Ark.  '414, 
420;  Gordon  v.  Bodwell,  59  Kan.  51, 
51   Pac.   906,   68  Am.   St.   Eep.   341. 

43.  G-a. — Smith   v,   Morris,    §9    Ga. 
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339.  HI.— Williams  v.  Williams,  221 
111.  541,  77  N.  E.  928.  Nev.— Higley 
V.  Pollock,  21  Nev.  198,  27  Pac.  895. 
N.  Y. — Brown  v.  Eaton,  37  How.  Pr. 
325;  Yates  v.  Blodgett,  8  How.  Pr. 
278.  Tex.— Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Coker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S. 
"W.  179.  Va.— Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eudd,  88  Va.  648,  14  S.  E.  361. 

Compare  Schuttler  v.  King,  12  Mont. 
149,  30  Pac.  25. 

[a]  The  notice  and  copy  of  plead- 
ing are  treated  as  one  instrument  in 
determining  the  sufficiency  of  the  in- 
formation given.  Williams  v.  Wil- 
liams, 221  111.  541,  77  N.  E.  928. 

[b]  The  Rule  Is  Required  by  Jus- 
tice.— (1)  "It  is  injustice  to  turn  a 
party  out  of  court  or  reverse  a  judg- 
ment on  ,a  view  of  the  summons  merely 
technical,  when  the  summons  points  to 
the  complaint  where  the  particular 
statement  is  made;  and  if  a  copy  of 
the  complaint  is  not  served  on  the 
moving  party,  he  knows  where  to  find 
it."  Bewick  v.  Muir,  83  Gal.  368,  23 
Pac.  389.  (2)  "To  allow  the  defend- 
ant to  overlook  the  complaint  and  re- 
sort to  the  summons  for  the  cause  of 
action,  for  no  purpose  except  to  make 
a  dilatory  and  fruitless  motion,  is  to 
encourage  a  practice  whicTi  has  already 
become  very  troublesome  to  parties 
and  very  jannoying  to  the  courts." 
Brown  v.  Eaton,  37  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
325,  quoted  in  Higley  v.  Pollock,  21 
Nev.   198,  27  Pac.   895. 

44.  la. — Culver  v.  Whipple,  2  G.  Gr. 
365.  Ky. — Stapp  v.  Thomason,  2  Litt. 
214.  N.  H.— Stoddard  v.  Cockran,  6 
N.  H.  160.  N.  J.^8chenck  v.  Schenck's 
Exrs.,  10  N.  J.  L.  274.  S.  C— Bull 
V.  Traynham,  3  Eich.  L.  433.  Va. 
Eichmond    &    D.    E.    Co.    v.    Eudd,    88 

I  Va.   648,  14  S.  E.  361. 

!  [a]  A  variance  which  is  not  preju- 
dicial is  not  ground  for  a  motion  to 
quash.  Eich  v.  Collins,  12  Colo.  App. 
511,   56  Pac.   207. 

[b]  A  variance  in  the  wording  of 
the  title  is  of  no  consequence.  Hughes 
V.  Osborp,  ^§  Jnd.  450. 
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able  defect,*^  as  is  a  variance  of  the  writ  from  the  praecipe.*^ 
In  setting  forth  the  matter  the  statute  requires,  it  must  not  be  framed 
in  doubtful  or  equivocal  language,*'  since  lack  of  certainty  cannot 
be  supplied  by  intendment;**  still  it  is  not  necessary  to  use  the  exact 
language  of  the  statute.*^  Ordinarily  only  such  matter  as  the  statute 
requires  need  be  inserted  in  the  process.^"  Under  the  forms  used 
and  course  of  practice  in  some  states,  the  declaration  has  been  con- 
sidered as  part  of  the  process,^^  as  where  it  is  required  to  be  inserted 
in  the  original  writ,"*^  or  a  copy  thereof  must  accompany  the  sum- 
mons.^^ 


[c]  If  defendant  is  misled  by  the 
variance,  there  is  ground  to  set  aside. 
Higley  v.  PoUock,  21  Nev.  198,  27  Paq. 
895;  Brown  v.  Eaton,  37  How.  Pr. 
(N.  T.)   325. 

45.  111. — Thompson  v.  Turner,  22  111. 
389.  Ind.— Beck  v.  Williams,  5  Blackf. 
374.  la.— Culver  v.  Whipple,  2  G.  Gr. 
365.  N.  Y.— Wohlfarth  v.  National 
Export  Assn.,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  540. 
W.  Va. — Eyan  v.  Piney  Coal  &  Coke 
Co.,  72  W.  Va.  630,  78  S.  E.  789. 

46.  Culver  v.  Whipple,  2  G.  Gr. 
(Iowa)   365. 

[a]  "Departure  by  the  clerk,  in 
framing  the  writ,  from  the  instruetionp 
given  him  therefor,"  was  amendable 
under  8  Hen.  VI,  cap.  12.  Fisher,  Sons 
&  Co.  V.  Crowley,  57  W.  Va.  312,  50 
S.  E.  422. 

[b]  Error  of  clerk  in  complying 
with  praecipe  may  be  corrected  by  an 
amendment.  Wilkinson  v.  North  East 
Borough,  215  Pa.  486,  64  Atl.  734 
See  Kennedy  v.  Beck,  15  Kan.  555. 

47.  Boss  V.  Ward,   16  N.   J.  L.   23. 
[a]     Abbreviations  and  Contractions. 

A  summons  written  in  doubtful  and 
equivocal  contractions  and  abbrevia- 
tions, which  require  words  to  be  trans- 
posed and  supplied,  is  insufficient. 
Boss  V.   Ward,   16   N.   J.   L.    23. 

48.  Wright  v.  Wilmot,  22  Tex.  398; 
TavloT  V.  Taylor  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157 
S.  "W.  1184;  McNeil  v.  Ballinger,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §841. 
But  see  Barndollar  v.  Patton,  5  Colo. 
46. 

49.  Colo.' — ^Kimball  v.  Castagim,  8 
Colo.  525,  9  Pae.  488.  Idaho. — Mc- 
Knight  V.  Grant,  13  Idaho  629,  92 
Pac.  989,  121  Am.  St.  "Rep.  287.  Neb. 
Hurford  v.  Baker,  17  Neb.  443,  23  N. 
W.  389.  Tex. — Cave  v.  Houston,  65 
Tex.  619. 

[a]  Substituted  wording  which 
means  the  same  thing  will  meet  the 
requirements.     McKnight  v.  Grant,  13 


Idaho  629,  92  Pae.  989,  121  Am.  St. 
Sep.  287;  Hurford  v.  Baker,  17  Neb. 
443,  23  N.  W.  339. 

[b]  "A  writ  which  commands  an 
unlawful  act  is  bad  in  form."  Eich- 
ardson  v.  Eich,  66  Me.  249;  Thayer 
V.  ComBtock,  39  Me.  140. 

50.  Ala. — Lewis  v.  Grace,  44  Ala. 
307.  la. — Lyon  i7.  Byington,  10  Iowa 
124.  La. — Hemken  v.  Farmer,  3  Bob. 
155.  Neb. — Hobson  v.  Cummins,  57 
Neb.  611,  78  N.  W.  295.  W.  Va.— An- 
derson V.  Henry,  45  W.  Va.  319,  31 
S.  E.   998. 

[a]  "The  summons  under  the  code 
in  no  way  indicates  the  cause  of  action. 
This  is  to  be  learned  from  the  com- 
plaint. In  this  it  differs  from  the 
writ  under  the  old  practice,  which  did 
to  some  extent  indicate  the  pllain- 
tiff's  cause  of  action."  Battle  v. 
Baird,  118  N.  C.  854,  24  S.  E.  668. 

51.  Conn. — Hotchkiss'  Appeal,  32 
Conn.  353.  Ga.— Smith  v.  Morris,  29 
Ga.  339.  111. — Williams  v.  Williams, 
221  111.  541,  77  N.  E.  928.  N.  H. 
Clindenin  v.  Allen,  4  N.  H.  3S5. 

[a]  At  common  law  the  declaration 
forms  no  part  of  the  writ,  but  is  pro- 
duced by  the  plaintifE  after  the  writ 
is  served.  Ilsley  v.  Stubbs,  5  Mass.' 
280,   285. 

[b]  Where  papers  are  required  to 
be  annexed  or  attached  to  a  process, 
laying  loose  papers  within  the  folds 
of  the  writ  does  not  make  them  a 
part  of  the  writ.  Ballard  v.  Bancroft, 
31  Ga.  503;  Saco  v.  Hopkinton,  29  Me. 
268. 

52.  Brigham  v.  Este,  2  Pick.  (Mass.) 
420;  Eastman  v.  Morrison,  46  N.  H. 
136;   Clindenin  v.  Allen,  4  N.  H.   385. 

[a]  Without  the  Declaration  the 
Writ  Is  Void.— Brigham  v.  Este,  2 
Pick.  (Mass.)  420:  Clindenin  v.  Allen, 
4  N.  H.  385. 

53.  Williams  v.  Williams,  221  111. 
541,  77  N.  B.  928. 
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B.  STYiiE.  —  The  statutes  or  constitution  generally  require  all 
judicial  process  to  run  in  the  name  of  the  state,^*  or  the  people  of 
a  state.''  In  many  states  the  omission  of  the  style  from  the  process 
is  merely  a  formal  defect,'^  and  amendable,"  and  a  judgment  thereon 
is  not  void.'^  "Where,  however,  the  entire  omission  of  the  style,^' 
or  a  substantial  departure  from  the  statutory  form,^''  is  regarded  as 
a  fatal  defect,  in  such  writs  as  come  within  the  terms  of  the  statutory 
or  constitutional  requirements,  it  is  not  sufficient  if  the  language  used 

As  to  serrice  of  copy  of  the  plead- 
ing, see  the  title  "Service  of  Process 
and  Papers." 

54.  la. — Nichols  v.  Burlington  &  L. 
Plank  Bead  Co.,  4  G.  Gr.  42.  Kan. 
McKenna  v.  Cooper,  79  Kan.  847,  101 
Pac.  662;  Truitt  v.  Baird,  12  Kan.  420. 
La. — Bludworth  v.  Sompeyrac,  3  Mart. 
(O.  S.)  719.  Minn. — Hinkley  v.  St.  An- 
thony Palla  W.  Power  Co.,  9  Minn.  55. 
Neb. — Moore  v.  Fedawa,  13  Neb.  379, 
14  N. 'W.  170.  Ohio. — Collins  v.  Balti- 
more &  O.  E.  E.  Co.,  7  Ohio  Dee.  445. 
S.  D.— Kundert  v.  Madison,  162  N.  W. 
898.  W.  Va. — Ambler  v.  Leach,  15  W. 
Va.  677.  Wis. — Ilsley  v.  Harris,  10 
Wis.  95. 

[a]  Where  the  code  divides  rem- 
edies into  actions  and  special  proceed- 
ings, and  requires  process  in  civil 
actions  to  run  in  the  name  of  the 
state,  under  the  familiar  rule  of  ex- 
elusion,  this  requirement  has  no  appli- 
cation to  special  proceedings.  Kun- 
dert V.  Madison  (S.  D.),  162  N.  W. 
898. 

55.  U.  S. — Manville  v.  Battle  Moun- 
tain Smelt.  Co.,  17  Fed.  126,  5  McCrary 
328,  construing  Colorado  statute.  HI. 
Knott  V.  Pepperdine,  63  111.  219.  Mich. 
Forbes  v.  Darling,  94  Mich.  621,  54 
N.  W.  385.  Nev. — Brooks  v.  Nevada 
Nickel  Synd.,  24  Nev.  311,  53  Pac. 
597. 

56.  Fla. — Gilmer  v.  Bird,  15  Fla. 
410.  Ga. — Baldwin,  Starr  &  Co.  v. 
McMichael,  68  Ga.  828.  Kan.— Truitt 
V.  Baird,  12  Kan.  420.  Mo.— State  v. 
Foster,  61  Mo.  549;  Cape  Girardeau 
V.  Eiley,  52  Mo.  428;  Jump  v.  .Bat- 
ton's  Creditors,  35  Mo.  193,  86  Aiji. 
Dee.  146.  Neb. — Moore  v.  Fedawa,  13 
Neb.  379,  14  N.  W.  170.  Wis.— Ilsley 
V.  Harris,   10  Wis.   95. 

57.  Fla.— Gilmer  v.  Bird,  15  Fla. 
410.  m. — Harris  v.  Jenks,  3  III.  475. 
Compare  Sidwell  v.  Schumacher,  99  in. 
426.  N.  T.— Sivaslian  v.  Akulian,  166 
N.  Y.  Supp.  535.  Tex. — Biesenbach  v. 
Key,  63  Tex.   79;   Portis  v.  Parker,  8 
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Tex.   23,   28,   58   Am.    Dee.   95. 
Ilsley  V.  Harris,  10  Wis.  95. 

[a]  "Under  the  first  Tingii«ah  sisnt- 
ute  of  amendment  (14  ed.  3-6),  if  tot 
at  common  law,  the  title  of  proeesB 
was  amendable  (8  Co.,  158;  1  Com, 
579),  and  the  justices  under  subse- 
quent statutes  were  authorized  to 
amend  process  so  long  as  such  record 
was  before  them,  as  well  after  judg- 
ment as  before."  Gilmer  v.  Bird,  15 
Fla.   410,  423. 

58.  Gilmer  v.  Bird,  15  Fla.  410; 
Hanna  v.   Eussell,  12  Minn.   80. 

59.  Ark. — Gilbreath  v.  Kuykendall, 
1  Ark.  50.  HI. — Sidwell  v.  Schumacher, 
99  111.  426;  Leighton  r.  Hall,  31  lU. 
108,  83  Am.  Dec.  205;  McFadden  v. 
Fortier,  20  lU.  509.  Ky.— Teager  v. 
Groves,  78  Ky.  278.  N.  H.— See  Hutch- 
ins  V.  Edson,  1  N.  H.  139.  N.  J. 
Brown  v.  Hoy,  16  N.  J.  L.  157.  Ohio. 
See  Collins  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  E. 
Co.,  7  Ohio  Dec.  445.  Tenn. — McLen- 
don  V.  State,  92  Tenn.  520,  22  S.  W. 
2O0,  21   L.   E.   A.   738. 

[a]  "Whether  appropriate  or  neces- 
sary or  not,  the  constitution  requires 
it,  and  what  that  instrument  requires 
should  be  done  without  hesitation  or 
inquiry  into  the  question  whether  ab- 
stractly considered,  the  thing  required 
is  essential  or  not."  Teager  v.  Groves, 
78  Ky.  278. 

60.  U.  S. — Manville  v.  Battle  Moun- 
tain Smelt.  Co.,  17  Fed.  126,  5  Mc- 
Crary 328.  Mich. — Forbes  v.  Darling, 
94  Mich.  >621,  54  N.  W.  385.  W.  Va. 
Gorman  v.  Steed,  1   W.  Va.  1. 

[a]  If  the  word  "commonwealth" 
is  substituted  for  "State"  the  writ 
should  be  quashed.  Gorman  v.  Steed, 
1   W.  Va.  1. 

[b]  If  a  form  is  quoted  in  the  con- 
stitution, it  must  be  followed  literally. 
Johnson  v.  Provincial  Ins.  Co.,  12  Mich. 
216,  86  Am.  Dec.  49.  See  also  Beach 
V.  O 'Eiley,  14  W.  Va.  55,  62,  and 
Lemons  v.  State,  4  W.  Va.  755,  6  Am. 
Eep.   293. 
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merely  indicates  the  venue  f^  it  must  show  also  that  the  writ  is  issued 
by  authority  of  such  state."^  But  as  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the  provision  is  usually  suffieient,^^  it  is  not  of  consequence  in  what 
part  of  the  process  the  words  are  introduced,  so  that  it  appears  that 
the  command  is  given  in  its  name.**  The  words  "the  state  of"*'  or 
"state  of"""  preceding  the  name  of  the  state,  sufficiently  designate 
the  authority  from  which  the  process  issues.  Since  only  judicial 
writs  are  intended  by  a  constitutional  requirement  that  process  run 
in  the  name  of  the  state,"^  a  summons  issued  by  an  attorney  is  not 
within  the  meaning  of  such  a  provision."* 
C.    Direction.  —  Process  is  generally  directed  to  some  ofScer"*  of 


61.  Mich. — ^Forbes  v.  Barling,  94 
Mich.  621,  54  N.  W.  385.  Mo.— Little 
V.  Little,  5  Mo.  227,  32  Am.  Dee.  317. 
See  also  Hickman  v.  Griffin,  6  Mo.  37, 
34  Am.  Dee.  124.  Compare  State  v. 
Foster,  61  Mo.  549.  W.  Va.— Beach  v 
O 'Riley,  14  W.  Va.  55. 

62.  Beach  v.  O'Eiley,  14  W.  Va. 
55.     And  see  cases  in  preceding  notes. 

63.  TT.  S.— Kimball  v.  Taylor,  2 
Woods  37,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,775.  lU. 
Knott  V.  Pepperdine,  63  111.  219;  Har- 
ris V.  Jenks,  3  111.  475.  la. — State  v. 
Smouse,  49  Iowa  634.  Minn. — Cleland 
V.  Tavernier,  li  Minn.  194.  Neb. 
Moore  v.  Fedawa,  13  Neb.  379,  14  N. 
W.  170.  Tex. — See  Bieaenbach  v.  Key, 
63  Tex.  79. 

64.  lU.— Harris  v.  .Tanks,  3  111.  475. 
Minn. — Cleland  v.  Tavernier,  11  Minn. 
194.  Miss. — See  Gree.<<on  v.  State,  5 
How.  33.  Pa. — White  v.  Com.,  6  Binn. 
179,  6  Am.  Dee.  443.  S.  C— State  v. 
Hill,  19  S.  C.  435. 

65.  Branch  v.  Branch,  6  Pla.  314. 

66.  la. — Harriman  c.  State,  2  G.  Gr. 
270.  La. — Weber  v.  Frost,  22  La.  Ann. 
348.  Wis.— Mabbett  v.  Vick,  53  Wis. 
158,  10  N.   W.  84. 

[a]  The  omission  of  the  article 
"the"  before  the  word  "state"  is 
not  fatal,  and  such  an  objection  is 
hypercritical.  Mabbett  v.  Vick,  53 
Wis.    158,    10    N.    W.    84. 

67.  U.  S.— See  Kimball  v.  Taylor,  2 
Woods  37,  14  Fed.  CaB.  No.  7,775. 
Kan. — See  McKenna  v.  Cooper,  79  Kan. 
847,  101  Pac.  662.  La. — Bludworth  v. 
Sompeyrae,  3  Mart.  (O.  S.)  719.  Mich. 
Attorney  General  v.  Jochim,  99  Mich. 
358,  58  N.  W.  611,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
606,  23  L.  B.  A.  699.  Minn.— Lowry 
V.  Harris.  12  Minn.  255.  Nev. — State 
ex  ret  Curtis  v.  McCulIough,  3  Nev. 
202.  Tex. — See  Graves  v.  Eudd,  26 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  554,  65  S.  W.  63.    Wis. 


Sprague   v.   Birchard,    1    Wis.   457,   60 
Am.  Dec.   393. 

[a]  A  citation  is  not  such  process 
as  is  contemplated  by  the  constitution- 
al provision.  Kimball  v.  Tajrlor,  2 
Woods  37,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,775;  Blud- 
worth V.  Sompeyrae,  3  Mart.  t).  S. 
(La.)   719. 

[b]  An  order  for  arrest  of  the  de- 
fendant is  a  "writ  or  process"  within 
the  constitution,  and  should  run  in  the 
name  of  the  state.  Ilsley  v.  Harris, 
10  Wis.  95.  But  see  Dusy  v.  Helm,  59 
Cal.   188. 

68.  Colo. — Comet  Consol.  Min.  Co. 
V.  Frost,  15  Colo.  310,  25  Pac.  506. 
Fla.— Gilmer  v.  Bird,  15  Fla.  410.  la. 
Tully  V.  Beaubien,  10  Iowa  187;  Nich- 
ols V.  Burlington  &  L.  Plank  Road 
Co.,  4  G.  Gr.  44.  Minn. — Hanna  v. 
Russell,  12  Minn.  80.  Nev. — Brooks 
V.  Nevada  Nickel  Synd.,  24  Nev.  311, 
53  Pac.  597.  Ore. — Lane  v.  Ball,  83 
Ore.  404,  160  Pac.  144,  163  Pac.  975; 
Whitney  v.  Blackburn,  17  Ore.  564,  21 
Pac.  874,  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  857;  Bailey 
V.  Williams,  6  Ore.  71.  Wis. — Ham- 
mond-Chandler Lumb.  Co.  V.  Indus- 
trial Com.,  163  Wis.  596,  158  N.  W. 
292;  Porter  v.  Vandercook,  11  Wis. 
70. 

69.  Ga. — Peck  v.  La  Roche,  86  Ga. 
314,  12  S.  E.  638.  La.— Bludworth  v. 
Sompeyrae,  3  Mart.  (O.  S.)  7l9.  Mass. 
Wood  V.  Ross,  11  Mass.  271.  Mich. 
Fletcher  v.  Morrell,  78  Mich.  176,  44 
N.  W.  133.  Neb.— Hobson  v.  Cum- 
mins, 57  Neb.  611,  78  N.  W.  295.  N.  Y. 
Utica  City  Bank  v.  Buel,  9  Abb.  Pr. 
385,  17  How.  Pr.  498.  Ohio.— State 
ex  rel.  Prosecuting  Attorney  v.  Robin- 
son, 9  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  249.  Tex. 
Moseby  r,.  Burrow,  52  Tex.  396;  Car- 
roll V.  Peck,  31  Tex.  649.  Wyo. 
Clause  V.  Columbia  Sav.  &  Loan  Assn., 
16  Wyo.  450,  95  Pac.  54. 

[a]    Process  directed  in  the  altem- 
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the  county  in  which  it  is  to  be  executed ;'"'  but  under  the  code  of 
many  states  the  summons  is  directed  to  the  defendant/^  In  some 
jurisdictions  certain  process  has  been,  held  to  be  vitiated  by  failure  of 
proper  direction/^  such  as  a  direction  to  an  officer  of  a  wrong  county,'^ 
or  a  direction  to  a  wrong  person/*  and  especially  for  a  misdirection 
to  the  defendant,  or  an  utter  failure  of  direction,  where  by  statute 
the  name  of  the  defendant  must  be  shown  by  a  direction  of  the  sum- 
mons to  him  f^  while  defects  and  omissions  in  the  direction  have  some- 


ative,  to  the  sheriff  or  constable  is 
proper.  111. — Gardner  v.  Witbord,  59 
111.  145.  Neb. — Hobson  v.  Cummins, 
57  Neb.  611,  78  N.  W.  295.  Tex. 
Carroll  v.  Peek,  31  Tex.  649. 

[b]  "There  should  be  a  particular 
direction  to  the  o£S.cer,  even  in  cases 
where  his  authority  to  serve  is  ex- 
pressly recognized  by  statute."  Wood 
V.  Boss,  11  Mass.  271. 

[c]  The  Command  to  the  Officer. 
(1)  Omission  of  the  command  does  not 
render  the  process  void.  Smith  v. 
Bradley,  1  Boot  (Conn.)  148;  Mitchell 
V.  Long,  74  Ga.  94.  (2)  Nor  does  an 
erroneous  command  when  process  is 
properly  executed.  Cicero  v.  Bates,  1 
Mich.  N.  P.  25.  (3)  But  a  writ  which 
commands  an  unlawful  act  is  bad.  Bich- 
ardson  v.  Eich,  66  Me.  249;  Thayer  v. 
Comstock,  3S  Me.   140. 

[dj  Returnable  process  requires  an 
ofS.cer  to  certify  his  doings.  Utica  City 
Bank  v.  Buel,  -9  Abb.  Pr.  385,  17  How. 
Pr.   (N.  Y.)   498. 

70.  Ga. — Beasley  v.  Smith,  144  Ga. 
377,  87  S.  E.  293.  IVEch. — Antcliff  v. 
June,  81  Mich.  477,  45  N.  W.  1019, 
21  Am.  St.  Eep.  533,  10  L.  B.  A.  621. 
N.  H. — Parker  v.  Barker,  43  N.  H.  35, 
80  Am.  Dec.  130.  Tex. — Pruitt  v. 
State,  92  Tex.  434,  49  S.  W.  366;  Med- 
lin  V.  Seidemann,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
553,  88  S.  W.  250. 

To  what  county  or  district  process 
runs,  see  supra,  III,  B. 

71.  Cal. — Hancock  v.  Preuss,  40  Cal. 
572.  Ga.^ — Glenn  v.  Augusta  Drug  Co., 
127  Ga.  5,  55  S.  E.  1032.  La.— Jacobs 
V.  Frere,  28  La.  Ann.  625;  Waddill  v. 
Payne,  23  La.  Ann.  773.  Minn. — Piano 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Kaufert,  86  Minn.  13,  89 
N.  W.  1124.  Mont.— Duluth  Brew.  & 
M.  Co.  V.  Allen,  51  Mont.  89,  149  Pac. 
494. 

72.  Ark. — Anthony  v.  Beebe,  7  Ark. 
447.  Conn. — Case  v.  Humphrey,  6 
Conn.  130,  138.  111. — Hickey  v.  For- 
ristal,  49  111.  255.  Tex.— Porter  v.  Hill 
County  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  33  S.  W. 
383. 

-Vol.  XXI 


[a]  Writs  Void  if  Without  Direc- 
tion.— (1)  "All  writs  and  other  process 
must  be  directed  to  some  person  author- 
ized by  law  to  execute  the  same,  and 
without  such  direction  they  are  wholly 
void."  Ark. — Vaughn  v.  Brown,  9  Ark. 
20,  47  Am.  Dec.  730,  Tex. — Galveston, 
H.  &  S.  A.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  McTiegue, 
1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §457.  Vt. 
Thomas  v.  Graves,  90  Vt.  312,  98  Atl. 
508;  St.  Johnsbury  v.  Goodenough,  44 
Vt.  662.  (2)  "Between  a  writ  not 
duly  directed  .  .  .  and  one  that  has 
no  direction  in  fact,  there  is  no  legal 
difference."  Case  v.  Humphrey,  6 
Conn.   130,   139. 

73.  Ga. — Strauss  Bros.  v.  Owens,  6 
Ga.  App.  415,  65  S.  E.  161.  Compare 
Beasley  v.  Smith,  144  Ga.  377,  87  S. 
E.  293.  Ohio.— Collins  v.  Baltimore  & 
O.  E.  E.  Co.,  7  Ohio  Dec.  445.  Tex. 
Witt  V.  Miller,  25  Tex.  Supp.  386; 
Douthit  V.  Martin,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
559,  39  S.  W.  944;  Galveston,  H.  & 
S.  A.  B.  E.  Co.  V.  McTiegue,  1  White 
&  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §457. 

See  supra,  III,  E. 

74.  Ark. — Eudd  v.  Thompson,  22 
Ark.  363.  Mich. — Fletcher  v.  Morrell, 
78  Mich;  176,  44  N.  W.  133.  N.  0. 
Forte  V.  Boone,  114  N.  C.  176,  19 
S.  E*  632. 

[a]  Presumption  From  Service 
Alone. — The  fact  that  service  was  by 
a  constable  raises  the  presumption  that 
the  facts  exist  which  render  it  proper 
for  him  to  serve  the  process.  Gay 
V.  State,  20  Tex.  504. 

75.  Ga. — Frank  Adam  Elect.  Co.  v. 
Witman,  16  Ga.  App.  574,  85  S.  E.  819;" 
Holland  Gold  Pen  Co.  v.  Williams  & 
Co.,  7  Ga.  App.  173,  66  S.  E.  540. 
La. — Belard  v.  Gebelin,  47  La.  Ann. 
162,  16  So.  739;  Bertoulin  v.  Bourgoin, 
19  La.  Ann.  360.  Ore. — White  v.  John- 
son, 27  Ore.  282,  40  Pac.  511,  50  Am. 
St.   Bep.   726. 

[a]  If  the  name  is  shown  in  the 
body  of  the  summons,  though  merely 
directed  "to  the  defendant"  in  the 
caption,   the   process   is    not    invalid. 
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times  been  regarded  as  formal  and  amendable.''* 

Where  the  direction  is  to  an  officer,  the  statutes  usually  provide  that 
when  the  regular  officer  who  serves  process  is  an  interested  party, 
service  shall  be  made  by  some  other  ofiSeer,"  or  an  indifferent  per- 
son^^  to  whom  the  writ  should  be  addressed.'''  In  such  case  all  the 
statutory  prerequisites  to  the  issuance  of  a  writ  to  an  indifferent 
person  must  be  complied  with,*"  and  in  some  states  all  the  facts  neces- 
sary to  give  such  person  the  power  to  serve  the  process  should  ap- 
pear in  the  writ  itself.^^    Process  directed  to  a  sheriff  who  is  a  party 


Glenn  v.  Augusta  Drug  Co.,  127  Ga.  5, 
,  55  S.  E.  ]  032.  See  also  Mitchell  v. 
Long,  74  Ga.  94. 

[b]  Direction  need  not  be  literally 
exact,  but  only  substantially  correct. 
Piano  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Kaufert,  86  Minn. 
13,    89    N.    W.    1124. 

As  to  designation  of  parties,  see 
infra,  IV,  D. 

76.  TJ.  S. — Armstrong  v.  K.  C.  South- 
ern Ey.  Co.,  192  Fed.  608.  Ala.— John- 
son V.  Whitfield,  124  Ala.  508,  27"  So. 
406,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  196;  Herring  v. 
Kelly,  96  Ala.  559,  11  So.  600;  Peebles 
V.  Weir,  60  Ala.  413;  Yonge  v.  Brox- 
son,  23  Ala.  684.  Ga. — Telford  v.  Cog- 
gins,  76  Ga.  683;  Warren  v.  Purtell, 
63  Ga.  428.  Kan. — First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Franklin,  20  Kan.  264.  Me.— State 
V.  Hall,  78  Me.  37,  2  Atl.  546.  Mass. 
Blanchard  v.  Waters,  10  Mete.  185; 
Wood  V.  Boss,  11  Mass.  271;  Hearsey 
V.  Bradbury,  9  Mass.  95.  Mo. — Moss 
V.  Thompson,  17  Mo.  405;  McMenamy 
Inv.  &  Heal  Eat.  Co.  v.  Stillwell  Cater- 
ing Co.,  175  Mo.  App.  668,  158  S.  W. 
427.  N.  H.— Parker  v.  Barker,  43  N. 
H.  35,  80  Am.  Dee.  130;  Brown  v. 
Dudley,  33  N.  H.  511,  5l4.  Va.— An- 
drews" V.  Fitzpatrick,  89  Va.  438,  16 
S.   E.   278. 

[a]  When  Amendable. — If  the  process 
might  lawfully  ha^e  issued  originally 
in  the  form  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, it  is  amendable.  Parker  v. 
Barker,  43  N.  H.  35,  80  Am.  Dee.  130; 
Andrews  v.  Fitzpatrick,  89  Va.  438, 
16  S.  E.  278. 

[b]  A  writ  directed  to  a  sheriff, 
Ijut  served  by  a  constable,  may  be 
amended  by  insertion  of  a  direction 
to  a  constable.  Blanchard  v.  Waters, 
10  Mete.  (Mass.)  185;  Aldrich  v.  Aid- 
rich,  8  Mete.  (Mass.)  102,  106;  Hear- 
sey V.  Bradbury,  9  Mass.  95. 

[e]  Process  is  not  void  (1)  for  want 
of  proper  direction  (Nabors  v.  Thoma- 
Bon,  1  Ala.  590;  Parker  v.  Barker,  43 
N.  H.  35,  80  Am.  Dee.  130),  nor  (2) 


if  directed  to  wrong  county  (Arm- 
strong V.  K.  C.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  192 
Fed.  608;  Chadwiek  &  Co.  v.  Dival,  12 
Vt.  499),  nor  (3)  if  directed  to  sheriff 
in  one  state  and  served  in  another. 
McMenamy  Inv.  &  Eeal  Estate  Co.  v. 
Stillwell  Catering  Co.,  175  Mo.  App. 
668,   158   S.    W.   427. 

77.  Ky. — Brumleve  v.  Cronan,  176 
Ky.  818,  197  S.  W.  498.  Mass.— Car- 
lisle V.  Weston,  21  Pick.  535.  N.  0. 
Battle  V.  Baird,  118  N.  C.  854,  24 
S.  B.  668.  Tex. — Mansfield  v.  Eamsey 
(Tex.   Civ.  App.),  196   S.  W.  330. 

See  the  title  "Service  of  Process 
and  Papers." 

78.  Augur  V.  Augur,  14  Conn.  82; 
Case  V.  Humphrey,  6  Conn.  130;  Eno 
V.  Frisbie,  5  Day  (Conn.)  122;  Culver 
V.  Balch,  23  Vt.  618;  Ingraham  «. 
Leland,  19  Vt.   304. 

79.  Ky. — Brumleve  v.  Cronan,  176 
Ky.  81 8',  197  S.  W.  498.  Mass.— (Tar- 
Hale  V.  Weston,  21  Pick.  535.  Tex. 
Mansfield  v.  Eamsey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
196  S.  W.  330.  Vt.— Thomas  v.  Graves, 
90  Vt.  312,  98  Atl,  508. 

[a]  If  the  direction  is  left  blank 
Tjy  the  of&cer  issuing  the  writ,  and 
it  is  filled  in  by  another  person,  the 
process  is  void.  Thomas  v.  Graves,  90 
Vt.  312,  98  Atl.  508;  Eoss  v.  Fuller, 
12  Vt.  265,  36  Am.  Dec.  342;  Kelly 
V.  Paris,  10  Vt.  261,  33  Am.  Dee.  199. 
laauance  to  attorney  in  blank,  see  supra, 

;  in,    A. 

j      80.     Case  v.  Humphrey,  6  Conn.  130; 

Chord  V.  McCoy,  Morris'  (Iowa)  311. 
I      81.    Ark. — McPherson    v.    Bank     of 

State,    4    Ark.    558.       Conn. — Case     v. 

Humphrey,     6     Conn.     130.       la. — See 

Minott  V.  Vineyard,  11  Iowa  90.    Mass. 

Carlisle  v.  Weston,  21  Pick.  535.     Vt. 
I  Washburn  v.  Hammond,  25  Vt.  648. 
I      [a]    Unless  the  prerequisites  appear 

in  the  certificate,  the  direction  is  not 

legal.  Case  v.  Humphrey,  6  Conn. 
,  130. 

[b]  Omission    does    not    invalidate 
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to  the  suit  is  defective,  and  will  be  quashed  on  timely  application.*'' 
D.  Designation  of  Parties.  —  1.  Necessity  of  Naming  Parties.** 
The  statutes  of  the  various  states  usually  contain  some  provision  that 
process  show  the  names  of  the  parties  to  a  civil  action,**  and  under 
such  statutes  the  omission  from  the  summons  of  the  name  of  the 
plaintiff*^  or  defendant*^  renders  such  process  invalid.  Each  process 
is  required  by  some  statutes  to  show  the  names  of  all  defendants, 
where  there  are  several."    If,  however,  the  statute  does  not  specially 


the  process,  though  it  is  more  regular 
to  endorse  the  facts  on  the  writ. 
Sawyer  v.  Price,  6  Ala.  285. 

82.  Ala. — Nabors  v.  Thomason,  1 
Ala.  59-3.  Miss.^McLeod  v.  Harper, 
43  Miss.  42.  N.  C. — Bowen  v.  Jones, 
35  N.  C.  25,  55  Am.  Dec.  426.  Vt. 
Shaw  V.  Baldwin,  33  Vt.  447.  W.  Va. 
Hansford  v.  Tate,  61  W.  Va.  207,  56 
S.  E.   372. 

83.  In  actions  by  or  against  in- 
fants, see  12  Standard  Proc.  737,  and 
supplement. 

Diiection  to  party,  see  supra,  IV, 
C. 

84.  Cal. — Lyman  v.  Milton,  44  Cal. 
630.  Colo.— Smith  v.  Aurich,  6  Colo. 
388.  111. — Great  Northern  Hotel  Co.  «. 
Farrand,  etc.  Organ  Co.,  90  111.  App. 
419.  Ky.— Kellar  v.  Stanley,  86  Ky. 
240,  5  S.  W.  477;  Bryant  v.  Mack, 
19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  744,  41  S.  W.  774.  Me. 
Jones  V.  Sutherland,  73  Me.  157.  Mont. 
Sharman  v.  Huot,  20  Mont.  555,  52 
Pac.  558,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  645.  Ore. 
White  V.  Johnson,  27  Ore.  282,  40  Pac. 
511,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  726.  Tex.— Pruitt 
V.  State,  92  Tex.  434,  49  S.  W.  366; 
Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Block,  84  Tex. 
21,  19  S.  "W.  300;  Putnam  v.  Wheeler, 
65  Tex.  522. 

[a]  In  a  puhlished  notice  of  par- 
tition of  real  estate,  omission  to  insert 
the  names  of  the  adverse  parties  Joes 
not  render  the  judgment  void,  though 
the  statute  makes  the  publication  a 
substitute  for  the  summons,  and  the 
summons  should  contain  the  names  of 
the  parties  to  be  served.  Waltz  v. 
Borroway,  25  Ind.  380. 

[b]  Upon  death  of  defendant  be^ 
fore  service  new  summons  must  issue 
in  the  name  of  the  personal  represen- 
tative in  order  to  bind  him.  Matter 
of  George's  Estate,  35  Misc.  685,  72 
N.  Y.  Supp.  431;  White  v.  Johnson,  27 
Ore.  282,  40  Pac.  511,  50  Am.  St.  Eep. 
726.  As  to  procedure  on  revival,  see 
the  title   "Revivor." 

As  to  parties  named  only  In  the 
process,  see  supra,  IV,  B. 
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85.  Jones  v.  Sutherland,  73  Me.  157; 
Heath  v.  Pi-aley,  50   Tex.   209. 

[a]  Omission  of  Name  of  One  Plain- 
tiff Is  Not  Fatal. — Where  "the  dec- 
laration is  filed  before  the  writ  issues, 
and  the  declaration  being  the  founda- 
tion of  the  writ  and  accompanying  it, 
the  party  would  look  to  it  in  order 
to  ascertain  the  nature  of  the~  demand, 
and  by  whom  fEe  suit  was  instituted." 
Jarbee  v.  Steamboat  Daniel  Hillman, 
19  Mo.   141. 

86.  Cal. — ^Lyman  v.  Milton,  44  Cal. 
630.  Ky. — Casey  v.  Newport  EoUing 
Mill  Co.,  156  Ky.  623,  161  S.  W.  528; 
Kellar  V.  Stanley,  86  Ky.  240,  5  S.  W. 
477;  Butts  v.  Turner,  5  Bush  435. 
Ore. — White  v.  Johnson,  27  Ore.  282, 
40  Pac.  511,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  726. 
Tex. — Portwood  v.  Wilburn,  33  Tex. 
713;  McCauUey  •v.  Western  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  173  S.  W.  1000; 
Delaware  Western  Const.  Co.  v.  Farm- 
ers' &  M.  Nat.  Bank,  33  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  658,  77  S.  W.  628. 

[a]  Summons  with  name  omitted 
from  title  and  not  directed  to  defend- 
ant, does  not  inform  defendant  of  the 
necessity  of  appearing,  and  is  insuffi- 
cient to  support  a  default.  White  v. 
Johnson,  27  Ore.  282,  40  Pac.  511, 
50  Am.  St.  Eep.  726. 

[b]  "Even  though  a  copy  of  the 
petition  be  served,  which  petition 
named  all  the  defendants."  Battle  v. 
Eddy,  31  Tex.  368. 

[c]  The  name  of  a  party  actually 
served  may  be  inserted.  Johnson  v. 
Abbott,  60  N.  H.  150. 

Direction  to   defendant,    see    supra, 

IV,  C. 

87.  Ala. — Boardman  v.  Parrish,  56 
Ala.  54.  HI.— Eeed  v.  Boyd,  84  111.' 
66.  Tex. — ^Bendy  l).  James  Boyce  & 
Co.,  37  Tex.  443;  Crosby  v.  Lum,  35 
Tex.  41;  Delaware   Western  Const.  Co. 

V.  Farmers'  &  M.  Nat.  Bant,  33  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  658,  77  S.  W.  628. 

[a]  Failure  to  name  all  defendants, 
as  required  by  statute,  renders  a  cita- 
tion  insufficient.      Delaware     Western 
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require  the  parties  to  be  named  in  the  writ,  the  omission  of  one  or 
more  defendants  under  such  circumstances  as  to  preclude  defendants 
being  misled,  is  not  a  fatal  defect  f^  and  in  some  jurisdictions  process 
to  a  different  county  need  not,*^  and  in  others,  should  not,^"  contain 
names  of  other  defendants  than  those  to  be  served  therewith. 

2.  Manner  of  Stating  Names.^^  —  Such  names  as  are  required  to 
be  stated  must  be  set  forth  with  sufficient  accuracy  to  identify  with 
certainty  the  persons  intended,^^  and  as  an  aid  to  such  identification, 
descriptive  matter  may  be  inserted  in  the  process.®^     Technical  ac- 


Const.  Co.  V.  Farmers'  &  M.  Nat. 
Bank,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  658,  77  S.  W. 
628. 

[b]  A  branch  summons  issued  to  an- 
othei  county  should  be  a  counterpart 
of  the  original,  and  contain  names  of 
all  the  defendants,  but  a  variance  is 
available  only  by  a  plea  in  abatement. 
Boardman  v.  Parrish,  56   Ala.  54. 

[c]  Omission  is  not  a  discontin- 
uance as  to  the  defendant  whose  name 
is  left  out  of  an  additional  summons 
served  on  other  parties.  Lewis  v. 
Grace,  44  Ala.   307. 

[d]  Other  defendants  referred  to 
as  "etc.,"  is  an  irregularity  in  an 
alias,  but  the  process  is  not  void.  Eeed 
V.  Boyd,  84  111.  66. 

88.  Hobson  v.  Cummins,  57  Neb. 
611,  78  N.  W.  295;  Burleson  v.  Hender- 
son, 4  Tex.  49. 

89.  Lewis  v.  Grace,  44  Ala.  307; 
McCormick  Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Cummins,  59i  Neb.  330,  80  N.  W.  1049; 
Hobson  V.  Cummins,  57  Neb.  611,  78 
N.  W.  295. 

90.  Hartley  v.  Tunstall,  3  Ark.  119. 

91.  Direction  to  defendant,  see 
supra,  TV. 

In  actions  by  or  against  infants,  see 
12  Standard  Peoc.  737. 

92.  ATa. — ^Betancourt  v.  Eberlin,  71 
Ala.  461.  Cal. — Lyman  v.  Milton,  44 
Cal.  630.  Kan. — King  v.  Wilson,  86 
Kan.  227,  120  Pac.  342,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913B,  1246.  Mass.— Com.  v.  Crotty, 
10  Allen  403,  87  Am.  Dec.  669.  Minn. 
See  Blinn  v.  Chessman,  49  Minn.  140, 
51  N.  W.  666,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  536. 
Tex. — ^El  Paso  &  Southwestern  Co.  v. 
Hall   (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  156  8.  W.  356. 

[a]  "It  is  important  that  a  party 
shall  be  designated  in  process  or  no- 
tice so  as  to  fairly  indicate  his  iden- 
tity and  challenge  his  attention." 
King  V.  Wilson,  86  Kan.  227,  120  Pae. 
342,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  1246. 

[b]  The  following  hare  been  held 
insufficient  terms  to  designate  the 
parties:    (1)   "Et  uxer,"  in  place   of 


wife's  name  (Higgins  v.  Shepard,  48 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  365,  107  S.  W.  79), 
!  (2)  "et  al. "  for  defendants  not  named 
Lyman  v.  Milton,  44  Cal.  630),  (3) 
"unknown  children"  of  certain  per- 
sons. Kellar  v.  Stanley,  86  Ky.  240, 
5  S.  W.  477.  (4)  "Unknown  heirs" 
does  not  include  a  surviving  wife. 
Heidenheimer  v.  Loring,  6  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  560,  26  S.   W.  99. 

[c]  "If  any"  inserted  in  a  sum- 
mons to  unknown  owners,  does  not 
invalidate  the  summons.  Abbott  v. 
Curran,  98  N.  Y.  665. 

[d]  Where  process  ran  against  a 
board  but  it  was  apparent  that  it  was 
intendefl  to  sue  the  county,  and  sum- 
mons was  properly  served,  an  amend- 
ment is  proper,  and  no  new  process 
need  be  served  on  the  county  after 
such  amendment.  Fountain  v.  Board 
of  Comrs.,  171  N.  C.  113,  87  S.  B. 
990. 

93.  Ind. — Waltz  v.  Borroway,  25 
Ind.  380.  la.— Schee  v.  La  Grange,  78 
Iowa  101,  106,  42  N.  W.  616.  See 
Fanning  v.  Krapfl,  61  Iowa  417,  14 
N.  W.  727,  16  N.  W.  293.  Kan.— King 
V.  Wilson,  86  Kan.  227,  120  Pac.  342, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  1246.  Mass.— Com. 
V.  Crotty,  10  Allen  ^03,  87  Am.  Dee. 
669;  Smith  v.  Bowker,  1  Mass.  76. 
Mich. — Barber  v.  Smith,  41  Mich.  138, 
1  N.  W.  992.  Minn.— D 'Autremont  v. 
Anderson  Iron  Co.,  104  Minn.  165,  116 
N.  W.  357,  124  Am.  St.  Eep.  615,  17 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  236.  N".  Y.— Lenehan 
V.  College  of  St.  Francis  Xavier,  30 
Misc.  378,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  1033.  Ohio. 
Buchanan  v.  Boy's  Lessee,  2  Ohio  St. 
251.  Wash. — Gravelle  v.  Canadian,  etc. 
,  Mtg.  &  T.  Co.,  42  Wash.  457,  85  Pac. 
I  36. 

I  [a]  Where  parties  are  thus  relatiye- 
i  ly  designated,  there  is  less  reason  for 
■  a  technical  adherence  or  exactness  as 
I  to  names  than  in  other  cases.  Schee 
V.  La  Grange,  78  Iowa  101,  106,  42 
N.  W.  616. 
'      [b]    Warrant,  where  name    is   left 
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€uracy,  however,  is  not  indispensable  in  indicating  the  name  of  either 
the  plaintiff,®*  or  the  defendant."^  A  variance  from  the  name  shown 
by  the  record  may  render  the  process  ineffectual,®"  unless  amended.®^ 
The  requirement  for  the  names  of  the  parties  necessitates  that  the 
Christian  narne,"^  though  generally  not  the  middle  name  or  initial,®® 


blank  must  give  best  description  pos- 
sible. Com.  V.  Grotty,  10  Allen  (Mass.) 
403,  87  Am.  Bee.  669. 

[c]  "Junior  or  younger  is  no  part 
of  a  nairie. "  Kincaid  v.  Howe,  10 
Mass.  203. 

94.  Kan. — Patmor  v.  EomKauer,  41 
Kan.  295,  21  Pac.  284.  Mass. — Brewer 
V.  Sibley,  13  Mete.  175.  Mich.— Bar- 
ber V.  Smith,  41  Mich.  138,  1  N.  W. 
992.  N.  H.— Lebanon  v.  Grifan,  45  N. 
H.  558.  Wis.— Wheeler  v.  Smith,  18 
Wis.   651. 

[a]  A  writ  which  precedes  the  fil- 
ing of  the  pleading,  ' '  must  show  for 
whose  benefit  suit  is  brought."  Ham- 
mond V.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  St.  E.  Co., 
106  Me.  209,  76  Atl.  672,  STO  L.  K.  A. 
(N.  S.)   78. 

[b]  The  summons  must  issue  against 
the  principal,  not  the  agent.  Vogel  v. 
Brown,  112  Ind.  299,  14  N.  E.  77,  2 
Am.   St.   Eep.   187. 

95.  Patmor  v.  Eombauer,  41  Kan. 
295,  21  Pac.  284.  See  infra,  this  sub- 
division. 

[a]  A  summons  in  the  alternate  is 
addressed  to  no  one  in  particular  and 
consequently  void.  Alexander  v.  Le- 
land,  1  Idaho  425. 

[b]  A  partnership  misdescribed  as 
a  corporation,  in  a  summons  served  on 
one  partner  as  a  supposed  officer,  gives 
jurisdiction  to  amend.  Goldstein  v. 
Peter  Pox  Sons  Co.,  22  N.  D.  636,  135 
N.   W.   180,  40   L.   E.   A.    (N'.   S.)    566. 

[c]  Failure  to  add  name  of  officers 
of  a  joint  stock  association  is  a  mere 
mistalie  and  amendable.  Mack  v. 
American  Exp.  Co.,  20  Mjsc.  215,  45 
N.  Y.   Supp.  362. 

[d]  Sufficient  where  enough  appears 
to  show  who  was  intended,  though 
name  is  indistinctly  written.  Cooke 
V.   Shoemaker,   8   Kulp    (Pa.)    212. 

[e]  An  execution  in  which  the  full 
names  of  the  defendants  are  not  stat- 
ed, is  irregular  but  not  void.  Good- 
jgion  V.  Gilreath,  32  S.  C.  388,  11  S. 
E.   207. 

96.  U.  S.— Elliott  V.  Holmes,  1  Mc- 
Lean 466,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,392.  Cal. 
Ford  V.  Doyle,  37  Cal.  346.  la.— New- 
man V.  Bowers,  72  Iowa  465,  34  N.  W. 
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212.  N.  J.— Boweu  v.  Mulford,  10  N. 
J.  L.  230.  Tex. — Morris  v.  Balkham, 
75  Tex.  Ill,  12  8.  W.  970,  16  Am.  St 
Eep.  874;  Battle  v.  Guedry,  58  Tex 
111;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Eng- 
lish   (Tex.   Civ.  App.),   109   S.   W. -424 

97.  U.  S.— Elliott  V.  Holmes,  1  Mc 
Lean  466,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,392.  Ark 
Martin  v.  Godwin  &  Co.,  34  Ark.  682 
Ind. — Shackman  v.  Little,  87"  Ind.  181, 
Minn. — See  Bradley  v.  Sandilands,  66 
Minn.  40,  68  N.  W.  321,  61  Am.  St. 
Eep.  386. 

As  to  amendment,  see  infra,  IV,  D, 
4;   VIII,  B. 

98.  Mass. — Eoot  v.  Fellowes,  6 
Cush.  29.  Mich. — Barber  v.  Smith,  41 
Mich.  138,  1  N.  W.  992.  Pa.— Houser 
V.  Jones,  1  Phila.  394.  Tex. — Carlton 
V.  Miller,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  619,  21  S. 
W.  697.  Wash.— Gravelle  v.  Canadian, 
etc.  Mtg.  &  T.  Co.,  42  Wash.  457,  85 
Pac.  36. 

[a]  "By  the  common  law,  since 
the  time  of  William  the  Norman,  a 
full  name  consists  of  one  Christian 
or  given  name,  and  one  surname  or 
patronymic.  The  two,  using  the  Chris- 
tian name  first,  and  the  surname  last, 
constitute  the  legal  name  of  the  per- 
son." Schofield  V.  Jennings,  68  Ind. 
233;  Enewold  v.  Olsen,  39  Neb.  59,  57 
N.  W.  765,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  557,  22  L. 
E.  A.  573. 

[b]  Given  names  of  infant  defend- 
ants muBt  be  stated  in  the  citation. 
Carlton  v.  Miller,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
619,  21  S.  W.  697. 

[c]  If  Christian  name  is  unknown, 
a  description  of  the  person  may  supply 
the  deficiency.  Barber  v.  Smith,  41 
Mich.  138,  1  N.  W.  992;  Gravelle  v. 
Canadian,  etc.,  Mtg.  &  T.  Co  42 
Wash.  457,  85  Pac.  36. 

[d]  In  (proceedings  establishing 
highways,  failure  of  the  notices  to  set 
forth  Christian  names,  or  full  names 
of  the  parties,  does  not  render  the  or- 
der subject  to  collateral  attack.  ±-oi- 
ter  V.  Stout,  73  Ind.  3:  Miller  v.  Por- 
ter, 71  Ind.  521. 

99.  Ala. — See  Betancourt  v.  Eber- 
lin,  71  Ala.  461.  Cal.— Allison  v.  Thom- 
as,  72   Cal.  562,   14  Pac.   309,  1  Am. 
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be  indicated.     The  better  practice  is  to  use  the  full  Christian  name 
and  surname  in  judicial  process,^  though  initials/  or  abbreviations,^ 


St.  Eep.  89.  Colo. — Erdman  v.  Hard- 
esty,  14  Colo.  App.  395,  60  Pac.  360. 
Ga. — Denton  v.  McMillan,  8  Ga.  App. 
84,  68  S.  E.  615.  Ind. — Morgan  v. 
Woods,  33  Ind.  23.  Minn. — TJeland  v. 
Lynch,  77  Minn.  543,  80  N.  W.  700, 
77  Am.  St.  Eep.  698.  Mo. — Phillips 
V.  Evans,  64  Mo.  17.  N.  H.— Hart  v. 
Lindsey,  17  N.  H.  235,  43  Am.  Dec. 
597.  N.  J.— Bowen  v.  Mulford,  10  N. 
J.  L.   230. 

[a]  The  law  does  not  regard  the 
middle  name  as  material,  unless  there 
are  two  persons  of  the  same  name. 
Hicks  V.  Eiley,  83  Ga.  332,  9  S.  E.  771; 
Denton  v.  McMillan,  8  Ga.  App.  84, 
68  S.  E.  615. 

[b]  Rule  Is  Not  Without  Excep- 
tions.— D'Autremont  v.  Anderson  Iron 
Co.,  104  Minn.  165,  116  N.  W.  357,  124 
Am.  St.  Eep.  615,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
236. 

[a]  In  service  by  publication  the 
erroneous  insertion  of  a  middle  initial 
does  not  render  the  judgment  invalid, 
the  other  information  given  in  the 
notice  being  sufiicient  to  notify  the 
defendant  against  whom  the  complaint 
was  filed.  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  19 
Ala.  499. 

[d]  "Omission  of  the  initial  of  the 
defendant's  middle  name  in  the  pro- 
cess, that  is  an  omission  which  from 
the  very  infancy  of  the  English  law 
has  always  been  regarded  .as  a  matter 
of  no  moment  whatever."  Paul  v. 
Johnson,    9    Phila.    (Pa.)    32. 

1.  Conn. — Tweedy  v.  Jarvis,  27 
Conn.  42.  Ind. — Porter  v.  Stout,  73 
Ind.  3.  la. — Panning  v.  Krapfl,  61 
Iowa  417,  14  N.  W.  727,  16  N.  W. 
293.  Neb.— See  Enewold  v.  Olsen,  39 
Neb.  59,  57  N.  W.  765,  42  Am.  St.  Eep. 
557,  22  L.  E.  A.  573.  N.  Y.— Grant  v. 
Birdsall,  16  Jones  &  S.  427,  2  Civ. 
Proc.  422.  Ohio. — Herf  &  Co.  v.  Shulze, 
10  Ohio  263.  S.  D.— Newton  v.  McGee, 
31  S.  D.  216,  140  N.  W.  252.  W.  Va. 
Slinglufe  V.  Gainer,  49  W.  Va.  7,  37 
S.  E.  771.  Wis.— Kellam  v.  Toms,  38 
Wis.  592. 

[a]  A  summons  in  a  tax  sale  prop- 
erly gives  the  Christian  name,  though 
the  property  is  assessed  under  initials. 
Stoll  V.  Griffith,  41  Wash.  37,  82  Pac. 
1025. 

[b]  To  avail  of  the  technical  ob- 
jection that  only  initials  are  stated,  a 


showing  must  be  made  as  to  the  true 
name  of  the  party.  Conn. — Tweedy  v. 
Jarvis,  27  Conn.  42.  Neb. — Oakley  v. 
Pegler,  30  Neb.  62^,  46  N.  W.  920.  S. 
D.— Newton  v.  MoGee,  31  S.  D.  216, 
140  N.  W.  252. 

[c]  In  Published  Notice.— "The 
practice  of  omitting  the  Christian 
name  or  names  in  a  published  notice 
is  certainly  subject  to  grave  objec- 
tions, and  by  no  means  to  be  com- 
mended. But,  for  the  purpose  of  this 
opinion,  it  may  be  conceded  that  it  is 
sufficient  to  publish  merely  the  initial 
letter  or  letters  of  the  Christian  name 
or  names. ' '  Panning  v.  Krapfl,  61 
Iowa  417,  14  N.  W.  727,  16  N.  W.  293. 

2.  La. — Lallande  v.  Terrill,  12  La. 
7.  Mo. — Martin  v.  Barron,  37  Mo.  301. 
Neb.— Oakley  v.  Pegler,  30  Neb.  628, 
46  N.  W.  920;  Johnson  v.  Jones,  2  Neb. 
126.  Tex.— Milburn  v.  Smith,  11  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  678,  33  S.  W.  910.  Wis. 
Zwickey  v.  Haney,  63  Wis.  464,  23 
N.  W.  577. 

[a]  The  presumption  is,  when  ini- 
tials of  Christian  names  are  used  in 
the  summons  and  complaint,  and  the 
full  names  are  given  in  the  judgment, 
that  the  persons  are  the  same.  Zwickey 
V.  Haney,  63  Wis.   464,  23  N.  W.  577. 

[b]  The  universal  practice  of  sign- 
ing initials  instead  of  one''s  given 
name  has  relaxed  the  common  law  rule. 
Cummings  V.  Eice,  9  Tex.  527. 

3.  Colo. — Eich  V.  Collins,  12  Colo. 
App.  511,  56  Pac.  207.  Mo.— Penton 
V.  Perkins,  3  Mo.  106.  Mont. — Kemp 
V.  McCormick,  1  Mont.  420.  Pa. — Paul 
V.  Johnson,  9  Phila.  32. 

[a]  "Where  two  names  have  the 
same  original  derivation,  or  where  one 
is  an  abbreviation  or  corruption  of  the 
other,  but  both  are  taken  promiscu- 
ously and  according  to  common  use 
to  be  the  same,  though  differing  in 
sound,  the  use  of  one  for  the  other 
is  not  a  material  misnomer."  Paul  v. 
Johnson,  9  Phila.   (Pa.)    32. 

[b]  Familiar  Abbreviations  Per- 
missible.— "All  such  modes  therefore 
of  abbreviation  as  are  warranted  by 
custom,  as  'Jno.'  for  'John,'  'Bart.' 
for  'Bartholemew',  or  expressing  one 
or  more  Christian  names  by  initial  let- 
ters, which  have  long  been  considered 
as  sufficient  and  binding  signatures 
to   obligations,   we     think     are     suffi- 
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may  be  used  where  no  uncertainty  results.*  But  initials  alone  cannot 
take  the  entire  place  of  a  proper  name,^  and  the  identity  of  the  per- 
son using  the  given  initials  may  form  an  issue  in  the  case.*  A  sum- 
mons giving  only  the  firm  name  of  the  plaintiffs,^  or  defendants,* 
without  naming  them  individually,  is  not  invalid.  An  error  or  omis- 
sion in  stating  the  defendant's  name  in  one  part  of  the  process  is 
cured  if  the  name  correctly  appear  in  another  part,'  or  elsewhere  in 
papers  served;"  and  error  in  the  plaintiff's  name  is  inconsequential 
under  like  circumstances.^^ 

3.    Misnomer.  —  a.     In  General.  —  Though  mere  clerical  errors  in 
the  names  of  parties^-  do  not,  as  a  rule,  render  a  process  absolutely 


cient."  Clark  v.  Paine,  11  Pick. 
(Mass.)    66. 

4.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.  «.  Bo- 
die,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  168,  74  S.  W. 
100. 

5.  Pattou  V.  Campbell's  Trustee,  25 
Ky.   L.   Eep.   275,   74   S.   W.   1092. 

[a]  Using  simply  initial  letters  in 
a  business  name  consisting  of  several 
words  is  not  sufficient  in  a  summons. 
Patton  V.  Campbell's  Trustee,  25  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  275,  74  S.  W.  1092. 

[b]  Eut  where  the  name  is  giren 
in  full  once  in  the  process,  the  fact 
that  it  is  referred  to  several  times  by 
initials  is  immaterial.  Missouri,  K.  & 
T.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Bodie,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
168,  74  S.  W.  100. 

6.  Martin  v.  Barron,  37  Mo.  301. 
[a]     "When  a  person  is  in  the  habit 

of  using  initials  for  his  Christian  name 
and  is  proceeded  against  by  his  ini- 
tials, and  the  fact  whether  he  was  so 
known  is  put  in  issue,  and  the  jury 
find  in  the  affirmative,  the  colirt  will 
not  interfere  on  that  ground."  Mar- 
tin V.  Barron,  37  Mo.  301 ;  City  Council 
V.  King,  ,4  McCord   (S.  C.)   487. 

7.  Cady  v.  Smith,  12  Neb.  628,  12 
N.  W.  95;  Blue  Grass  Canning  Co.  v. 
Wardman,  103  Tenn.  179,  52  S.  W. 
137. 

[a]  Individual  names  ought  to  be 
set  out,  for  greater  regularity  and  cer- 
tainty, but  failure  to  do  so  does  not 
render  process  void.  Bluegrass  Can- 
ning Co.  V.  Wardman,  103  Tenn.  179, 
52  S.  W.  137. 

8.  Ark.  —  Martin  v.  Godwin  & 
Co.,  34  Ark.  682.  Ky.— Keathley  v. 
Stump,  147  Ky.  406,  144  S.  W.  87; 
Northern  Bank  v.  Hunt's  Heirs,  93  Ky. 
67,  19  8.  W.  3;  Bryant  v.  Mack,  19 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  744,  41  S.  W.  774.  Mass. 
Johnson  v.  Somerville  Dyeing  &  B. 
Co.,  15  Gray  216.  N.  D.— Gans  v. 
Beasley,  4  N.  D.   140,  59   N.  W.   714. 
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Tenn. — Boiling  v.  Anderson,  4  Baxt. 
550.  Tex.— Putman  v.  Wheeler,  65 
Tex.  522;  Guimond  v.  Nast,  44  Tex. 
114;  Dewalt  V.  Zeigler,  9  Tex.  Civ. 
*App.   82,  29   S.   W.  60. 

[a]  An  individual  judgment  is  not 
justified  against  a  member  of  the  firm 
upon  notice  directed  to  and  served 
upon  the  firm.  Boiling  v.  Anderson, 
4  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  550.  See  the  title 
"Partnership." 

[b]  In  a  suit  brought  against  part- 
ners individually,  if  the  name  of  one 
is  miscalled  in  all  the  proceedings, 
service  upon  his  co-partner  will  not 
give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  one 
misnamed,  so  as  to  divest  his  interest 
in  property  levied  on  under  the  judg- 
ment rendered  in  the  cause.  Weaver 
V.    Carpenter,  42   Iowa   343. 

9.  Ga.— Telford  v.  Coggins,  76  Ga. 
683.  Kan.— Case  v.  Bartholow,  21 
Kan.  300.  N.  C— Clawson  v.  Wolfe, 
77  N.  C.  100.  Tex.— MeCaulley  v. 
Western  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
173  S.  W.  1000;  Guinan  v.  Waco,  22 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  445,  54  S.  W.  611. 

10.  Cal.— McGinn  v.  Eees,  33  Gal. 
App.  291,  165  Pac.  52.  Ga.— Baldwin, 
Starr  &  Co.  v.  McMiehael,  68  Ga.  828; 
Smith  V.  Morris,  29  Ga.  339.  HI. — Eeed 
V.  Boyd,  84  111.  66;  Sidway  v.  Marshall, 
83  111.  438;  Dale  v.  Keefe,  178  111.  App. 
262.  N.  Y.— Van  Wyck  v.  Hardy,  4 
Abb.  Dec.   496',   39  How.   Pr.   392. 

11.  Jarbee  v.  Steamboat  Daniel 
Hillman,  19  Mo.  141;  Kirk  v.  Murphy, 
16  Tex.  654,  67  Am.  Dec.  640;  Mc- 
Manus  v.  Southern  Fruit  Julep  Co. 
(Tex.   Civ.   App.),  171   S.  W.  1033. 

12.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Howard-Harri- 
son Iron  Works,  119  Ala.  484,  24  So. 
516,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  928.  Kan.— Pat- 
mor  V.  Eombauer,  41  Kan.  295,  21  Pac. 
284;  Case  v.  Bartholow,  21  Kan.  300. 
Neb. — Krotter  &  Co.  v.  Norton,  84 
Neb.  137,  120  N.  W.  923.    N.  Y.— Stuv- 
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void,  a  misnomer  is  nevertheless  held  to  be  ground  for  abatement.^' 
b.     Of  the  Plaintiff.  —  A  misnomer    of   the    plaintiff   is    generally 

reversible  error  on  appeal,^*  though  it  is  not  jurisdictional.^^ 

e.     Of  Defendant.  —  The  authorities  differ  as  to  the  effect  of  an 

error  in  defendant's  name.^®    The  broad  rule  has  been  laid  down  that 


vesant  v.  "Weil,  167  N.  Y.  421,  60  N. 
B.  738,  53  L.  E.  A.  562.  Pa.— Dresher 
V.  WilliamB,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  4.  Va. 
Arminius  Chem.  Co.  v.  White's  Admx., 
112  Va.  250,  71  S.  E.  637. 
See  supra,  IV,  D,  2. 

[a]  Omission  of  "incorporated" 
in  a  corporate  name,  when  there  is 
but  one  company,  is  amendable,  and 
brings  defendant  into  court.  Armin- 
ius Chem.  Co.  v.  White's  Admx.,  112 
Va.  250,  71  S.  E.  637. 

[b]  Failure  to  amend  clerical  er- 
rors which  would  have  been  amendable 
on  application,  does  not  affect  juris- 
diction. Ala. — Ex  parte  Howard-Har- 
rison Iron  Wks.,  119  Ala.  484,  24  So. 
516,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  928.  Ga.— Den- 
ton V.  McMillan,  8  Ga.  App.  84,  68  S. 
E.  615.  Ind. — McGaughey  v.  Woods, 
106  Ind.  380,  7  N.  E.  7.  Minn.— Brad- 
ley V.  Sandilands,  66  Minn.  40,  68  N. 
W.  321,  61  Am.  St.  Eep.  386;  Lane  v. 

■  Innes,  43   Minn.  137,  45  N.  "W.  4. 

13.  111.— Pond  V.  Ennis,  69  111.  341. 
Mass. — Zuill  V.  Bradley,  Quincy  6.  Mo. 
Skeltou  c.Saeket,  91  Mo. -377,  3  S.  W. 
874.  Tenm. — Brandon  v.  Diggs,  1  Heisk. 
472. 

See  1  Standard  Peoc.  33,  51. 

[a]  "At  the  common  law  (1) 
where  the  defendant  was  sued  by  the 
wrong  name  he  might  plead  that  fact 
in  abatement,  but  to  make  his  plea 
good  he  was  bound  to  give  the  plain- 
tiff a  better  writ  in  the  future  by  dis- 
closing his  true  name."  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Hall,  12  Bush 
(Ky.)  131,  citing  1  Chit.  PI.  447.  (2) 
"At  common  law  misnomers  in  non- 
bailable  process  could  only  be  taken 
advantage  of  by  pleas  in  abatement, 
which  were  always  disfavored,  and 
were  finally  abolished  in  England  by 
the  3  and  4,  Wm.  IV.,  c.  42,  section 
11."  Paul  ®.  Johnson,  9  Phila.  CPa.) 
32.  (3)  "By  the  statute  of  3d  and 
4th  "William  IV,  chap.  42,  sec.  11,  it 
was  provided  that  the  plaintiff,  in 
case  of  a  misnomer  of  the  defendant, 
after  the  plea  was  sustained,  might 
amend  his  declaration  and  then  pro- 
ceed against  him  by  his  true  name,  and 
such  is  the  rule  under  our  Code  of 
Practice."    Louisville  &  N.  R,  B.  Co. 


V.  Hall,  12  Busli  (Ky.)  131.  (4) 
"When  it  is  said  in  the  elementary 
books  that  misnomer  is  only  pleadable 
in  abatement,  it  can  only  mean  cases 
of  personal  service. ' '  Journey  V. 
Dickerson,   21   Iowa   308,   312. 

[b]  A  replication  to  the  plea,  that 
the  party  is  known  as  well  by  one 
name  as  the  other,  is  good.  Ala. — See 
Harrison  v.  Harrison,  19  Ala.  499.  Ga. 
Selman  &  Co.  v.  Shackelford,  17  Ga. 
615.  N".  H.— Hart  v.  Lindsey,  17  N. 
H.  235,  43  Am.  Dec.  597;  Tibbets  v. 
Kiah,  2  N.  H.  557.  Ohio.— Goodenow 
V.  Tappan,  1  Ohio  60. 

14.  Ind. — Morgan  v.  Wopds,  33  Ind. 
23.  la. — Newman  v.  Bowers,  72  Iowa 
465,  34  N.  W.  212.  N.  J. — Bowen  v. 
Mulford,  10  N.  J.  L.  230.  Tex.— Mc- 
Oaulley  v.  Western  Nat.  Bank  (Tex. 
Civ.   App.),   173   S.   W.   1000. 

[a]  For  variance  in  plaintiff's 
name  between  the  process  and  plead- 
ing defendant  ought  not  to  be  exposed 
to  the  hazards  and  burdens  of  having 
to  Bhow  in  a  plea  of  former  recovery, 
by  which  of  the  two  persons  named  the 
recovery  was  had,  "to  save  the  plain- 
tiff from  the  consequences  of  his  care- 
lessness and  inattention."  Bowen  v. 
Mulford,  10  N.  J.  L.  230. 

15.  G-a. — Soudder  v.  Massengill,  88 
Ga.  245,  14  S.  E.  571.  Idaho.— Mx3- 
Knight  V.  Grant,  13  Idaho  629,  92  Pac. 
989,  121  Am.  St.  Eep.  287.  Ind.— Mc- 
Gaughey V.  Wood's,  106  Ind.  380,  7  N. 
E.  7.  Minn. — Martin  v.  Lindstrom,  73 
Minn.  121,  75  N.  W.  1038;  Bradley  v. 
Sandilands,  66  Minn.  40,  68  N.  W.  321, 
61  Am.  St.  Eep.  386.  Tex.— Kirk  v. 
Murphy,  16  Tex.  654,  67  Am.  Dec.  6C0. 

Compare  Eic  parte  Cheatham,  6  Ark, 
531,  44  Am.  Dec.  525. 

16.  Griswold  v.  Sedgwick,  6  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  456;  Holman  v.  Goslin,  63  App. 
Div.  204,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  197;  Waldrop 
V.  Leonard,  22  S.  C.   118. 

[a]  A  "wide  difference  of  opinion 
seems  to  arise  out  of  the  view  which 
is  taken  as  to  whether  error  in  the 
summons  as  to  the  defendant's  name 
should  be  considered  as  a  rrwrs  mis- 
nomer, or  as  going  deeper  and  touch- 
ing the  very  jurisdiction  of  the  court," 
"Waldroj)  V,  Leonard,  22  >S.  C.  118. 
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if  process  is  personally  served  on  the  defendant  intended  to  be  sued, 
it  is  binding  though  the  -nTong  name  is  given  in  the  summons/^  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  ;^*  but  the  eases  in  support  of  this  text  are  mostly 
those  in  which  only  the  Christian  name  of  the  defendant  was  er- 
roneously stated,^^  and  there  is  authority^"  that  if  an  entirely  different 
name  is  given  in  the  process  it  will  not  support  a  judgment  without 


17.  Oal. — See  Welsh  v.  Kirkpatriek, 
30  Cal.  202,  89  Am.  Deo.  85.  lU.— Pond 
V.  EnD^s,  69  111.  341.  Ind. — Kingen  v. 
Stroh,  136  Ind.  610,  36  N.  E.  519; 
Vogel  V.  Brown,  112  Ind.  299,  14  N.  E. 
77,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  187.  Kan.— Hof- 
field  V.  Board  of  Education,  33  Kan. 
644,  7  Pae.  216.  Ky.— Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Hall,  12  Bush  131.  Md. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Jaggers,  31  Md. 
38,  100  Am.  Dec.  53.  Mass. — Smith  v. 
Bowker,  1  Mass.  76.  Mo. — Ohlmann 
V.  Clarksou  Saw  Mill  Co.,  222  Mo.  62, 
120  S.  W.  1155,  133  Am.  St.  Eep.  506, 
28  L.  E.  A.  (ISr.  S.)  432;  Parry  v. 
Woodson,  33  Mo.  347,  84  Am.  Dec.  51. 
Neb. — Jones  v.  Union  Pac.  E.  Co.,  84 
Neb.  121,  120  N.  W.  946.  Ore.— Fosh- 
ier  V.  Narver,  24  Ore.  441,  34  Pac.  21, 
41  Am.  St.  Eep.  874.  But  compare 
White  V.  Johnson,  27  Ore.  282,  40  Pae. 
511,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  726.  Pa.— See 
Paul  n.  Johnson,  9  Phila.  32.  Tenn. 
Eobertson  v.  Winchester,  85  Tenn.  171, 
1  S.  W.  781;  Brandon  v.  Diggs,  1 
Heisk.   472. 

See  15  Standard  Pboc.  61,  62. 

[a]  "Process  served  on  a  man  by 
a  wrong  name  is  as  really  served  on 
him  as  if  it  had  been  served  on  him 
by  his  right  name,  and  if  in  such  case 
he  fail  to  appear,  or  appearing  fail  to 
object  that  he  is  sued  by  the  wrong 
name,  and  judgment  be  rendered 
against  him  by  such  name,  he  is  as 
much  bound  by  the  judgment  as  if  it 
had  been  rendered  against  him  by  his 
right  name."  Parry  v.  Woodson,  33 
Mo.  347,  84  Am.  Dec.  51. 

[b]  The  rule  applies  to  infants  as 
well  as  adults.  Pond  v.  Ennis,  69  111. 
341;  McCormack  v.  Kimmel,  4  111.  App. 
121. 

[c]  If  the  process  is  not  personally 
served,  it  must  set  out  the  true  name 
of  the  defendant.  la. — Journey  v. 
Diekerson,  21  Iowa  308.  Mass. — Fitz- 
gerald V.  Salentine,  10  Mete.  436.  Neb. 
Enewold  v.  Olsen,  39  Neb.  59,  57  N. 
W.  765,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  557,  22  L.  K. 
A.   573. 

18.  McGaughey  v.  Woods,  1(J6  Ind. 
380,  7  N.  E.  7. 
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19.  HI.— Pond  V.  Ennis,  69  III.  341: 
Guinard  v.  Heysinger,  15  111.  288.  Md. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Jaggers,  31  Md.  38, 
100  Am.  Dec.  53.  Mass.— Smith  v. 
Bowker,  1  Mass.  76.  N.  Y.- Stuyve- 
sant  V.  Weil,  167  N.  Y.  421,  60  l>f.  E. 
738,  53  L.  E.  A.  562;  Morison  v.  Laing, 
132  App.  Div.  689,  117  N.  Y.  Supp. 
416.  Ore. — ^Foshier  v.  Narver,  24  Ore 
44],  34  Pac.  21,  41  Am.  St.  Eep.  874. 
Pa. — Althouse  v.  Hunsberger,  6  Pa. 
Super.  163.  S.  C— Genobles  v.  West, 
23  S.  C.  154,  167;  Waldrop  v.  Leonard. 
22  S.  C.  118.  Wis.— Kellam  v.  Toms, 
38  Wis.  592.  Eng.— Smith  v.  Patten, 
6  Taunt.  115,  1  Marsh.  474,  1  Ch.  534, 
128  Eng.  Eeprint  977;  Oakley  v.  Gileb, 
3  East  167,  102  Eng.  Eeprint  561; 
Crawford  v.  Satchwell,  2  Str.  1218,  93 
Eng.  Eeprint  1141. 

[a]  A  summons  against  a  married 
woman  in  the  initials  of  her  husband, 
with  the  prefix  "Mrs."  will  support 
a  judgment  against  her  in  her  own 
Christian  name,  if  there  is  no  show- 
ing in  an  attack  upon  such  judgment 
that  she  was  not  kuown  by  the  one 
name  as  well  as  the  other.  Peterson 
V.  Little,  74  Iowa  223,  37  N.  W.  169. 

[b]  "The  service  Is  the  important 
fact  (1)  and  when  it  is  shown  that 
the  proper  person  was  served,  that 
person  cannot  afterwards  say  that  her 
Christian  name  was  not  stated,  and 
thereby  avoid  the  service."  Gravelle 
V.  Canadian  etc.  Mtg.  &  Tr  Co  42 
Wash.  457,  85  Pac.  36.  (2)  By  service 
of  process,  though  by  wrong  Christian 
name,  "the  court  obtained  jurisdiction 
of  her  person,  and  she  cannot  now  al- 
lege a  misnomer.  In  such  a  case  the 
Christian  name  is  nothing."  Pond  v 
Ennis,  69  111.  341. 

[e]  When  properly  given  in  the 
complaint,  an  error  in  the  Christian 
name  in  the  summons  will  not  pre- 
vent default.  Sidway  v.  Marshall,  83 
111.  438. 

20.  Ark.— See  Bates  v.  State  Bank, 
7  Ark.  394,  46  Am.  Dec.  293.  Ga. 
Neal-Millard  Co.  v.  Owens,  115  Ga 
959,  42  S.  E.  266;  Adam  Elect.  Co.  v. 
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an  amendment,  where  no  statute  lends  assistance  ;^^  and  this  has 
been  applied  to  an  erroneous  statement  of  Christian  as  well  as  sur- 
names.''^ Of  course  if  a  party  appears  and  defends  without  raising 
the  question  of  misnomer  he  is  bound  by  the  judgment.^^ 

The  general  rule  has  also  been  stated  to  be,  that  if  the  defendant 
is  fairly  apprized  that  the  action  is  brought  against  him  as  the  party 
intended,  it  is  sufficient  to  support  a  judgment  if  he  fail  to  appear.^* 


Witman,  16  Ga.  App.  574,  85  S.  E.  819. 
la. — Sleeper  v.  Killion,  166  Iowa  205, 
147  N.  W.  314.  Mass.— Crafts  v.  Sikes, 
4  Gray  194,  64  Am.  Dec.  62;  Slasson 
V.  Brown,  20  Pick.  436.  Minn. — Casper 
V.  Klippen,  61  Minn.  353,  63  N.  W. 
737,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  604;  Atwood  V. 
Landis,  22  Minn.  558.  N".  Y. — People 
ex  rel.  Liatto  v.  Dunn,  27  Misc.  71,  58 
N.  Y.  Supp.  147;  MeGill  v.  Weil,  19 
Civ.  Proc.  43,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  246.  Ohio 
Lyons  v.  Donges,  12  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 537.  Tex. — Southern  Pac.  Co. 
V.  Block,  84  Tex.  21,  19  S.  W.  300; 
Davenport  v.  Eutledge  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  187  S.  W.  988.  Eng.— Cole  v. 
Hindson,  6  T.  E.  234,  101  Eng.  Eeprint 
528. 

[a]  "A  misnomer  (1)  often  has 
a  tendency  to  mislead  the  defendant, 
which  no  other  defect  in  the  process 
would  be  likely  to  have."  Casper  v. 
Klippen,  61  Minn.  353,  63  N.  "W.  737, 
52  Am.  St.  Eep.  604.  (2)  "Men  are 
known,  and  their  identity  fixed,  by 
the  name  by  which  they  are  known. 
When  addressed  by  name,  they  res- 
pond as  segregated  individual  entities. 
When  not  so  addressed,  they,  as  a  rule, 
are  not  expected  or  required  to  res- 
pond. In  nearly  every  state  in  which 
courts  acquire  jurisdiction  by  writ, 
summons,  or  process,  it  is  required  that 
the  paper,  on  the  service  of  which  the 
court  assumes  a  right  to  act,  must  be 
addressed  to  the  party  summoned,  by 
his  true  name,  or  by  the  name  by 
which  he  is  generally  known.  It  has 
been  uniformly  held  that  a  writ,  sum- 
mons, or  process  to  one,  but  served  on 
another,  gives  the  court  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  person  served,  although  he 
be  the  real  party  to  the  suit,  and  the 
one  against  whom  relief  is  sought." 
Sleeper  v.  Killion,  166  Iowa  205,  147 
N.  W.  314;  Davies  v.  Thompson, 
(Okla."),  160  Pae.  75,  L.  E.  A.  1917B, 
395. 

21.  See  Stuyvesant  v.  Weil,  167  N. 
Y.  421,  60  N.  E.'738,  53  L.  E.  A.  562; 
People  ex  ret  Jenkins  v.  Kuhue,  57 
Misc,  30,  107  ?r,  Y.  Supp.  1020. 


22.  Ark. — Bates  v.  State  Bank,  7 
Ark.  394,  46  Am.  Dec.  293.  la. — Jour- 
ney V.  Dickerson,  21  Iowa  308.  Mass. 
Slasson  V.  Brown,  20  Pick.  436.  N.  Y. 
McGill  V.  Weil,  19  Civ.  Proc.  43,  10 
N.  Y.  Supp.  246.  Ohio. — Lyons  v. 
Donges,  12  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint)  537. 
Tex.  —  Shook  v.  Laufer  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  84  S.  W.  277. 

[a]  "The  surname  of  a  party  is 
no  more  essential  to  his  legal  designa- 
tion and  identity  than  other  parts  ot 
"lis  name.  A  mistake  in  either  is  fatal 
to  the  validity  of  legal  process,  where 
no  power  of  amendment  exists." 
Crafts  V.  Sikes,  4  Gray  (Mass.)  194, 
64  Am.  Dec.  62. 

23.  TJ.  S. — Stevelie  v.  Bead,  2  WasTi. 
C.  C.  274,  22  Ped.  Cas.  No.  13,389. 
Ala.— See  Mobile  &  M.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Yeates,  67  Ala.  164.  Cal.— McCreery 
V.  Everding,  54  Cal.  168.  Kan.— Hof- 
field  V.  Board  of  Education,  33  Kan. 
644,  7  Pac.  216.  Mo. — Parry  v.  Wood- 
son,  33   Mo.   347,   84   Am.   Dec.   51. 

24.  Kan. — King  v.  Wilson,  86  Kan. 
227,  120  Pac.  342,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B, 
1246.  N.  Y.— Stuyvesant  v.  Weil,  167 
N.  Y.  421,  60  N.  E.  738,  53  L.  E.  A. 
562;  Morison  v.  Laing,  132  App.  Div. 
689,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  416;  Holman  v. 
Goslin,  63  App.  Div.  204,  71  N.  Y. 
Supp.  197.  Tex. — Bell  v.  Vanzandt, 
54  Tex.  150. 

See  also  the  following:  Ala. — ^Bet- 
ancourt  v.  Eberlin,  71  Ala.  461.  la. 
Journey  v.  Dickerson,  21  Iowa  308, 
319.  Minn. — Casper  v.  Klippen,  61 
Minn  353,  63  N.  W.  737,  52  Am.  St. 
Eep.  604. 

[a]  "If  the  person  Is  fairly  ap- 
prised (1)  that  the  action  is  brought 
against  him  as  the  party  intended  to 
be  affected,  he  is  immediately  in  posi- 
tion to  avail  himself  of  every  legal 
remedy  which  he  might  have  invoked 
had  he  been  in  all  respects  correctly 
named."  Holman  v.  Goslin,  63  App. 
Div.  204,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  197.  (2) 
"It  may  happen,  as  in  this  casey  that 
the  defendant's  name  is  not  correctly 
stated   in   the    summons,   and   in    sucb 
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The  rule  may  differ  also  according  as,  under  the  practice  in  the  par- 
ticular jurisdiction,  the  summons  issues  before  or  after  the  filing  of 
the  complaint.^^  By  statute  in  some  states,  if  the  plaintiff  is  ignorant 
of  the  real  name  of  the  defendant,  a  fictitious  name  may  be  given 
in  the  summons  or  other  process,  in  the  first  instance,^^  and  the  party 
may  be  described  therein  as  falling  within  a  certain  class  of  persons 
designated  in  the  statute,^^  and  on  ascertaining  the  real  name,  it 
should  be  substituted  by  amendment.^*  In  such  cases  the  process 
should  show  on  its  face  that  the  name  is  fictitious  and  is  used  t«  de- 
scribe an  unknown  person.^' 
A  writ  will  not  abate'"  merely  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant's 


case  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  when 
properly  moved,  to  determine  whether, 
notwithstanding  the  error,  the  defend- 
ant was  fairly  apprized  whether  he 
was  the  party  the  action  was  intended 
to  affect,  and  if  the  answer  of  the 
court  be  in  the  affirmative,  its  deter- 
mination must  be  that  the  court  ac- 
quired jurisdiction."  Stuyvesant  v. 
Weil,  167  N.  Y.  421,  60  N.  B.  738,  53 
L.  R.  A.  562. 

[b]  "Railroad"  for  "railway" 
company  (1)  is  an  immaterial  vari- 
ance (Alabama  &  V.  E.  Co.  v.  Bolding, 
69  Miss.  255,  13  So.  M4,  30  Am.  St. 
Eep.  541;  Central  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Mor- 
ris, 68  Tex.  49,  3  S.  W.  457;  G.  H.  & 
S.  A.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Donahoe,  56  Tex.  162), 
and  (2)  is  amendable.  Georgia  Pac. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Propst,  83  Ala.  5IB,  3  So. 
764;  Chicago  &  I.  A.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Johnston,  89  Ind.  88. 

25.  Lyons  v.  Donges,  12  Ohio  Dec. 
(Eeprint)  537.     See  supra,  TV,  D,  2. 

[a]  "Before  the  code,  when  a  de- 
fendant was  sued  by  a  wrong  Chris- 
tian name,  he  might  be  declared 
against  by  his  true  name;  but  as  the 
petition,  which  is  the  substitute  for 
the  declaration,  must  be  filed  before 
the  summons  issues,  the  former  rule 
does  not  apply."  Lyons  v.  Donges, 
12  Ohio  Dec.   (Eeprint)   537. 

26.  Cal.— rord  v.  Doyle,  37  'Cal.  346. 
Neb. — McNamara  v.  Gunderson,  89 
Neb.  112,  131  N.  W.  183.  N.  Y.— Sny- 
der V.  Parezo,  151  App.  Div.  110,  135 
N.  Y.  Supp.  960;  McGill  v.  Weil,  19 
Civ.  Proc.  43,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  246. 

See  6  Standard  Peoc.   649. 

[a]  When  Fictitious  Name  Permis- 
sible.— "It  is  not  allowable  to  a  plain- 
tiff to  use  a  fictitious  name  at  his  dis- 
cretion, but  only  where  he  is  ignorant 
of  the  true  name."  Crandall  v.  Beach, 
7  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  271;  McGill  v. 
Weil,  10   N.  Y.   Supp.   246. 
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[b]  If  either  the  Christian  or  sur- 
name is  unknown,  the  case  falls  with- 
in the  statute,  since  both  are  necessary 
to  constitute  the  legal  name  of  the 
person.  McNamara  v.  Gunderson,  89 
Neb.  112,  131  N.  W.  183;  Enewold  v. 
Olson,  39  Neb.  59,  57  N.  W.  765,  42 
Am.  St.  Eep.  557,  22  L.  R.  A.  573. 

[e]  When  plaintiff  alleges  surname 
of  defendant,  and  states  that  only  his 
Christian  name  is  unknown,  the  plain- 
tiff "must  stand  or  fall  by  the  cor- 
rectness of  his  position  in  that  re- 
spect." People  ex  ret  Liatto  v.  Dunn, 
27  Misc.  71,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  14T;  Gan- 
non V.  Myars  11  Civ.  Proc.  187,  3  N. 
Y.  St.  199. 

27.  Snyder  v.  Parezo,  151  App.  Div. 
110,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  960. 

28.  McGinn  v.  Eeea,  33  Cal.  App. 
291,  165  Pac.  ^2.     See  infra,  IV,  D,  4. 

[a]  If  true  name  is  not  inserted, 
jurisdiction  is  not  lost,  but  the  judg- 
ment is  erroneous  and  may  be  reversed 
on  appeal.  McGinn  v.  Bees,  33  Cal. 
App.  291,  165  Pac.  52. 

29.  Colo.— Erdman  v.  Hardesty,  14 
Colo.  App.  395,  60  Pac.  360.  Neb. 
McNamara  v.  Gunderson,  89  Neb.  112, 
131  N.  W.  183;  Enewold  v.  Oken,  39 
Neb.  59,  57  N.  W.  765,  42  Am.  St.  Eep. 
557,  22  L.  E.  A.  573.  N.  Y.— Water- 
bury  V.  Mather,  16  Wend.  611;  Snyder 
V.  Parezo,  151  App.  Div.  110,  135  N. 
Y.  Supp.  960;  Italian  Importing  Co.  v. 
Spodaro,  63  Misc.  320,  117  N.  Y.  Supp. 
135;  McGill  v.  Weil,  19  Civ.  Proc.  43, 
10  N.  Y.  Supp.  246;  Aaron  v.  Lee,  11 
Wkly.   Dig.   527. 

[a]  If  substantially  stated  that  the 
real  parties  are  unknown,  this  is  suf- 
ficient. Snyder  v.  Parezo,  151  App. 
Div.  110,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  960. 

30.  la.— Hubner  v.  Eeickhoff,  103 
Iowa  368,  72  N.  W.  540,  64  Am.  St. 
Eep.   191.     Minn. — ^Lane  v.  Innes,  43 
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name  is  misspelled,  if  the  names  are  idem  sonans.'^  The  misstating 
of  a  co-defendant's  name  is  not  available  to  other  defendants  as 
error.^^ 

In  substituted  service  the  name  of  the  defendant  becomes  one  of 
the  essentials/''^  and  more  exactness  is  generally  required,^*  but  else- 
where the  general  rule  seems  to  be  applied.^"* 

4.  Amendments.  —  Mistakes  and  omissions  in  names  of  parties,^^ 
such  as  merely  clerical  errors,'^  and  errors  in  the  Christian  name 


Minn.   137,  45  N.   W.  4.     N.  H.— Tib-' 
bets   V.    Kiah,    2    N.    H.    557.     N.    Y. 
Holman  v.  Goslin,  63  App.  Div.  204,  71 
N.  Y.  Supp.  197. 

[a]  "  Variance  in  orthography  in 
names  has  been  held  fatal  or  other- 
wise, lea  the  facts  of  the  case  would 
warrant,  having  in  view  safety  in  the 
application  of  the  rule,  and  just  re- 
sults." Hubner  v.  EeickhofC,  103  Iowa 
368,  72  N.  W.  540,  64  Am.  St.  Eep. 
191. 

[b]  The  interi)olation  of  one  letter 
and  change  of  another,  in  order  to 
convert  one  name  into  another,  is  not 
allowable.  Entrekin  v.  Chambers,  11 
Kan.  368. 

31.  la. — Mallory  v.  Eiggs,  76  Iowa 
748,  39  N.  "W.  886.  Kan.— Eowe  v. 
Palmer,  29  Kan.  337.  N.  H.— Hart  v. 
Lindsey,  17  N.  H.  235,  43  Am.  Dec. 
597;  Tibbets  v.  Kiah,  2  N.  H.  557.  Pa. 
Paul  V.  Johnson,  9  PMla.  32.  Tenn. 
Robertson  v.  Winchester,  85  Tenn.  171, 
1  S.  W.  781. 

[a]  Names  are  idem  sonans  when 
the  attentive  ear  finds  difficulty  in  dis- 
tinguishing them  when  pronounced,  or 
common  and  long  continued  usage  has, 
by  corruption  and  abbreviation,  made 
them  identical  in  pronunciation.  Whe- 
len  V.  Weaver,  93  Mo.  430,  6  S.  W. 
220. 

[b]  For  names  not  idem  sonans, 
see:  Kan. — ^Entrekin  v.  Chambers,  11 
Kan.  368.  Iia. — New  Orleans  v.  Corde- 
vioUe,  10  La.  Ann.  727.  Mo. — Cham- 
berlain V.  Blodgett,  96  Mo.  482,  10  S. 
W.  44;  Whelen  v.  Weaver,  93  Mo.  430, 
6  S.  W.  220,  and  the  title  "Names." 

32.  Neal-Millard  Co.  v.  Owens,  115 
Ga.  959,  42  S.  B.  266;  Gunter  v.  Mc- 
Entire  (Tex,  Civ.  App.),  24  S.  W.  590. 
Compare  Waterbury  v.  Mather,  16 
Wend.    (N.   Y.)    611. 

33.  la. — Newman  v.  Bowers,  72 
Iowa  465,  34  N.  W.  212;  Fanning  v. 
Krapfl,  61  Iowa  417,  14  N.  W.  727,  16 
N.  W.  293.  Kan. — Entrekin  v.  Cham- 
bers, 11  Kan.  36S.  See  King  v.  Wil- 
son, 86  Kan.  227,  120  Pao.  342,  Ann. 


Cas.  1913B.,  1246.  Mich.— Colton  v. 
Eupert,  60  Mich.  318,  27  N.  W.  520. 
Minn. — See  Lane  v.  Innes,  43-^  Minn. 
137,  45  N.  W.  4.  Mo.— Ohlmann  v. 
Clarkson  Saw  Mill  Co.,  222  Mo.  62, 
120  S.  W.  1155,  133  Am.  St.  Eep.  506, 
28  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  432;  Whelen  v. 
Weaver,  93  Mo.  430,  6  S.  W.  220. 

[a]  Use  of  initials  in  publication 
of  notice,  (1)  in  place  of  Christian 
name,  does  not  give  the  court  jurisdic- 
tion. Burkham  v.  Manewal,  195  Mo. 
500,  506,  94  S.  W.  520;  Evarts  v.  Mis- 
■souri  Lumb.  Co.  &  Min.  Co.,  193  Mo. 
433,  449,  92  S.  W.  372;  Gillingham  v. 
Brown,  187  Mo.  181,  85  S.  W.  1113; 
Skelton  v.  Sacket,  91  Mo.  377,  3  S.  W. 
874.  (2)  "If  we  were  to  adopt  the 
rule  contended  for  by  the  appellee, 
that  not  only  can  the  Christian  names 
be  entirely  omitted,  but  the  initial 
letters  of  the  Christian  names  trans- 
posed, this  might  become  the  favorite 
mode  of  giving  notice  by  publication. 
It  appears  to  us  that  we  should  open 
the  door  to  mischief  of  which  no  one 
could  see  the  end."  Fanning  v.  Krapfl, 
61  Iowa  417,  14  N.  W.  727,  16  N.  W. 
293. 

34.  Ind. — Schissel  v.  Dickson,  129 
Ind.  139,  28  N.  E.  540.  Compare  Waltz 
V.  Borroway,  25  Ind.  380.  la. — Hubner 
V.  Eeickhoff,  103  Iowa  368,  72  N.  W. 
540,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  191.  Minn.— D' 
Autremont  v.  Anderson  Iron  Co.,  104 
Minn.  165,  116  N.  W.  357,  124  Am.  St. 
Eep.  615,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  236.  Tex. 
Freeman  v.  Hawkins,  77  Tex.  498,  14 
S.  W.  364,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  769. 

35.  Seaver  v.  Fitzgerald,  23  Cal.  85, 
92;  Eobertson  v.  Winchester,  85  Tenn. 
171,  1  S.  W.  781. 

36.  Ga. — Eome  E.  Co.  v.  Sullivan, 
Cabot  &  Co.,  14  Ga.  277.  Mich. — Peo- 
ple V.  Hildebrand,  71  Mich.  313,  38 
N.  W.  919.  N.  T.— Van  Wyck  v. 
Hardy,  4  Abb.  Dec.  496,  39  How.  Pr. 
392;  Hirsch  v.  Camman,  106  N.  Y.  Supp. 
814. 

37.  Ala. — Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Green- 
leaf,  100  Ala.  272,  14  So.    109.     Ind. 
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only,'^  are  amendable,  especially  before  judgment,  while  defendant  has 
an  opportunity  to  answer,'^  either  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,*"  or,  if 
the  process  served  was  sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction  over  the  person,*^ 
in  the  name  of  the  defendant.*^  Provision  is  frequently  made  by  statute 
for  amendment  of  errors  in  names  appearing  in  process.*^  The 
capacity  in  which  one  is  designated  in  the  process  as  a  party  may 
be  changed  by  amendment,**  and  this  applies  generally  to  the  plain- 


Beck  V.  Williams,  5  Blackf.  374. 
Mass. — Crafts  v.  Sikes,  4  Gray  194,  64 
Am.  Dec.  62.  Mich. — Final  v.  Backus, 
18  Mich.  218.  N.  Y. — Thurber- Why- 
land  Co.  V.  Klittner,  62  Hun  620,  16 
N.  T.  Supp.  828.  Pa. — Mack  v.  Amer- 
ican Exp.  Co.,  20  Misc.  215,  45  N.  Y. 
Supp.  362. 

38.  Mass. — Cain  v.  Rockwell,  132 
Mass.  193.  Minn. — Morrison  County 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Duclos,  131  Minn.  173, 
154  N.  "W.  952.  Neb.— Davis  v.  Jen- 
nings, 78  Neb.  462,  111  N.  W.  128. 
N.  Y. — Fassy  v.  Jacobs,  71  Misc.  145, 
127  N.  Y.  Supp.  1062. 

[a]  Where  only  the  partnership  in- 
terest is  bound,  the  Christian  name  of 
a  partner  not  served  may  be  corrected 
by  amendment.  Welch  v.  Hull,  73 
Mich.   47,  40   N.   W.   797. 

39.  Morrison  County  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
DucloB,  131  Minn.  173,  154  N.  W.  952. 

40.  XT.  S.— Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  By.  Co. 
V.  James,  48  Fed.  148,  1  C.  C.  A.  53. 
Ga. — Scudder  v.  Massengill,  88  Ga. 
245,  14  S.  E.  571.  Idaho.— McKnight 
V.  Grant,  13  Idaho  629,  92  Pac.  980, 
121  Am.  St.  Eep.  287.  111.— Sidway  v. 
Marshall,  83  111.  438.  Ind.— Nimmon 
V.  Worthington,  1  Ind.  376;  Beck  v. 
Williams,  5  Blackf.  374.  Me. — Griffin  v. 
Pinkham,  60  Me.  123.  Mass.— Drew  v. 
Farnsworth,  186  Mass.  365,  71  N.  B. 
783;  Cain  v.  Eockwell,  132  Mass.  193; 
Crafts  V.  Sikes,  4  Gray  104,  64  Am. 
Dec.  62;  Wight  v.  Hale,  2  Cush.  .486, 
48  Am.  Dee.  677.  Mich. — McLaugh- 
lin v.  Wilks,  42  Mich.  553,  4  N.  W. 
268;  Final  v.  Backus,  18  Mich.  218. 
N.- Y.— Brace  v.  Benson,  10  Wend.  213; 
Thurber-Whyland  Co.  v.  Klittner,  62 
Hun  620,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  828;  McGill 
V.  Weil,  19  Civ.  Proc.  43,  10  N.  Y. 
Supp.  246. 

[a]  An  amendment  of  plaintiff's 
name  after  default  of  defendant  was 
allowed,  on  affidavits  that  the  wrong 
name  was  inserted  by  mistake,  and 
that  the  defendant  had  knowledge  of 
that  fact  and  was  not  misled.  Mc- 
Lauphlin  v.  Wilks,  42  Mich.  553,  4 
N.  W.  268. 
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[b]  It  is  a  matter  of  discretion, 
whether  the  plaintiff's  name  may  be 
amended.  Final  v.  Backus,  18  Mich. 
218. 

[c]  Name  of  minor  may  be  insert- 
ed instead  of  that  of  next  friend.  Drew 
«.  Farnsworth,  186  Mass.  365,  71  N. 
E.   783. 

[d]  Individual  names  of  firm  may 
be  inserted  by  amendment.  Martin  v. 
Godwin  &  Co.,  3  4Ark.  682;  Haskins 
V.  Citizens'  Bank,  12  Neb.  39,  10  N. 
W.   466. 

41.  Chicago  &  I.  A.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Johnston,  89  Ind.  88;  Stuyvesant  v. 
Weil,  167  N.  Y.  421,  60  N.  E.  738,  53 
L.  R.  A.  562;  McGill  v.  Weil,  19  Civ. 
Proc.  43,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  246. 

42.  Ala. — Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Green- 
leaf,  100  Ala.  272,  14  So.  109.  Conn. 
Johnson  v.  Huntington,  13  Conn.  47. 
N.  C. — Lane  v.  Seaboard  &  E.  E.  Co., 
50  N.  C.  25.  Pa.— Dresher  v.  Williams, 
4  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  4.  Tenn. — Jones  v.  Mil- 
ler, 1   Swan  319. 

[a]  Where  the  right  person  is 
brought  into  court  by  a  wrong  name, 
the  process  may  be  amended  by  strik- 
ing that  name  and  inseriing  the  right 
one.  Oal. — Brock  v.  Martinovich,  55 
Cal.  516.  N.  Y.— Stuyvesant  v.  Weil, 
167  N.  Y.  421,  60  N.  E.  738,  53  L.  E. 
A.  562.  N.  C. — Lane  v.  Seaboard  &  E. 
E.  Co.,  50  N.  C.  ^5. 

43.  Ga. — Eome  E.  Co.  v.  Sullivan, 
Cabot  &  Co.,  14  Ga.  277.  111.— Sidway 
V.  Marshall,  83  111.  438.  Mich.— Welch 
V.  Hull,  73  Mich.  47,  40  N.  W.  797; 
Final  v.  Backus,  18  Mich.  218.  N.  Y. 
Stuyvesant  v.  Weil,  167  N.  Y.  421,  60 
N.  E.  738,  53  L.  E.  A.  562.  N.  C. 
Patterson  v.  Walton,  119  N.  C.  500,  26 
S.  E.  43. 

44.  Ga. — Stokes  v.  Eob^ftson,  143 
Ga.  721,  85  S.  E.  895.  Mass.— John- 
son V.  Somerville  Dyeing  &  B.  Co.,  15 
Gray  216.  N.  H.— Boudreau  v.  East- 
man, 59  N.  H.  467.  N.  Y. — Martin  v. 
Johnson,  8  Daly  541;  Southack  v. 
Gleason,  49  Misc.  445,  98  N.  Y.  Supp. 
859.  N.  C— Forte  v.  Boone,  114  N.  C 
176,  19  S.  E.  632. 
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tiff,*^  as  well  as  to  the  defendant  ;*°  though  some  jurisdictions  do 
not  extend  the  privilege  to  the  plaintiff.*'  An  entirely  differ- 
ent person  may  not,  however,  be  substituted  by  an  amendment  to 
the  process,*^  and  though  statutes  may  permit  the  striking  out  or  ad- 
dition of  names  in  the  process,*^  these  are  not  generally  considered 
as  changing  the  rule.'"  Nor  can  there  be  an  insertion  of  new  names 
in  a  process  where  it  would  cause  a  misjoinder  of  parties.^^  But  a. 
correction  or  change  in  the  description  of  a  person  does  not  make  a 
new  party,^^  and  surplus  matter  which  misdeseribes  parties  may  be 


[a]  May  Be  Allowed  After  Ver- 
dict.— ^Boudrean  v.  Eastman,  59  N.  H. 
467;  Forte  v.  Boone,  114  N.  C.  176, 
19  S.  E.  632. 

[b]  Summons  issued  against  a  trus- 
tee cannot  be  regarded  as  a  writ 
against  a  township.  State  v.  Wilson, 
113  Ind.  501,  15  N.  E.  596;  Vogel  v. 
Brown,  112  Ind.  299,  14  N.  B.  77,  2 
Am.  St.  Eep.  187.  See  Wade  on  No- 
tice, §1146. 

j;c]  If  the  alteration  would  convert 
the  action  from  a  civil  to  a  criminal 
one,  the  amendment  will  not  be  al- 
lowed.    Walton  V.  Kirby,  3  N.  G.  174. 

45.  Me. — Anderson  v.  Brock,  3 
Greenl.  243.  IMich. — SmitTi  v.  Pinney, 
86  Mich.  484,  49  N.  W.  305.  Tenn. 
Platley  v.  Memplis  &  C.  E.  Co.,  9 
Heisk.  230. 

[a]  "The  defendant  being  in  court 
for  particular  cause  of  action,  it  is 
not  required  that  the  expense  and  de- 
lay shall  be  incurred  of  new  process" 
to  allow  the  name  of  a  new  plaintiff 
to  be  substituted,  where  a  mistake  has 
been  made.  Flatley  v.  Memphis  &  C. 
E.  E.  Co.,  9  Heisk.   (Tenn.)   230. 

46.  Ga. — Stokes  t>.  Eobertson,  143 
Ga.  721,  85  S.  E.  895.  Mass.— Lester 
V.  Lester,  8  Gray  437.  N".  Y. — ^Boyd  v. 
United  States  Mtg.  &  Trust  Co.,  187 
(N.  Y.)  39;  Vanderveer  v.  Cohen,  139 
Eep.  599,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  399. 

47.  McMahan  v.  Allen,  12  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  39;  Panderveer  v.  Cohen,  139 
App.  Div.  296,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  1033; 
Bowen  v.  Phoenix  Bridge  Co.,  134  App. 
Div.  22,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  93. 

48.  U.  S. — Comegyss  v.  Eobb,  2 
Cranch  C.  C.  141,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
3,049.  Colo. — Union  Pacific  D.  &  G. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Perkins,  7  Colo.  App.  184, 
42  Pac.  1047.  Mich. — Final  v.  Backus, 
18  Mich.  218.  N.  H.— Elliott  v.  Clark, 
18  N.  H.  421.  N.  J.— Maitland  v. 
Worthington,  59  N.  J.  L.  114,  35  Atl. 
759.  N.  Y.— Elias  v.  Hayes,  24  Misc. 
754,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  858.  Pa.— Wilson 
V.  Wallace,  8  Serg.  &  E.  53. 
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See  1  Standard  Proc.  907,  et  seq., 
and  the  titles  "New  Cause  of  Action 
or  Defense;"    "Parties." 

Compare  Western  Ey.  Co.  v.  McCall, 
89  Ala.  375,  7  So.  650. 

49.  Me. — Clark  v.  Anderson,  103 
Me.  134,  68  Atl.  633.  Mass.— Cain  v. 
Eockwell,  132  Mass.  193.  N.  Y. 
Steinhardt  v.  Baker,  20  Misc.  470,  46 
N.  Y.  Supp.  707. 

50.  Clark  v.  Anderson,  103  Me.  134, 
68  Atl.  633;  Fleming  v.  Courtenay,  98 
Me.  401,  57  Atl.  592,  99  Am.  St.  Eep. 
414.  Compare  Winch  v.  Hosmer,  122 
Mass.  438;  Elder  and  Deacons  of  Bap- 
tist Church  V.  Bancroft,  4  Cush. 
(Mass.)   281. 

[a]  The  statute  applies  only  when 
the  party  to  be  added  is  joined  with 
the  existing  party,  and  the  cause  con- 
tinues as  to  all,  original  as  well  as 
new  ones.  Clark  v.  Anderson,  103  Me. 
134,  68  Atl.  633. 

51.  Clark  v.  Anderson,  103  Me.  134, 
;  68  Atl.  633;  Holmes  v.  Daniels,  86  N. 

Y.  Supp.  19. 
I      52.    N.  Y. — Mack  v.  American  Exp. 
!  Co.,  20  Misc.  215,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  362. 

N.  C. — See  Lane  v.  Seaboard  &  E.  E. 
,  Co.,  50  N.  C.   25.     Vt.— Hathaway     v. 
j  Sabin,  61  Vt.  608,  18  Atl.  188. 
I      [a]    Adding  the   trade  name   of   a 

party   does   not   make     a  new     party. 
I  Hathaway  v.  Sabin,  60  Vt.  608,  18  Atl. 

188. 
I      [b]     "The  power  to  amend  depends 

not    upon    the    question    whether      the 

amendment   changes     the     name,     but 
I  whether   or  not   it   really   changes   the 

party."      Elliott    v.    Clark,    18    N.    H. 

;  421. 

I      [e]     "In   cases   of    'an   undesigned 
misnomer,   and  where  the  interests  of 
substantial  justice  will  allow  "it,  with- 
out a  real   change  in  the  identity   of 
I  the   opposing  litigants',"   amendments 
1  as  to  names  will  be  permitted.  Welch 
,  V.  Hull,  73  Mich.  47,  40  N.  W.  797. 

[d]    A  change  in  the  capacity  does 
'  not  bring  in  a  new  party.     Boyd  v. 
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stricken  out.^^ 

When  process  is  sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction  over  the  defend- 
ant, amendments  correcting  the  name  have  been  allowed  without  fur- 
ther notice,  where  there  has  been  a  default,^*  but  this  practice  is 
not  universally  followed  ;°^  and  an  amendment  without  notice  of 
course  does  not  bind  the  defendant  when  no  jurisdiction  has  been 
.  acquired.^' 

E.  Designation  of  the  Court;.  —  It  is  essential  that  process  re- 
quiring an  appearance  of  the  defendant  should  designate  the  court 
wherein  the  action  is  pending  ;°^  and  the  place  of  holding  court,  as 


tTnited  States  Mtg.  &  Trust  Co.,  187 
N.  T.  262,  79  N.  B.  999,  116  Am.  St. 
Eep.  599,  9  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   399. 

53.  Me. — Griffin  v.  Pinkham,  60  Me. 
123.  Mass. — Elder  and  Deacons  of 
Baptist  Church  v.  Bancroft,  4  CusTi. 
281.  N.  Y.— Boyd  v.  United  States 
Mtg.  &  Trust  Co.,  187  N.  Y.  262,  79 
N.  E.  999,  116  Am.  St.  Eep.  599,  9  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  399. 

[a]  "Administrator  of"  sflch  and 
such  estate,  following  a  name,  is 
against  the  party  personally,  and  the 
latter  part  may  be  treated  as  sur- 
plusage. Eoche  V.  Hampde'n  Sav. 
Bank,  128  Mass.  115;  Eich  v.  Sowles, 
64  Vt.  408,  23  Atl.  723,  15  L.  E.  A. 
850. 

54.  Cal. — Brock  v.  Martinovich,  55 
Cal.  516;  McGinn  v.  Eees,  33  Cal.  App. 
291,  165  Pae.  52.  111.— Sidway  v. 
Marshall,  83  111.  438.  Mass.— Terry  v. 
Sisson,  125  Mass.  560;  Langmaid  v. 
Puffer,  7  Grav  378,  381.  N".  Y.— Stuy- 
vesant  v.  Weil,  167  N.  Y.  421,  60  N. 
B.  738,  53  L.  E.  A.  562. 

[a]  "All  amendments  of  this  char- 
acter, not  being  against  the  right 
and  justice  of  the  matter  of  the  suit, 
and  not  altering  the  issues  between 
the  parties,  shall  be  made  by  the  court 
in  which  judgment  was  given,  and  it 
is  nowhere  intimated  any  notice  to  the 
opposite  party  is  necessary  to  enable 
the  court  to  exercise  this  equitable 
power."  Sidway  v.  Marshall,  83  111. 
438. 

[b]  When  a  fictitious  name  is  used, 
under  statutory  authority,  after  de- 
fault no  notice  of  an  amendment  in- 
serting true  name  is  necessary.  Brock 
V.  Martinovich,  55  Cal.  516. 

55.  Erank  v.  Union  Cent.  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  130  Fed.  224;  Ca'sper  v.  Klippen, 
61  Minn.  353,  63  N.  W.  737,  52  Am.  St. 
Eep.  604. 

[a]  When  it  appears  that  the  de- 
fendant has  been  misled,   "the  court 
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might  abuse  its  discretion  by  order- 
ing an  amendment,  after  default  and 
entry  of  judgment,  without  giving  the 
defendant  leave  to  answer  and  de- 
fend." Casper  v.  Klippen,  61  Minn. 
353,  63  N.  W.  737,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  604. 

56.  Mo.— Blodgett  v.  Schaffer,  94 
Mo.  652,  671,  7  S.  W.  436.  N.  Y.— Me- 
Gill  V.  Weil,  19  Civ.  Proc.  43,  10  N.  Y. 
Supp.  246.  Tex. — Southern  Pac.  Co, 
V.  Block,  84  Tex.  21,  19  S.  W.  300. 

57.  Ala.— Waddill  v.  John,  48   Ala. 

232.  Ark. — Womsley  v.  Cummins,  1 
Ark.  125.  Cal. — Nellis  v.  Justices' 
Court,  20  Cal.  App.  394,  129  Pae.  472. 
111.— Orendorff  v.  Stanberry,  20  111.  89. 
Ky. — Beall  v.  Siverts,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
154.  N.  Y. — Tallman  v.  Hinman,  10 
How.  Pr.  89;  Dix  v.  Palmer,  5  How.  Pr. 

233,  3  Code  Eep.  214.  E.  I.— Parker  v. 
Superior  Court   (E.  I.),  100  Atl.  305.. 

[a]  "When  a  trial  is  to  be  had  in 
a  proceeding,  process  must  have  a 
time  and  place  of  return  that  such 
trial  may  be  had  then  and  there;" 
but  where  a  process  is  not  judicial  and 
there  can  be  no  trial  upon  it,  it  need 
have  no  place  of  return.  Anderson  v, 
Henry,  45  W.  Va.  319,  31  S.  E.  998. 

[b]  "A  summons  should  certainly 
inform  a  party  in  what  court  he  is 
sued."  Dix  v.  Palmer,  5  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  233,  3  Code  Eep.  214. 

[c]  Though  not  expressly  required 
by  statute  (1)  a  summons  is  irregular 
for  failure  to  specify  some  particular 
court.  (Anonymous,  2  Cod©  Eep.  [N. 
Y.]  75;  Tallman  v.  Hinman,  10  JHow. 
Pr.  [N.  Y.]  89);  or  (2)  if  erroneous, 
the  process  is  amendable.  Page  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 159  N.  C.  38,  74  S.  E.  642. 

[d]  "In  the  office  of  the  clerk  of 
the  district  court"  of  a  given  county, 
sufficiently  describes  the  court.  Nich- 
ols V.  Burlington  etc.  Plank  Eoad  Co., 
4  G.  Gr.  (Iowa)  42. 

[e]  A  notice  containing  a  blank 
(1)  where  the  court  should  have  been 
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well,®'  though  wlien  there  is  a  fixed  place  of  holding  court  determined 
by  law,  it  has  been  held  that  the  location  thereof  need  not  be  specially 
recited  in  the  process."^  A  mere  inaccuracy  in  designating  the  court,"" 
or  the  place  of  holding  court,,"^  is  not  fatal  where  it  does  not  mislead 
or  prejudice  the  defendant  5"^  but  if  it  is  left  indefinite"^  where  a 


named  is  properly  quashed.  (Beall  v. 
Siverts,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  [Ky.]  154); 
but  not  (2)  if  the  omitted  information 
appears  elsewhere  in  the  process. 
Georgia  Southern,  etc.,  Ky.  Co.  v. 
Pritchard,  123  Ga.  320,  51  S.  E.  424. 

[f]  Under  some  statutes  (1)  in 
certain  specified  proceedings,  writs  are 
returnable  before  the  clerk,  in  term  or 
out.  (Tate  v.  Powe,  64  N.  C.  644; 
Woodley  v.  Gilliam,  64  N.  C.  649.  See 
also  Gas  Co.  i;.  "Wheeling,  7  W.  Va.  22, 
29) ;  (2)  and  process  commanding  an 
appearance  before  the  judge  instead 
of  the  clerk  is  erroneous,  but  not 
void.  Piercey  v.  Watson,  118  N.  C. 
976,  24  S.  E.  659;  Johnson  v.  Judd,  63 
N.  C.  498;  Swepson  v.  Harvey,  63  N. 
C.  106;  Smith  v.  McHlwaine,  63  N.  C. 
95 

'58.  Ala.— State  v.  Allen,  33  .Ala. 
422;  Wragg  v.  Branch  Bank,  8  Port. 
195.  Ark. — Tucker  v.  Real  Estate 
Bank,  4  Ark.  429;  Womsley  V.  Cum- 
mins, 1  Ark.  125.  m.— Northwestern 
Benev.  &  Mut.  Aid  Assn.  v.  Woods,  21 
111.  App.  372.  N.  Y. — Warner  v.  Ken- 
ny, 1  Code  Eep.  96,  3  How.  Pr.  323. 
Tex.— Hambel  v.  Davis,  89  Tex.  256, 
34  S.  W.  439,  59  Am.  St.  Eep.  46; 
DeWalt  V.  Zeigler,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
82,  29  S.  W.  60.  Utah.— Winters  v. 
Hughes,  3  Utah  443,  24  Pae.  759. 

59.  Ala. — Yonge  v.  Broxon,  23  Ala. 
684;  Waddill  v.  John,  48  Ala.  232.  Pa. 
Stout  V.  Wertsner,  15  Montg.  Co.  Eep. 
48.  W.  Va. — Cunningham  v.  Sayre, 
21  W.  Va.  440. 

[a]  At  the  court  house,  in  a  named 
countv,  is  sufficient.  Tucker  v.  Real 
Estate  Bank,  4  Ark.  429. 

[b]  District  court  of  a  specified 
judicia,!  district  is  a  sufficient  descrip- 
tion without  adding  the  name  of  the 
state.     Lallande  v.  Terrill,  12  La.  7. 

60.  Cal. — Crane  v.  Brannan,  3  Cal. 
192.  Ga. — Blake  v.  Camp,  45  Ga.  298; 
Kelly  V.  Fudge,  2  Ga.  App.  759,  59  S. 
E.  19.  N.  Y. — Morrell  v.  Waggoner,  5 
Johns.  233.  N.  C— Page  v.  McDonald, 
159  N.  C.  38,  74  S.  E.  642.  Tex.— Gal- 
veston H.  &  S.  A.  By.  Co.  v.  Coker, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S.  W,  179. 
Wash. — Ealph  v.  Lomer,  3  Wash.  401, 
28  Pac.  760. 


[a]  Au  amendment  may  be  allowed 
to  correct  an  erroneous  designation. 
Ga. — Kelly  v.  Fudge,  2  Ga.  App.  759, 
59  S.  E.  19.  N.  C— Page  v.  McDonald, 
159  N.  C.  38,  74  S.  E.  642.  Tex.— Gal- 
veston H.  &  S.  A.  By.  Co.  v.  Cokei, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S.   W.  11^. 

61.  Ala.— Waddill  v.  John,  48  Ala. 
232;  Eelfe  v.  Valentine  &  Co.,  45  Ala. 
286.  111.— Carter  v.  Eodewald,  108  111. 
351;  Hall  V.  Davis,  44  111.  494; 
Northwestern  Benev.  &  Mut.  Aid  Assn. 
V.  Woods,  21  111.  App.  372.  W.  Va. 
Cunningham  v.   Sayre,  21   W.  Va.  440. 

[a]  Omission  to  name  county, 
where  the  information  appears  else- 
where in  the  process,  is  not  fatal.  Car- 
ter V.  Eodewald,  108  111.  351;  Hall 
V.  Davis,  44  111.  494. 

62.  Ala.— Eelfe  v.  Valentine  &  Co., 
45  Ala.  286.  Ga.— Georgia  Southern, 
etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Pritchard,  123  Ga.  320, 
51  S.  B.  424.  La.— Driggs  v.  Morgan, 
10  Eob.  119.  Minn. — Hanna  v.  Eussell, 
12  Minn.  80.  Mo.— Payne  v.  Collier, 
6  Mo.  321.  N.  Y.— Van  Wyck  v.  Hardj , 
39  How.  Pr.  392,  4  Abb.  Dec.  496; 
Ward  V.  Sands,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  60. 
Wash. — Ealph  v.  Lomer,  3  Wash.  401, 
28  Pac.  760. 

[a]  "If  taking  the  whole  writ  to- 
gether, the  defendant  can  see  there- 
from where  he  is  required  to  appear, 
it  would  seem  that  he  could  not  be 
misled  to  his  prejudice,  and  in  such 
case  the  object  of  process  would  be 
sufficiently  accomplished. ' '  North- 
western Benev.  &  Mut.  Aid  Assn.  v. 
Woods,  21  111.  App.   372. 

[bj  A  command  to  appear  before 
the  judge  of  a  named  court  is  equiva- 
lent to  a  command  to  appear  at  such 
court.  Payne  v.  Collier,  6  Mo.  321; 
Hambel  v.  Davis,  89  Tex.  256,  34  S. 
W.  439,  59  Am.  St.  Eep.  46.  Compar-e 
Assignment  of  Davis,  10  Daly  (N.  Y.) 
31. 

63.  Cal.— Nellis  v.  Justices'  Court, 
20  Cal.  App.  394,  129  Pac.  472.  lU. 
Gill  V.  Hoblit,  23  111.  473;  Orendorff 
V.  Stanberry,  20  111.  89.  S.  C— Cator 
V.  Cockfield,  1  Brev.  91. 

[a]  Process  is  void  where  defend- 
ant is  left   in   doubt   as  to   the   court 

Vol.  XXI 


72b 


PHOCESS 


party  is  to  appear,  or  a  wrong  place,**  or  county,*^  is  named,  the  writ 
is  invalid.  In  determining  the  sufficiency  of  the  process,  a  copy  of 
the  complaint  served  therewith  may  be  looked  to,°°  and  matter  not 
required  by  statute  to  be  stated,  if  erroneous,  may  be  treated  as  sur- 
plusage.®'' 

P.  Time  for  Appearance.  —  1.  In  General.^*  —  Process  designed 
to  require  an  appearance  must  indicate  the  day  on  which  the  de- 
fendant must  appear  and  answer,®'  or  defend.'"'  The  hour  of  ap- 
pearance, before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  is  even  required  to  be  shown 
under  some  statutes."  The  "return  day"  is  the  day  appointed  by 
law  when  writs  are  to  be  returned  and  filed,'^  and  is  a  different  day 


intended.     State  v.  Allen,  33  Ala.  422; 
OrendorfE   v.   Stanberry,   20   111.   89. 

64.  la. — Eggleston  v.  Wattawa,  117 
Iowa  676,  91  N.  W.  1044.  N.  Y.— See 
Assignment  of  Davis,  10  Daly  31.  S.  C. 
Gator  V.   Cockfield,  1  Brev.  91. 

[a]  If  the  statement  of  an  erron- 
eous place  of  holding  court  may  be 
treated  as  surplusage,  it  does  not  af- 
fect the  process.  Waddill  v.  John,  48 
Ala.  232;  Eelfe  v.  Valentine  &  Co.,  45 
Ala.  286;  Lore  v.  McEae,  12  Ala.  444. 

[b]  Designation  of  wrong  court 
(1)  is  fatal  under  some  statutes  (Eg- 
gleston V.  Wattawa,  117  Iowa  676, 
91  N.  W.  1044;  Eutta  v.  LafCera,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Caa.  [Tex.],  §822), 
but  (2)  is  amendable  elsewhere.  Kelly 
V.  Pudge,  g  Ga.  App.  759,  59  S.  B.  19. 
See  also  Hanna  v.  Eussell,  12  Minn. 
80;  Ealph  V.  Lomer,  3  Wash.  401,  28 
Pae.  760. 

65.  111.— Gill  V.  Hoblit,  23  Dl.  473; 
OrendorfE  v.  Stanberry,  20  111.  89. 
Mont. — Duluth  Brew.  &  Malting  Co.  v. 
Allen,  51  Mont.  89,  149  Pac.  494.  Ore. 
Smith  V.  Ellendale  Mill  Co.,  4  Ore.  70. 

66.  Ala.— Eelfe  v.  Valentin'e  &  Co., 
45  Ala.  286.  La. — Driggs  v.  Morgan, 
10  Eob.  119.  N.  Y.— Anonymous,  2 
Code  Eep.  75.  Ore. — First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Eusb,  64  Ore.  35,  127  Pae.  780,  129 
Pac.  121,  44  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)  138. 

[a]  Failure  to  name  county  in  the 
heading  may  be  cured  by  a  copy  of  the 
complaint.  Smith  v.  Ellendale  Mill 
Co.,  4  Ore.  70. 

67.  Ala.— Eelfe  h.  Valentine  &  Co., 
45  Ala.  '286.  Cal. — Crane  v.  Brannan, 
3  Cal.  192.  Main.— Hanna  v.  Eussell, 
12   Minn.   80. 

[a]  Where  number  of  district  is 
not  required  to  be  stated  in  a  sum- 
mons, the  insertion  of  a  wrong  number 
is  surplusage.  Hanna  v.  Eussell,  12 
Minn.  80. 

[b]  A  memorandum  at  top  of  sum- 
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mons,  of  the  name  "District  Court" 
is  no  part  of  the  writ  when  issued  out 
of  the  county  court.  Crane  v.  Bran- 
nan,  3  Cal.  192. 

[c]  The  state  need  not  be  named 
if  the  statute  does  not  require  it. 
Lyon  V.  Byington,  10  Iowa  124;  Hanna 
V.  Eussell,  12  Minn.  80.' 

68.  In  justice  court  process,  see  17 
Standabd  Proc.  1015. 

69.  Ind. — Dunkle  v.  Elston,  71  lud. 
585.  Iia. — Kendrick's  Heirs  v.  Ken= 
drick,  19  La.  36.  Miss. — Joiner  v. 
Delta  Bank,  71  Miss.  382,  14  So.  464. 
Neb. — State  v.  Eepublican  Val.  &  W. 
E.  Co.,  27  Neb.  852,  44  N.  W.  51.  Ohio. 
Williamson  v.  Nicklin,  34  Ohio  St. 
123;  State  ex  r«l.  Prosecuting  Attor- 
ney V.  Eobinson,  9  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint) 
249.  Utah.— Wintej-g  v.  Huglies,  3 
Utah  443,  24  Pae.  907. 

[.a]  Summons  which  fails  to  name 
(1)  a  date  for  appearance  is  void. 
Murdy  v.  McCutcheon,  9B  Pa.  435.  (2) 
It  will  be  quashed  on  motion  before 
appearance.  Winters  v.  Hughes,  3 
Utah  443,  24  Pac.  907. 

70.  Lyman  &  Co.  v.  Bechtel,  55 
Iowa  437,  7  N.  W.  673. 

[a]  ITotlce  requiring  defendant  to 
answer  on  a  specified  date  is  not  mis- 
leading, though  language  of  statute  is 
"appear  and  defend."  Lyman  &  Co. 
V.  Bechtel,  55  Iowa  437,  7  N.  W.  673. 

As  to  time  to  plead  see  the  title 
"Time  To  Plead." 

71.  Hodges  V.  Brett,  4  6.  Gr.  (la.) 
345;  Titus  v.  Whitney,  16  N.  J.  L.  85, 
31  "Am.  Dec.  228.  See  17  Standard 
Peoc.  1015. 

[a]  If  an  hour  is  fixed  without  au- 
thority, the  notice  is  not  void,  as  the 
defendant  still  has  the  entire  day. 
Armstrong  v.  Middlestadt,  22  Neb. 
711,  36  N.  W.  151. 

72.  Bouv.  L.  Diet.;  Bankers'  lowji 
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under  some  statutes  from  that  upon  which  the  defendant  is  required 
to  appear/^  However,  as  appearance  is  usually  required  to  be  made 
on  the  same  day  the  return  is  due,'*  the  day  for  appearance  is  fre- 
quently referred  to  as  the  return  day.  The  common  law  rule  re- 
quiring fifteen  days  between  the  teste  and  return'^  is  not  applicable 
where  statutes  regulate  the  time  allowed  for  appearance.'"'  Where 
terms  of  court  are  held,  the  statutes  usually  require  process  com- 
manding an  appearance  to  be  returnable  to  the  term  immediately 
succeeding  its  issuance,''  and  when  so  required,  if  a  term  intervenes, 
the  process  is  void.'*  However,  provision  may  also  be  made  for  return 
to  a  succeeding  term  when  insufficient  time  remains  to  perfect  service,'^ 
or  to  the  next  rule  day  in  vacation;*"  and  if  not  made  returnable  in 
compliance  with  such  statute,  it  will  be  quashed  on  motion.*^    Where 


State  Bank  v.  Jordan,  111  Iowa  324,  82 
N.  W.  779.     See  the  title  "Returns." 

73.  Kan. — Clough  v.  MoDouald,  18 
Kan.  114.  Neb. — State  v.  Eopubliean 
Valley  &  W.  E.  Co.,  27  Neb.  852,  44 
N.  W;  51.  Okla. — State  ex  rel.  Collins 
17.  Parka,'  34  Okla.  335,  126  Pac.  242. 
ITtali. — Winters  v.  Hughes,  3  Utah 
443,  24  Pac.  907. 

[a]  Where  statute  fixes  no  time  for 
return  of  writ,  the  "default  day", 
must  be  regarded  as  the  return  day. 
Bankers'  Iowa  State  Bank  v.  Jordan, 
111  Iowa  324,   82   N.  W.   779. 

[b]  Curtailment  of  Time  To  Make 
Return. — That  an  officer  is  required 
by  the  terms  of  a  writ,  to  make  service 
and  return  in  a  less  time  than  is  given 
by  statute  does  not  render  a  summons 
void,  if  he  serves  and  returns  it  be- 
fore the  legal  return  day.  "It  might 
ibe,  voidable,  however,  if  the  officer 
should  take  the  whole  time  (ten^  days) 
given  him  by  law  within  which  to 
serve  it  upon  the  defenaant,  lor  in 
that  case  the  time  given  to  the  de- 
fendant within  which  to  answer  or 
demur  would  be  shortened."  Clough  v. 
McDonald,  18  Kan.  114. 

74.  Hunsaker  v.  Coffin.  2  Ore.  107. 
[a]    Where   Statute     Appoints     No 

Appearance  Day. — "It  may  be  in- 
ferred ...  in  the  absence  of  any 
express  provision  on  the  subject,  that 
the  appearance  day  is  the  return  day 
of  the  writ,  if  according  to  law  an  ap- 
pearance can  then  be  entered;  or  if 
not,  then  the  first  day  thereafter  on 
which  an  appearance  can  be  entered. ' ' 
Branch  v.  Webb,  7  Leigh  (34  Va.) 
371. 

75.  McNeal  v.  Gloucester  City,  51 
N.  J.  L.  444,  18  Atl.  112. 


76.  Logan  v.  Lawshe,  62  N.  J.  L. 
567,  41  Atl.  751. 

77.  N.  C— Folk  V.  Howard,  72  N. 
C.  527^  Tex. — Hambel  v.  Davis,  89 
Tex.  256,  34  S.  W.  439,  59  Am.  St. 
Eep.  46;  DeWalt  v.  Zeigler,  9  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  82,  29  S.  W.  60.  W.  Va. 
Miller  v.  Whitesearver,  23  W.  Va.   10. 

[a]  By  statute  actions  are  classi- 
fied so  that  part  of  them 'are  return- 
able in  term  time,  and!  part  are  return- 
able before  the  clerk  at  any  time. 
Woodley  v.  Gilliam,  64  N.  G.  649;  Tate 
V.  Powe,  64  N.  C.  644. 

78.  111.— Culver  v.  Phelps,  130  111. 
217,  22  N.  E.  809;  Miller  v.  Handy,  40 
111.  448;  Elee  v.  Wait,  28  111.  70;  Hild- 
reth  v.  Hough  20  111.  331.  Ind.— Briggs 
V.  Sneghan,  45  Ind.  14;  Carey  v.  But- 
ler, 11  Ind.  391;  Shirley  v.  Hagar,  3 
Blackf.  225.  Me.— Blake  i;.  Wing,  77 
Me.  170.  N.  J/.— Van  Ness  v.  Harri- 
son, 3  N.  J.  L.  632.  N.  Y.— Burke  v. 
Barnard,  4  Johns.  309;  Bunn  v.  Thom- 
as, 2  Johns.  190. 

[a]  "It  was  the  common  law,  that 
a  writ  to  be  executed  on  the  person, 
could  not  run  beyond  a  term."  Will 
V.   Whitney,  15  Ind.  194. 

[b]  Process  is  amendable)  where 
the  return  day  is  put  beyond  an  inter- 
vening term.  Archibald  v.  Thompson, 
2  Colo.  388. 

79.  lU.— Culver  v.  Phelps,  130  111. 
217,  22  N.  E.  809;  Matthews  v.  Hoflf, 
113  111.  90;  Mechanics'  Sav.  Inst.  v. 
Givens,  82  111.  157.  Miss.— Hurst  v. 
Strong,  1  How.  123.  Neb.— Brauer  v. 
Luntzer,  12  Neb.  473,  11  N.  W.  730. 
Pa. — Dyott  V.  Pennock,  2  Miles  213. 
S.  0. — Blacklook  v.  Gairdner,  2  Bay 
507,  1  Brev.  249. 

80.  Walker  v.  Joyner,  52  Miss.  789. 

81.  lU.— Matthews  v.  Hofif,  113  111. 
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the  defendant  is  summoned  to  court  before  the  complaint  is  filed,^^ 
a  given  number  of  days'  notice  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  term 
may  not  be  required.'^  The  plaintiff,  under  some  provisions,  has 
the  option  to  select  one  of  two  designated  dates,  as  the  return  day 
for  his  particular  writ,^*  or  the  amount  in  controversy  may  determine 
such  date.*^  In  some  states  the  defendant  is  simply  required  to  ap- 
pear within  a  given  number  of  days  after  service  of  summons,  without 
reference  to  any  term  of  court.^® 

Process  returnable  on  Sunday   is  voidable.*^ 

2.  Necessity  of  Stating  Correct  Date.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  term 
of  court  to  which  appearance  is  commanded  must  be  specifically 
named  when  the  statute  so  provides.*^  The  naming  of  a  date  for 
appearance  other  than  that  prescribed  by  statute  is  always  ground  for 
abatement  of  the  process,*®  and  in  many  jurisdictions  it  has  been 


90.  Miss. — Walker  v.  Joyner,  52  Miss. 
789.  Pa. — Dvott  •».  Pennock,  2  Miles 
213. 

82.  Oil  &  Gas  Well  Supply  Co.  v. 
Gartlan,  58  W.  Va.  267,  52  S.  E.  524. 
See  supra,  III,  D. 

[a]  By  statute,  eomplaint  need  not 
be  filed  until  three  months  after  rule 
day.  Oil  &  Gas  Well  Supply  Co.  v. 
Gartlan,  58  W.  Va.  267,  52  S.  E.  524. 

83.  Foley  v.  Euley,  43  W.  Va.  513, 
27  S.  E.  268;  Spragins  v.  West  Vir- 
iginia  C.  &  P.  By.  Co.,  35  W.  Va.  139, 
13  S.  E.  45. 

[a]  Issuance  and  return  on  same 
day  is  not  improper  under  a  statute 
providing  that  process  may  be  execut- 
ed on  or  before  the  return  day  there- 
of. Spragins  v.  West  Virginia  C.  &  P. 
Ry.  Co.,  35  W.  Va.  139,  13  S.  E.  45. 

84.  ni.— Culver  v.  Phelps,  130  111. 
217,  22  N.  E.  809;  Mechanics'  Sav. 
Inst.  V.  Givens,  82  111.  157.  Ind. 
Dunkle  v.  Elston,  71  Ind.  585.  Neb. 
State  V.  Eepublican  Val.  &  W.  E.  Co., 
27  Neb.  852,  44  N.  W.  51.  Ohio.— De- 
vol  V.  Culver  &  Co.,  2  Ohio  Dec.   (Ee- 

,  print)  154,  1  West.  L.  Month.  587. 
Pa.— Dyott  V.  Pennock,  2  Miles  213. 
S.  0. — Blaeklock  v.  Gairdner,  2  Bay 
507,  1  Brev.  249. 

[a]  "It  is  optional  with  the  party, 
in  case  the  summons  is  issued  to  an- 
other county,  to  enlarge  the  time  of 
its  return;  and  this  elongated  time 
cannot  go  beyond  the  third  or  fourth 
Monday," — as  provided  in  the  stat- 
ute. State  ex  ret  Attorney  General 
V.  Eepublican  Val.  etc.  E.  Co.,  27  Neb. 
852,  44  N.  W.  51;  Devol  v.  Culver  & 
Co.,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  154,  1 
West.  L.  Month.  587. 

[b]  _  Where  there  are  two  return 
days  in  a  term,  a  summons  made  re- 
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turnable  "to  next  term"  is  return- 
able to  the  first  retufn  day  &nd  not 
the  second.  Misho  v.  McClelland,  20 
Pa.   Co.   Ct.   3021 

[c]  If  insufficient  time  remains  for 
complete  service,  the  plaintifE  may,  at 
his  option,  under  the  statute,  have  the 
return  to  the  first  term,  and  thereby 
work  a  continuance,  or  have  it  return- 
able to  the  following  term.  Mechanics' 
Sav.  Inst.  V.  Givens,  82  III.  157. 

85.  Brauer  v.  Luntzer,  12  Neb.  473, 
11  N.  W.  730. 

86.  Cal. — Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29  Cal. 
238.  Utah. — Winters  v.  Hughes,  3 
Utah  443,  24  Pac.  907.  Wash.— SioU 
V.  Griffith.  41  Wash.  37,  82  Pac.  1025; 
Ealph  V.  Lomer,  3  Wash.  401,  28  Pac. 
760. 

87.  U.  S. — Norton  v.  Dover,  14  Fe3. 
106.  Ala.— Goodlett  v.  Hansell,  56 
Ala.  346.  Ark. — Haines  v.  McCormick, 
5  Ark.  663.  N.  J. — Lawrence  Harbor 
Colony  V.  American  Surety  Co.,  70  N. 
J.  L.  589,  57  Atl.  390;  McEvoy  v. 
School  Dist.  No.  Eight,  38  N.  J.  Eq. 
420.  N.  y.— Wright  v.  Jeffrey,  5  Cow. 
15;  Leeteh  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  Co., 
4  Daly  518. 

See  generally  the  title  "Sunday 
and  Holidays." 

[a]  Amendable  to  Next  Monday. 
Lawrence  Harbor  Colony  «.,  American 
Surety  Co.,  70  N.  J.  L.  589,  57  AtL 
390. 

88.  DeTar  v.  Boone,  34  Iowa  488; 
Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  v.  Haight,  23  Iowa 
75;  Decatur  v.  Clements,  18  Iowa  536; 
Des  Moines  Branch  State  Bank  v. 
Van,  12  Iowa  523;  Cave  v.  Houston,  65 
Tex.  619:  Kirk  v.  Hampton,  2  Wills. 
Civ.  Cas.  7Tex.>  §719. 

89.  Ark.  —  Thompson  v.  McHenry, 
18  Ark.  537;  Jones  v.  Austin,  16  Ark. 
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held  that  process  containing  such  a  defect  will  not  support  a  judg- 
ment in  the  absence  of  an  appearance.'"  Thus  if  a  wrong  term  is 
designated  the  process  is  usually  considered  void,  in  the  absence  of 
a  remedial  statute,''^  and  an  error  as  to  the  specific  day  of  the  te'rm 
may  also  render  the  process  ineffectual,'^  though  amendments  are 
quite  commonly  allowed  to  correct  this  defect.'^     A  process  which 


336.  Me. — Kehail  v.  Tarbox,  112  Me. 
327,  92  Atl.  182.  Minn.— Loekway  v. 
Modern  Woodmen  of  American,  116 
Minn.  115,  133  N.  W.  398,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913A,  555.  IT.  J. — Lawrence  Harbor 
Colony  V.  American  Surety  Co.,  70  N. 
J.  L.  589,  57  Atl.  390.  Neb.— Barker 
Co.  V.  Central  West.  Inv.  Co.,  75  Neb. 
43,  105  N.  W.  985;  Crowell  v.  Galloway, 
3  Neb.  215.  N.  C. — Simmons  v.  Nor- 
folk &  B.  Steamboat  Co.,  113  N.  C. 
147,  18  S.  E.  117,  37  Am.  St.  Eep. 
614,  22  L.  E.  A.  677;  Woodley  v.  Gil- 
liam, 64  N.  C.  649.  Pa.— Dyott  v. 
Pennock,  2  Miles  213.  Vt. — University 
of  Vermont  v.   Joslyn,   21   Vt.   52. 

[a]  No  discretion  is  vested  in  the 
clerk  in  respect  to  the  return  day. 
Crowell   V.    Galloway,   3    Neb.    215. 

[b]  Siuumons  is  irregnlax  but  not 
void,  for  statement  of  an  erroneous  re- 
turn day.  Ga. — Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co. 
V.  Benson,  86  Ga.  203,  12  S.  E.  357,  22 
Am.  St.  Eep.  446.  Kan.— Alford  v. 
Hoag,  8  Kan.  App.  141,  54  Pac.  1105. 
Neb.— Ley  v.  Pilger,  59  Neb.  561,  81 
N.  W.  507. 

[e]  A  writ  returnable  out  of  term 
is  abatable  on  motion  seasonably  made. 
Ind. — Eoss  V.  Glass,  70  Ind.  391.  Me. 
Kehail  v.  Tarbox,  112  Me.  327,  92  Atl. 
182;  Mc Alpine  v.  Smith,  68  Me.  423. 
N.  H.— Wood  V.  Hill,   5   N.   H.   229. 

90.  Me. — Barker  v.  Nol-ton,  17  Me. 
41B.  Mass. — ^Bell  v.  Austin,  13  Pick. 
90.  Miss. — ^Walker  v.  Joyner,  52  Miss. 
789.  Pa. — Williamson  v.  McCormick, 
126  Pa.  274,  17  Atl.  591.  Va.— Kyles 
V.  Ford,  2  Eand.  (23  Va.)  1.  W.  Va. 
Fisher,  Sons  &  Co.  •».  Crowley,  57  W. 
Va.  312,  50  S.  B.  422. 

[a]  A  summons  returnable  instan- 
ter,  issued  during  ,a  term,  confers  no 
jurisdiction.  Joiner  v.  Delta  Bank,  71 
Miss.  382,  14  So.  464. 

[b]  Wien  the  court  fixes  the  return 
day  of  a  writ  to  be  issued  out  of 
chancery,  and  the  clerk  makes  it  re- 
turnable to  a  different  day,  it  is  a 
nullity.  Boiling  v.  Anderson,  4  Baxt, 
(Teun.)   550. 

91.  Ala. — ^Brown  V.  Simpson,  3 
Stew.    331.      Ind. — ^Kigsbee  v.  Bowler, 


17  Ind.   167.     See  Town   of  Knox     v. 
Goldiug,  46  Ind.   App.   634,   91   N.     B. 

,  857,  92  N.  E.  986,  for  rule  under  pres- 
ent statutes.     N.  Y. — Eyan  v.  MoCan- 

'  nell,  1   Sandf .   709,  1   Code  Eep.  93. 

I  Compare  Archibald  v.  Thompson,  2 
Colo.     388;     Harrison    ■;;.     Agricultural 

'  Bank,  2  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  307. 

[a]  Reasons  for  Eule. — "Itwasthp 
common  law,  that  a  writ  to  be  exe- 
cuted on  the  person  could  not  run  be- 

'  yond  a  term.     It  was  a  rule  in  favor 

i  of  the  liberty  of  the  subject.  Suits, 
at  common  law,  were  commenced  by 
capias;    and,  if  they  could  have   been 

!  made  to  run, beyond  a  term,  it  is  easy 
to  see  they  might  have  been  used  as 
instruments  to  keep  men  unjustly  con- 

i  fined  in  jail.  This  reason,  as  a  gen- 
eral proposition,  does  not  exist  in  this 
state  at  present.  But  there  are  rea- 
sons of  public  policy  which  render  it 
proper  that  writs  should  not  lie  in- 
definitely in  the  hands  of  officers  un- 
executed." Will  V.  Whitney,  15  Ind. 
194;  Briggs  V.  Snegham,  45  Ind.  14. 

92.  111.— Eattan  v.  Stone,  4  111.  540. 
la. — Boals  v.  Shules,  29  Iowa  507.  Mich. 
People  V.  Circuit  Judge,  38  Mich.  308. 
N.  H. — Hoit  V.  Moloney,  2  N.  H.  322, 
But  see  Taylor  v.  Jones,  42  N.  H. 
25.  Pa. — Thompson  v.  Patterson,  2 
Miles  146.  Tex. — Neill  v.  Brown/,  11 
Tex.    17. 

93.  Ga.— Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Benson,  86  Ga.  203,  12  S.  B.  357,  22 
Am.  St.  Eep.  446;  Townsend  v.  Stod- 
dard &  Co.,  26  Ga.  430.  Ind.— Kauf- 
man V.  Sampson,  9  Ind.  520.  la. 
Graves  v.  Cole,  2  G.  Gr.  467.  Me. 
Lawrence  v.  Chase,  54  Me.  196.  Mass. 
Hamilton  v.  Ingraham,  121  Mass.  562. 
Neb.— Barker  Co.  v.  Central  West  Inv. 
Co.,  75  Neb.  43,  105  N.  W.  985.  N.  J. 
Lawrence  Harbor  Colony  v.  American 
Surety  Co.,  70  N.  J.  L.  589,  57  Atl. 
390.  N.  C— Simmons  v.  Norfolk  &  B. 
Steamboat  Co.,  113  N.  C.  147,  18  S.  E. 
117,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  614,  22  L.  E. 
A.  677;  Thomas  v.  Womack,  64  N.  0. 
657;  Merrill  v.  Barnard,  61  N.  C.  569. 

[a]  Naming  wrong  week  of  the  term 
is  an  amendable  error.    Lamb  v.  Tuek- 
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specifies  an  impossible  date,**  or  term,*'  for  appearance,  is  generally 
considered  void. 

b.  Less  or  Greater  Than  Statutory  Period.  —  Where  a  less  time  la 
stated  in  the  process  than  is  allowed  by  statute  tor  defendant's  ap- 
pearance, the  process  is  insufficient  in  many  jurisdictions,*^  though  in 
some  it  has  been  held  amendable;*^  and  in  no  case  may  default  be 
taken  before  the  full  period  has  run.**  When  insufficient  time  inter- 
venes, the  effect  is  merely  to  work  a  continuance  under  some  statutes,** 
or  the  return  day  named  in  the  writ  may  be  enlarged  by  the  court 
by  amendment  when  service  cannot  be  had  as  required  originally.^ 

A  "short  summons"  is  sometimes  provided  for  suits  against  non- 
residents, specifying  a  shorter  period    than    ordinary    for    appear- 


er,  146   Ga.   216,  91   S.  B.   66;   Barker 
V.   Norton,  17  Me.  416. 

[b]  As  to  error  in  stating  date  of 
appearance  day,  under  code  provisioti 
barring  technical  objections  ■where 
process  substantially  conforms  to  the 
code  requisites  and  defendant  has  had 
notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit, 
it  has  been  said:  "When  a  man  knows 
that  he  is  sued,  and  is  served  with 
a  copy  of  the  declaration  which  tells 
him  what  he  is  sued  for  and  in'  what 
court,  it  would  be  well  for  him  t" 
step  to  the  clerk  of  that  court  and 
find  out  something  about  any  littli> 
mistake  in  the  process,  and  attend  al 
the  first  term  to  take  advantage  of 
the  mistake,  if  it  would  avail  him, 
or  have  it  corrected  and  put  off  a 
term,  if  the  court  so  decided;  especial- 
ly would  it  be  prudent  not  to  delay  ac- 
tion until  after  trial  term,  verdict, 
judgment  and  execution  and  then  set 
up  the  mistake  of  the  clerk,  which 
must  have  been  known  to  him  the 
moment  he  read  the  copy  (of  thet 
declaration  and  process  handed  him 
by  the  sheriff."  Eiohmond  &  D.  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  Benson  &  Co.,  86  G.a.  203,  12 
S.  E.  357,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  446. 

94.  Mo. — Holliday  v.  Cooper,  3  Mo. 
286.  N.  H.— Dame  v.  Fales,  3  N.  H. 
70.  N.  M. — Holzman  v.  Martinez,  2 
N.  M.  271.  Tex.— Violand  v.  Saxel. 
31  Tex.  283;  Smith  v.  BuckhoHz  State 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  193  S.  W.  730: 
Taylor  v.  Taylor  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157 
S.  W.  1184;  Llano  Imp.  Co.  v.  Wat- 
kins,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  428,  23  S.  W. 
612. 

Contra,  Kelly  v.  Harrison,  69  Miss. 
856,  12  So.  261. 

[a]  When  the  date  has  already 
pa^ssed  the  process  gives  no  jurisdic- 
tion.    Violand  v.  iSaxel,  31  Tex.  283. 

95.  Lowry  v.  Eichmond  &  D.  K.  Co.,  I 
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83  Ga.  504,  10  S.  E.  123;  Holzman  v. 
Martinez,  2  N.  M.   271. 

96.  U.S. — Manville  v.  Battle  Moun- 
tain Smelting  Co.,  17  Fed.  126,  5  Me- 
Crary  328.  lU.— Matthews  v.  Hoff,  113 
111.  90.  Kan.— Foster  v.  Markland,  37 
Kan.  32,  14  Pac.  452.  Mo.— Sanders 
V.  Eains,  10  Mo.  770.  S.  C. — Adkins 
V.   Moore,  43   S.   C.   173,  20  S.   E.   985. 

[a]  Process  Will  Be  Set  Aside  on 
Motion. — Del. — Warrington  v.  Tull,  5 
Harr.  107.  Okla. — State  -ex  rel.  Collins 
V.  Parks,  34  Okla.  335,  126  Pae.  242; 
Aggers  V.  Bridges,  31  Okla.  617,  122 
Pac.  170.  Pa.^Masho  v.  McClelland, 
20  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  302. 

97.  U.  S.— Stone  v.  Speare,  175  Fed. 
584,  under  New  Hampshire  statute. 
Minn. — Oxmon  v.  Modern  Woodmen  of 
America,  124  Minn.  390,  145  N.  W. 
171;  Lockway  v.  Modern  Woodmen  of 
America,  116  Minn.  115,  133  N.  W. 
398,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  555.  N.  Y. 
Gribbon  v.  Freel,  93  N.  Y.  93,  65 
How.  Pr.  273,  2  McCarty  Civ.  Proc. 
482;  Deimel  v.  Scheveland,  16  Daly  34, 
9  N.  Y.  Supp.  482;  Spruhan  v.  Brown, 
63  Misc.  46,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  568. 
N.  C— McDowell  v.  Justice,  167  N.  C. 
493,  83  S.  E.  803.  Pa.— Fisher  v.  Pot- 
ter, 2  Miles  147. 

98.  See  Worster  v.  Oliver,  4  Iowa 
345;  Guion  v.  Melvin,  69  N.  C.  242; 
Jones'  Exrs.  v.  Stokes,  3   N.  C.  25. 

99.  Mechanics',  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Givens, 
82  111.  157;  Town  of  Knox  v.  Golding, 
46  Ind.  App.  634,  91  N.  E.  857,  92 
N.  E.  986;  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Harris,  19  Ind.  App.  137,  46  N.  B. 
1010;  Axtell  v.  Workman,  17  Ind.  App. 
152,  46  N.  E.  472. 

1.  Walnut  V.  Newton,  82  N.  J.  L. 
290,  82  Atl.  317;  McCracken  v.  Eieh- 
ardson,  46  N.  J.  L.  50,  52;  Kloepping 
V.  Stellmach'er,  36  N.  J.  L.  176,  178. 
See  infra,  VI. 
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anee,^  and  in  such  instances  as  this  form  is  appropriate,  the  Use  of 
a  longer  period  in  the  summons  is  improper  in  some  jurisdictions,^ 
but  is  permissible  in  others.*  Ordinarily,  the  mere  giving  of  a  longer 
time  than  the  statute  specifies  does  not  of  itself  deprive  the  court  of 
jurisdiction,^  provided  no  term  intervenes,^  but  it  may  furnish  ground 
for  dismissal."  If  the  statute  allows  additional  time  to  defendants 
living  beyond  a  specified  distance,  the  scale  for  calculating  this  time 
must  be  expressed  in  the  citation.^ 

3.  Form  and  SufBciency  of  Statement.  —  The  time  for  appearance 
should  be  clearly  and  distinctly  stated,^  though  the  form  is  not  im- 
portant if  the  date  is  shown  with  reasonable  certainty."    Typographical 

2.  Micli. — Everts  v.  Fisk,  44,  Micli.  of  amendment  exists  in  the  court. 
515,  7  N.  W.  81.  N.  Y.— Allison  v.  Eattoon  v.  Walls,  2  Penn.  608;  Martin 
Snider  Preserve  Co.,  20  Misc.  367,  45  v.  Steele,  2  Penn.  718."  Condon  v. 
N.  Y.  Supp.  923;  Perry  v.  Bound  Lake,  Barr,  47  N.  J.  L.  113,  54  Am.  Bep. 
etc.   Assn.,    22    Hun    293;     Johnson    v.    121. 

Cayuga,  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  11  Barb.  621.  I  8.  Kendrick's  Heirs  v.  Kendrick, 
Pa. — Benighouse  v.  Felt,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  |  19  La.  36;  West  v.  Wilson,  4  La.  219. 
496.  )      [a]     The    provision   should   only   be 

[a]  "The  purpose  of  the  statute  inserted  when  it  applies  to  the  facts 
requiring  a  short  summons  or  attach-  of  the  particular  ease.  Sullivan  v.  May- 
ment  against  nonresidents  is  that  the  nor,  132  La.  598,  61  So.  682. 
defendant  may  not  be  delayed  in  re-  i  9.  la. — Des  Moines  Branch  State 
turning  to  his  home,  and  that  his  Bank  v.  Van,  12  Iowa  523.  La. — Ken- 
property  may  not  be  empounded  an  drick's  Heirs  v.  Kendrick,  19  La.  36. 
unreasonable  time  before  the  appointed  Me. — Barker  v.  Norton,  17  Me.  416. 
hearing."     Allison   v.    Snider  Preserve    Pa. — Elwood  Paper   Co.   v.   Eadziewicz, 


Co.,  20  Misc.  367,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  923. 

3.  Willins  v.  Wheeler,  8  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  116,  28  Barb.  669,  17  How. 
Pr.  93;  Neweombe  v.  Cohn,  33  Misc. 
602,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  930. 

4.  Stoll  V.  Padley,  98  Mich.  13,  56 
N.  W.  1042;  Segar  v.  Muskegon  S.^& 
Lumb.  Co.,  81  Mich.  344,  45  N.  W.  982; 
Moore  v.  Vrooman,  32  Mich.  526;  Ben- 
ighouse V.  Felt,  1  Pa.  Co,  Ct.  496. 

5.  WolfiE   V.    Marietta    Paper     Mfg, 


16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  81.  Utah.— Winters  v. 
Hughes,   3   Utah   443,   24   Pac.    759. 

[a]  "  'Ten  days  after  the  return' 
is  too  vague  and  indefinite,  and  is 
really  equivalent  to  leaving  the  time 
blank,  for  how  is  the  defendant  to 
know  when  the  oflacer  makes  his  re- 
turn?" Winters  v.  Hughes,  3  Utah 
443,   24  P,ac.   759. 

10.  Oolo. — Comet  Consol.  M.  Co.  ■;;. 
Frost,  15  Colo.  310,  25  Pac.  506.    Idaho. 


Co.,  61   Ga.  463;    Worster  «.   Oliver,  4    McKnight   v.    Grant,   13   Idaho   629,  92 

Iowa  345.  Contra,  Simmons  v.  Cochran,    Pac.   989,   121   Am.   St.   Bep.   287.     lU. 

29  8.   C.  31,  6  S.  E.  859.  i  Williams  v.  Williams,   221  111.   541,   77 

[a]     A  Statute  Fixing   a  Minimum.  '  N.  E.  928.  la.— See  Lemonds  v.  French, 

In    requiring    the    summons    to    bear    4  G.  Gr.  123.     N.  J. — Maires  v.  Smith, 


date  fifteen  days  before  the  time  of 
trial,  the  statute  merely  fixes  a  min- 
imum. It  does  not  mean  that  the  in- 
terval may  not  be  greater.  Certainly, 
it  cannot  be  less."  WoM  v.  Marietta 
Paper  Mfg.  Co.,  61  Ga.  463. 

6.  See  supra,  IV,  F. 

7.  Starbird   v.  Brown,   84   Me.   238, 
24   Atl.   824. 


16  N.  J.  L.  360.  Wash.— Stoll  v.  Grif- 
fith, 41  Wash.  37,  82  Pac.  1025;  Ralph 
V.  Lomer,  3   Wash.  401,  28  Pac.  760. 

[a]  Statutory  Language,— It  is  not 
absolutely  necessary  to  follow  statu- 
tory language.  McKnight  v.  Grant,  13 
Idaho  629,  92  Pac.  989,  121  Am.  St. 
Bep.  287. 

[b]  Figures  may  be  used  to  express 


[a]     "When    a    statute    limits    the    the  return   day.     Maires  v.  Smith,   16 
time   within    which    process     shall     be    N.  J.  L.  360. 

made  returnable,  it  must  be  observed,  '  [c] Designation  of  date  sufficient  (1) 
and  when  objection  is  made  to  process  where  it  is  shown  by  copy  of  plead- 
which  violates  the  rule,  it  is  commonly  ,  ing  attached  (Williams  v.  Willams,  221 
fatal  to  the  writ  if,  as  here,  no  power  1  111.    541,    77    N.    E.    928),    or     (2)     is 
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errors  which  do  not  obscure  or  render  the  date  uncertain,*^  and  errors 
or  irregularities  which  do  not  prejudice  or  mislead/^  are  not  im- 
portant. Though  the  term  may  be  improperly  designated,  the  next 
term  after  service  will  be  presumed.^^  Where  the  day  and  the  month 
are  specified  without  the  year,  and  the  month  is  the  same  as  that  in 
which  the  process  is  issued,  the  word  "next"  following  the  month 
is  sometimes  construed  literally  to  mean  the  same  month  in  the  fol- 
lowing year;^*  but  generally  under  such  circumstances,  in  construing 
such  expression  the  courts  consider  the  circumstances,  and  where  it 
is  appparent  that  a  subsequent  day  of  the  same  current  month  is  in- 
tended, it  will  be  given  that  meaning.^^  Some  courts  have  taken  the 
view  that  where  the  term  of  court  is  indicated  in  the  summons,  and 
the  time  of  sitting  is  fixed  by  law,  it  is  not  essential  that  the  date 
be  mentioned  in  the  summons,^^  although  it  is  the  better  practice  to 


stated  as  "third  Monday  of  July" 
next,  without  stating  the  day  of  the 
month  (McDowell  v.  Nicholson,  2  Wils. 
Civ.  Cas.  [Tex.],  §268),  or  (3)  as 
"3rd  Monday  in  Jan."  without  adding 
"next."  Arminius  Chem.  Co.  v. 
White's  Admx.,  112  Va.  250,  71  S.  E. 
637. 

11.  Ketchum  v.  Bourland  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  145  S.  W.  276. 

12.  Idaho. — McKnight  v.  Grant,  13 
Idaho  629,  92  Pac.  989,  121  Am.  St. 
Eep.  287.  Me. — Barker  v.  Norton,  17 
Me.  416.  Miss. — Kelly  v.  Harrison,  6S> 
Miss.  856,  12  So.  261.  Neb.— Hurford 
V.  Baker,  17  Neb.  443,  23  N.  W.  339. 
N.  C— Merrill  v.  Barnard,  61  N.  C. 
569.  Wash.— Ealph  v.  Lomer,  3  Wash. 
401,  28  Pac.  760.  W.  Va.— Town  of 
Point  Pleasant  v.  Greenlee,  63  W.  Va. 
207,  60  S.  E.  601,  129  Am.  St.  Eep. 
971. 

[a]  Use  of  "before"  instead  of 
"at"  in  specifying,  appearance  day  is 
a  harmless  irregularity  which  does  not 
go  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
Wilson  V.  Wilson,  255  Mo.  528,  164 
S.  W.  561. 

13.  Ala.— See  Davis  v.  McCary,  100 
Ala.  545,  13  So.  665.  la.— Butcher  v. 
Brand,  6  Iowa  235.  Va. — Arminius 
Chem.  Co.  v.  White's  Admx.,  112  Va. 
250,  71   S.   E.   637. 

14.  111.— Miller  v.  Handy,  40  111. 
448;  Elee  v.  Wait,  28  111.  70;  Hildreth 
V.  Hough,  20  111.  331.  N.  J.— See  Con- 
don V.  Barr,  47  N.  J.  L.  113,  54  Am. 
Eep.  121.  N.  Y.— Bunn  v.  Thomas,  2 
Johns.  190.  Ohio. — See  Fosdick  v. 
Perrysburg,  14  Ohio  St.  472,  480. 

[a]  Such  Process  Insufficient.  —  A 
process  dated  in  March  and  command- 
ing an  appearance  on  the  "3rd  Mon- 
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day  of  March  next,"  requires  an  ap- 
pearance the  following  year  and  ia 
void.     Elee  v.  Wait,  28  111.   70. 

15.  Ala. — Gibson  v.  Laughlin,  Minor 
182.  N.  H.— See  Osgood  v.  Hutchins, 
6  N.  H.  374,  384.  N.  J.— Condon  v. 
Barr,  47  N.  J.  L.  113,  54  Am.  Eep. 
121.  Ohio. — See  Posdick  v.  Perrysburg, 
14  Ohio  St.  472,  480.  S.  C— State  v. 
Washington,  82  S.  C.  341,  64  S.  E. 
386;   Posey  v.  Branch,  2  McMuIl.   338. 

[a]  The  error  is  self-correcting,  as 
it  is  apparent  that  the  following  month 
was  intended.  Town  of  Point  Pleasant 
V.  Greenlee,  63  W.  Va.  207,  60  S.  E. 
601,  129  Am.  St.  Eep.  971. 

16.  Ala. — Davis  v.  MeCary,  100  Ala. 
545,  13  So.  665;  Yonge  v.  Bj-oxon,  23 
Ala.  684.  Ark. — Anderson  v.  Pearce, 
36  Ark.  293,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  39; 
Phillips  V.  Lemoyne,  4  Ark.  144.  111. 
Rogers  v.  Miller,  5  111.  333.  Ind. 
Dunkle  v.  Elston,  71  Ind.  585;  Morgan 
V.  Woods,  33  Ind.  23.  Ia. — Butcher  v. 
Brand,  6  Iowa  235;  Worster  v.  Oliver, 
4  Iowa  345.  Me. — Ames  v.  Weston,  16 
Me.  266.  N.  C. — Merrill  v.  Barnard,  61 
N.  C.  569.  Va.— Hare  v.  Niblo,  4  Leigh 
(31  Va.)  359.  W.  Va.— Cunningham 
V.  Sayre,  21  W.  Va.  440. 

[a]  "The  defendant  was  bound  to 
know  when  the  'next  term'  of  the 
superior  court  of  his  county  would  be 
held;  and  the  fact  that  the  notice  in- 
correctly named  the  date  of  the  term 
did  not  render  it  invalid."  American 
Bond.  &  Surety  Co.  ■;;.  Adams,  124  Ga. 
510,  52  S.  E.  622;  McNatt  v.  Citizens' 
&  Southern  Bank,  20  Ga.  App.  755,  93 
S.  E.  271. 

[b]  "Next  term"  is  a  sufficient 
designation  of  date.  Ala. — Davis  v. 
McCary,  100  Ala.  545,  13  So.  665.    111. 
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give  it,*'  and  that  a  misstatement  thereof  does  not  render  the  process 
void  ;^^  but  if  the  statute  expressly  requires  it,  the  date  of  sitting  must 
be  shown.^^ 

G.  Nature  op  Cause  of  Action.  —  Under  the  common  law  practice 
where  the  declaration  was  not  filed  until  after  the  defendant  had 
been  brought  before  the  court  by  process,  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action 
was  indicated  in  the  summons  or  capias.^"  The  statutes  of  some  states 
require  the  summons  to  contain  some  statement  of  the  nature  of  plain- 
tiff's cause  of  action,^^  while  the  statutes  of  other  states  do  not  pro- 
vide for  it,^^  or  require  it  only  in  a  summons  issued  from  an  inferior 
court  j^^  unless  so  required  by  statute,  no  such  statement^*  need  be 


Eogers   v.    Miller,    5    111.    333.      N.    C. 
Merrill  v.  Barnard,  61  N.  C.  569. 

17.  la. — Butcher  v.  Brand,  6  Iowa 
235.  N.  C. — Merrill  v.  Barnard,  61  N. 
C.  5'69.  Wis. — Porter  v.  Vandercook, 
11  Wis.  70. 

18.  G-a. — ^American  Bond.  &  Surety- 
Co.  V.  Adams,  124  Ga.  510,  52  S.  E. 
622.  Ind. — Morgan  v.  Woods,  33  Ind. 
23.  la. — Worster  v.  Oliver,  4  Iowa 
345.  N.  C. — Merrill  v.  Barnard,  61 
N.  C.  569.  Wis. — Porter  v.  Vander- 
cook,  11    Wis.    70. 

19.  De  Tar  v.  Boone,  34  Iowa  488; 
Des  Moines  Braneli  Bank  v.  Van,  12 
Iowa  523;  Merrill  v.  Barnard,  61  N.  C. 
569. 

20.  Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  532,  541;  Brigham  v.  Este,  2 
Pick.   (Mass.)   420. 

[a]  Such  process  as  attaches  the 
goods  or  Tjody  of  defendant  should  give 
notice  of  the  demand  made  upon  him. 
Brigham  v.  Este,  2  Pick.   (Mass.)  420. 

21.  Ark. — Eenner  v.  Eeed,  3  Ark. 
339.  Mont. — Sawyer  v.  Eotertson,  11 
Mont.  416,  28  Pae.  456.  N.  H.— Stod- 
dard V.  Coekran,  6  N.  H.  160.  Tex. 
Hinzie  v.  Kempner,  82  Tex.  617,  18 
S.  W.  659;  Loungeway  v.  Hale,  73  Tex. 
495,  11  S.  W.  537.  Wash. — De  Corvet 
13.  Dolan,  7  Wash.  365,  35  Pac.  72. 

See  infra,  IV,  M. 

[a]  The  ad  damnum  (1)  should  be 
shown  in  the  process  (Fla. — Campbell 
V.  Chaffee,  6  Pla.  724.  Mass. — Cragin 
V.  Warfield,  13  Mete.  21'5.  Miss.— Fos- 
ter V.  Collins,  5  Smed.  &  M.  259.  N.  H. 
Putney  v.  Cram,  5  N.  H.  174.  Ohio. 
Stone  V.  Cordell,  1  Ohio  Dec.  [Eeprint] 
166),  but  (2)  omission  or  error  may 
ibe  cured  by  an  amendment  (Conn. 
Sanford  v.  Bacon,  75  Conn.  541,  54 
Atl.  204.  Fla. — Campbell  v.  Chaffee,  6 
Fla.  724.  III. — Thompson  v.  Turner,  22 
111.  389.  Me. — Hare  v.  Dean,  90  Me. 
308,    38    Atl.    227.     Mass. — Neszery   v. 


Beard,  226  Mass.  332,  115  N.  E.  420; 
Laxton  v.  Hay,  211  Mass.  463,  98  N. 
E.  29,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  709;  Cragin 
V.  Warfield,  13  Mete.  215.  Miss.— Fos- 
ter V.  Collins,  5  Smed.  &  M.  259.  Ohio. 
Stone  V.  Cordell,  1  Ohio  Dec.  [Eeprint] 
166),  (3)  Which  may  increase  the 
amount  claimed  (Me. — Merrill  v.  Cur- 
tis, 57  Me.  152.  Mass. — Graves  v.  New 
York  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.,  160  Mass.  402, 
35  K.  E.  851.  N.  Y.— Deane  v.  O'Brien, 
13  Abb.  Pr.  11.  N.  0.— Clayton  v. 
■iiverman,  29  N.  C.  92.  R.  I. — Quag- 
lieri  v.  Venditti,  102  Atl.  177),  or  (4) 
reduce  it.  Converse  v.  Damariscotta 
Bank,  15  Me.  431;  Hart  v.  Waitt,  3  Al- 
len (Mass.)  532. 

[b]  In  case  of  serrice  by  publica- 
tion, the  cause  and  general  nature  of 
the  action  must  be  stated.  De  Corvet 
V.  Dolan,  7   Wash.  365,  35  Pae.  72. 

22.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  James, 
48  Fed.  148,  1  C.  C.  A.  53;  Stanquist 
V.    Hebbard,    122    Cal.     268,     54     Pae. 

23.  Ga.— Powell  v.  Alford,  113  Ga. 
979,  39  8.  E.  449.  Neb.-^Farmers' 
Banking  &  Loan  Co.  v.  Mauck,  70  Neb. 
586,  97  N  W.  835;  German  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Frederick,  57  Neb.  538,  77  N.  W. 
1106.  N.  C. — See  Leathers  v.  Morris, 
101  N.  C.  184,  7  S.  E.  783. 

See  17  Standard  Pboc.  1013. 

[a]  Variance  between  cause  stated 
and  cause  proved,  see  Powell  v  Al- 
ford, 113  Ga.  979,  39  S.  E.  449;  and 
17  Stand AED  Pboc.  75. 
TT^t'  En  S.— Eddy  V.  Lafayette,  163 
U.  S.  456,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1082,  41  L.  ed. 

f.%^.''^hP\^  ^-  ^-  Ky-  Co.  V.  James, 
48  Fed.  148,  1  C.  C.  A.  53.  Cal.-Stan- 
quist  V.  Hebbard,  122  Cal.  268,  54  Pae 
841.  N.  C— Battle  v.  Baird,  118  N  C. 
854,  24  S.  E.   668. 

[a]  A  statute  necessarily  implies 
that  the  nature  or  subject  of  the  ac- 
tion should  be  given,  by  requiring  that 
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made.  Such  statutes  are  usually  mandatory,''^  and  failure  to  observe 
them  furnishes  ground  for  abatement  of  the  proeess,^^  or  may  even 
he  considered  insufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction;^'  but  they  are  some- 
times merely  directory.^*  A  brief  statement  identifying  the  matter 
to  be  litigated  is  all  that  is  usually  required,^^  and  this  statement  may 
be  general.^"     The  defendant  may  be  referred  to  an  accompanying 


the  summons  briefly  state  the  sub- 
stance of  the  remedy  sought.  Moody 
V.   Taylor,  12  Iowa  71. 

[b]  "While  it  might  be  a  con- 
venience to  a  defendant  to  be  able  to 
ascertain  from  the  face  of  the  sum- 
mons the  nature  of  the  action  brought 
against  him,  yet,  being  a  convenience 
merely,  the  legislature  has  the  right  to 
deprive  him  of  it."  Stanquist  v.  HoTd- 
bard,  122  Gal.  268,  54.Pao.  841. 

25.  Colo. — Smith  v.  Aurieh,  6  Colo. 
388;  Parris  v.  Walter,  2  Colo.  App. 
450,  31  Pac.  231.  N.  H.— Colby  v. 
Dow,  18  N.  H.  557.  N.  Y.— Silkman 
V.  Boiger,  4  E.  D.  Smith  236;  Cooper 
V.  Chamberlain,  2  Code  Eep.  142.  N.  0. 
Leathers  v.  Morris,  101  N.  C.  184,  7 
S.  E.  783.  Tex.— Pruitt  v.  State,  92 
Tex.  434,  49  8.  W.  366;  Carlton  v. 
Mayner,  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  47,  103 
S.  W.  411.  Can.— Boyle  v.  Victoria 
Yukon   Trading   Co.,   8   Brit.   Col.    352. 

26.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Perry,  4  Stew. 
&  P.  45.  Ark. — Eenner  v.  Reed,  3  Ark. 
339.  Mass. — Eathbone  v.  Eathbone,  5 
Pick.  221;  Brigham  v.  Este,  2  Pick. 
420.  N.  H.— Colby  v.  Dow,  18  N.  H. 
557. 

[a]  Summons  should  be  quashed,  on 
motion,  for  failure  to  advise  defend- 
ant of  the  nature  of  the  claim  against 
him.   Moody  v.   Taylor,   12   Iowa  71. 

27.  Cal.— People  v.  Greene,  52  Gal. 
577.  Colo. — Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Nicholls,  8  Colo.  188,  6  Pac. 
512.  N.  Y.— Silkman^.  Boiger,  4  E.  D. 
Smith  236.  N.  0.— Leathers  'v.  Mor- 
ris, 101  N.  C.  184,  7  S.  B.  783. 

[a]  An  inadequate  statement  is  not 
fatal.  Eich  v.  Collins,  12  Colo.  App. 
511,   56   Pac.    207. 

[b]  In  inferior  court  where  plead- 
ings are  oral,  service  of  summons 
which  does  not  contain  such  statement, 
confers  jurisdiction.  Johnstone  v. 
Weibel,  131  App.  Div.  166,  115  N.  Y. 
Supp.  255.  See  17  Standard  Pboc. 
1013,  1014,  note  13  [b]. 

28.  Love  V.  Southern  R.  Co.,  108 
Tenn.  104,  121,  65  S.  W.  475,  55  L. 
E.  A.  471. 

29.  Cal.— Bewick  v.  Muir,    83    Cal. 
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368,  23  Pae.  389.  Colo.— Tabor  v. 
Goss  &  Phillips  Mfg.  Co.,  11  Colo. 
419,  424,  18  Pac.  537;  Smith  v.  Aurieh, 

6  Colo.  388;  Barndollar  v.  Pattou,  5 
Colo.  46;  Eich  v.  GoUinB,  12  Colo.  App. 
511,  56  Pae.  207.  la. — Moody  v.  Tay- 
lor, 12  Iowa  71.  Ohio. — Walke  v.  Bank 
of  Circleville,  15  Ohio  288.  Tex. 
Blake  v.  Vesey  (Tex.  Civ.  AppC),  143 
S.    W.    221. 

[a]  It  should  show  origin  of  claim, 
whether  it  arose  out  of  a  tort  or  eon- 
tract.    Moody  '«.  Taylor,  12  Iowa  71. 

[b]  The  statement  need  not  be 
specific  as  a  bill  of  particulars.  Walke 
V.  Bank  of  Circleville,  15  Ohio  288. 

[c]  Where  there  are  several  de- 
fendants, each  must  be  notified  of  the 
character  of  the  demand  against  him- 
self. Miles  tJ.  Kinney  (Tex.),  8  S.  W. 
542. 

[d]  For  material  variance  (1)  be- 
tween the  writ  and  declaration,  the 
process  must  abate  on  objection,  where 
the  statute  requires  it  to  give  the  in- 
formation. Stoddard  v.  Cockran,  6  N. 
H.  160.  (2)  But  a  slight  variance 
will  not  furnish  ground  to  quash.  Hick- 
man V.  Chambers,  10  Iowa  301. 

30.  Ark. — Neeley  v.  Eobiuson,  19 
Ark.  253.  CaJ. — People  v.  Greene,  52 
Cal.  577.  ■  la. — Davis  v.  Burt,  7  Iowa 
56;  Harkins  v.  Edwards,  1  Iowa  296. 
Md.— Eitter  v.  Offutt,  40  Md.  20V. 
Neb. — McPherson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
12  Neb.  202,  10  N.  W.  707.  N.  J. 
Brown  v.  Hoy,  16  N.  J.  L.  157.  N.  C. 
See  Leathers  v.  Morris,  101  N.  C.  184, 

7  S.  E.  783.  E.  I.— Slocomb  v.  Powers, 
10  E.  I.  255.     Tex. — Miles  v.  Kinney, 

8  S.  W.  542;  Pipkin  v.  Kaufman,  62 
Tex.  545.  Wash.— De  Corvet  v.  Dolan, 
7  Wash.  365,  35  Pac.  72. 

[a]  Details  Are  Not  Necessary. 
Harkins  v.  Edwards,  1  Iowa  296;  Mc- 
Anally  v.  Viokry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  79 
S.   W.   857. 

[b]  The  general  nature  of  the  claim 
must  be  correctly  given.  Carlton  v.. 
Magner,  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  47,  103  S. 
W.   411. 

fc]  In  Justice  Court. — A  "suit  by 
summons  is  rather  by  way  of  hint  or 
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copy  of  the  complaint  for  an  amplification  of  the  statements,^^  or 
even  to  supply  the  lack  of  such  a  statement.'^  A  defective  statement 
is  amendable,  if  jurisdiction  has  been  acquired.^^ 

H.  CoNSEQTTENCES  OF  DEFAULT.  —  Many  states  have  statutes  re- 
quiring the  summons  to  state  the  relief  demanded  by  the  plaintiff,^* 
and  the  amount  for  which  judgment  will  be  taken,^^  or  whatever  other 
consequence  will  result  from  a  default  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. ^° 
Though  the  omission  of  these  recitals  is  not  generally  fatal  to  juris- 
diction,^' yet  these  statutes  being  mandatory,^^  failure  to  comply  with 


suggestion,  than  by  way  of  full  and 
explicit  declaration."  Kleckley  v.  Ley- 
den,  63  Ga.  215.  But  see  17  Standabd 
Proc.  1014. 

31.  TJ.  S.— Swift  V.  Meyers,  37  Fed.' 
37,  40,  13  Sawy.  583.  Cal.— King  v. 
Blood,  41  Cal.  314.  Colo.— Sage  Inv. 
Co.  V.  Haley,  59  Colo.  504,  149  Pac. 
437;  Burkhardt  v.  Haycox,  19  Colo. 
339,  35  Pac.  730;  Griffing  v.  Smith,  26 
Colo.  App.  220,  142  Pac.  202.  Ore. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eusk,  64  Ore.  35, 
127  Pac.  780,  129  Pac.  121,  44  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  138.  Tex.— Old  Alcalde  Oil 
Co.  V.  Ludgate  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  85 
S.   W.  4B3. 

[a]  Keference  to  the  complaint  (1) 
does  not  cure  an  expression  wholly  de- 
void of  advice,  where  a  copy  of  com- 
plaint is  not  required  to  be  served 
with  the  writ.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  P. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Nicholls,  8  Colo.  188,  6  Pac. 
512;  Smith  v.  Aurich,  6  Colo.  388. 
Though  (2)  if  the  recitals  in  the  sum- 
mons do  not  fully  inform  the  defend- 
ant of  the  nature  of  the  action,  it  is 
his  duty  to  appear  and  ascertain  these 
facts.  Freeman  v.  Paul,  105  Ind.  451, 
5  N.  E.  754.  See  also  Bewick  v.  KCuir, 
83  Cal.  368,  23  Pac.  389. 

32.  Colo. — Swem  v.  Newell,  19  Colo. 
397,  35  Pac.  734.  Ore.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Eusk,  64  Ore.  35,  127  Pac. 
780,  129  Pa*;.  121,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
138.  Tex. — El  Paso  &  Southwestern 
Co.  V.  Hall  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  156  S.  W. 
356. 

33.  Cal.— Polock  V.  Hunt,  2  Cal.  193. 
Fla.— Campbell  v.  Chaffee,  6  Fla.  724.* 
111.- Kagay  v.  School  Trustees,  68  III, 
75.  Ind.— State  v.  Hood,  6  Blackf. 
260.  N.  C— Leathers  v.  Morris,  101 
N.  C.  184,  7  S.  E.  783. 

34.  TT.  S. — United  States  v.  Turner, 
50  Fed.  734.  Colo. — Burkhardt  v.  Hay- 
cox, 19  Colo.  339,  35  Pac.  730;  Har- 
ris V.  Walter^  2  Colo.  App.  450,  31  Pac. 
231.  la.— Moody  v.  Taylor,  12  Iowa 
71..  Minn. — Holchkiss  v.  Cutting,  14 
Minn.  537. 


35.  Cal.— Behlow  v.  Shorb,  91  Cal. 
141,  27  Pac.  546.  Colo. — Farris  v. 
"Walter,  2  Colo.  App.  450,  31  Pac.  231. 
la. — Moody  v.  Taylor,  12  Iowa  71. 
Kan. — Dusenberry  v.  Bennett,  7  Kan. 
App.  123,  53  Pac.  82.  Miss.— Poster 
V.  Collins,  5  Smed.  &  M.  259.  Neb. 
Crowell  V.  Galloway,  3  Neb.  215.  Wis. 
Gundry  V.   Whittlesey,  19  Wis.  211. 

36.  TJ.  S. — Ammons  v.  BrunswiC|k- 
Balke-Collender  Co.,  141  Fed.  570,  72 
C.  C.  A.  614.  la.— McKee  v.  Harris,  1 
Iowa  364.  Minn.— White  v.  litis,  24 
Minn.  43.  Nev. — Higley  v.  Pollock,  21 
Nev.  198,  27  Pac.  895.  Utah.— Miller 
v.  Zeigler,  3  Utah  17,  5  Pac.  518. 

[a]  Published,  notice  to  delinauent 
taxpayers  which  fails  to  give  the  warn- 
ing specified  by  statute,  will  not  sup- 
port a  judgment  for  sale  of  the  land. 
Charles  v.  Waugh,  35  111.  315.  But 
see  Hobson  v.  Ewan,  62  111.  146,  152; 
Gundry   v.  Whittlesey,  19   Wis.   211. 

37.  U.  S. — Ammons  v.  Brunswiek- 
Balke-CoUender  Co.,  141  Fed.  570,  72 
C.  C.  A.  614;  Chamberlain  v.  Bitter- 
sohn,  48  Fed.  42.  Cal. — People  v. 
Dodge,  104  Cal.  487,  491,  38  Pac.  203; 
Clark  V.  Palmer,  90  Cal.  504,  27  Pac. 
375;  Keybers  v.  McCpmber,  67  Cal. 
395,  7  Pac.  838.  Idaho. — Snake  Eiver 
Val.  Irr.  Dist.  v.  Stevens,  18  Idaho  541, 
110  Pac.  1033;  Harpold  v.  Doyle,  16 
Idaho  671,  102  Pac.  158.  Ind.— Free- 
man «.  Paul,  105  Ind.  451,  5  N.  E. 
754.  Kan. — Tootle  v.  Ellis,  63  Kan. 
422,  65  Pac.  675,  88  Am.  St.  Eep. 
246;  Simpson  v.  Eice,  43  Kan.  22,  22 
Pac.  1019;  Dusenberry  v.  Bennett,  7 
Kan.  App.  123,  53  Pac.  82.  iVIinn. 
Hotehkiss  v.  Cutting,  14  Minn.  537. 
S.  D.— Bradey  v.  Mueller,  22  S.  D.  534, 
118  N.  W.  1035;  Berry  v.  Bingaman, 
1  S.  D.  525,  47  N.  W.  825.  Utai. 
Miller  v.  Zeigler,  3  Utah  17,  5  Pac. 
518. 

38.  Cal. — Lyman  v.  Milton,  44  Cal. 
630.  Colo.— Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Nicholls,  8  Colo.  188,  6  Pae. 
512.     Mont.^Sawyer  v.  Eobertson,  H 
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them,**  at  least  substantially,*"  renders  the  process  subject  to  abate- 
ment; it  is  error  also  to  adjudge,  on  default,  relief  different  from 
that  claimed  in  the  process.*^  Where  there  are  two  statutory  modes 
of  procedure  upon  default,  depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  ease,*^ 
it  has  been  held  error  to  give  notice  of  the  use  of  the  mode  inap- 
plicable in  the  particular  case;*'  but  the  summons  may  recite  both 
alternatives  literally  as  prescribed  by  the  statute,**  or  simply  give 
the  appropriate  one.**  If  a  copy  of  the  complaint  is  delivered  with 
the  summons  this  may  supply  deficiencies  in  the  process.*^ 


Mont.  416,  28  Pac.  456;  Dyas  v.  Keaton, 
3  Mont.  495.  Nev.  —  Sweeney  v. 
Sehultes,  19  Nev.  53,  6  Pac.  44,  8  Pac. 
768.  Ore.— Odell  v.  Campbell,  9  Ore. 
298.  ^ 

39.  U.  S. — Chamberlain  v.  Mensing, 
47  Fed.  202.  Colo.— Farris  v.  Walter, 
2  Colo.  App.  450,  31  Pac.  231.  la. 
McKee  v.  Harris,  1  Iowa  364.  Kan. 
Tootle  V.  Ellis,  63  Kan.  422,  65  Pac. 
675,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  246.  Mont.— Saw- 
yer V.  Eobertson,  11  Mont.  416,  28  Pac. 
456.  Nev. — Sweeney  v.  Sehultes,  19 
Nev.  53,  6  Pac.  44,  8  Pac.  768.  N.  T. 
Cobb  V.  Dunkin,  19  How.  Pr.  97;  Tuttle 
V.  Smith,  6  Abb.  Pr.  329,  14  How.  Pr.  I 
395.  I 

[a]    Where    Statute   Is   Imperative.  , 
"The   insertion   of   this  notice   having 
been    imperatively    required,    its    omis- 
sion  necessarily   is  fatal."     Chamber- 
lain V.  Mensing,  47  Fed.  202. 

40.  Cal.— BeMow  v.  Shorb,  91  Cal. 
141,  27  Pac.  546;  Clark  v.  Palmer,  90 
Cal.  504,  27  Pac.  375.  Colo.— Bur^k- 
hardt  v.  Haycox,  19  Colo.  339,  35  Pac. 
730;  Kimball  v.  Castogim,  8  Colo.  525, 
9  Pac.  488.  Ga. — Kleckley  v.  Leyden, 
63  Ga.  215.  Minn.— White  v.  Utis,  24 
Minn.  43;  Hotchkiss  v.  Cutting,  14 
Minn.  537.  Mont. — Schuttler  v.  King, 
12  Mont.  149,  30  Pac.  25.  Nev.— Pre- 
zeau  V.  Spooner,  22  Nev.  88,  35  Pac. 
514;  Higley  v.  Pollock,  21  Nev.  198, 
27  Pac.  895.  N.  Y.— Brown  v.  Eaton, 
37  How.  Pr.  325.  Utah.— Miller  v. 
Zeigler,  3  Utah  17,  5  Pac.  518.  Wis. 
Gundry  v.  Whittlesey,  19  Wis.   211. 

41.  la.— Blair  v.  Wolf,  72  Iowa  246, 
33  N.  W.  669.  Neb.— Crowell  v.  Gallo- 
way, 3  Neb.  215.  Tex.— Blackman  v. 
Harry  (Tex.  Oiv.  App.),  35  9.  W. 
290. 

See  14  Standabd  Proc.  904,  905,  and 
infra,  IV,  M. 

fa]    Where   relief   other  than   that 
mentioned  in  citation  ig  obtained,  judg- 
ment by  default  will  be  set  aside  on 
aupeal.     Miles  v.  Kinney   (Tex.),  8  S.  i 
W.  542.  ! 
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42.  U.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Turner, 
50  Fed.  734.  Mont.— See  Schuttler  v. 
King,  12  Mont.  149,  30  Pac.  25.  Nev. 
Sweeney  v.  Sehultes,  19  Nev.  53,  6 
Pac.  44,  8  Pac.  768.  N.  T. — Maccoun 
V.  New  York  Cent,  t  H.  E.  E.  Co., 
50  N.  Y.  176. 

[a]  Actions  for  Recovery  of  Money 
and  Other  Actions. — "There  were  two 
modes  of  obtaining  advantage  of  a 
defendant's  default  in  not  answering. 
In  one  class  of  cases,  actions  on  con- 
tract for  the  recovery  of  money  only, 
the  plaintiff  could  take  judgment;  that 
is  to  say,  no  application  to  the  court 
was  necessary.  ...  in  all  other  cases 
he  was  required  to  ask  of  the  court 
the  relief  he  sought,  and  the  court 
gave  it  or  refused  it  at  discretion." 
Chamberlain  v.  Mensing,  47  Fed.  202. 

43.  U.  S. — Chamberlain  v.  Mensing, 
47  Fed.  202.  Nev.  —  Sweeney  v. 
Sehultes,  19  Nev.  53,  6  Pac.  44,  8'  Pao. 
768.  Ore.— Odell  v.  Campbell,  9  Ore. 
298. 

Contra,  Clark  v.  Palmer,  90  Cal.  504, 
27  Pac.  375;  Maccoun  v.  New  York 
Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  50  N.  Y.  176. 
Compar'e  Schuttl6r  v.  King,  12  Mont. 
149,  30  Pac.  25. 

44.  Standquist  v.  Hebbard,  122  Cal. 
268,  54  Pac.  841.  See  Schuttler  v. 
King,  12  Mont.  149,  30  Pac.  25. 

45.  United  States  v.  Turner,  50  Fed. 
734;  Granger  v.  Sheriff,  133  Cal.  416, 
65  Pae.  873;  Standquist  v.  Hebtard, 
122  Cal.  268,  54  Pae.  841. 

46.  Ooloj — See  Burkhardt  v.  Hay- 
cox, 19  Colo.  339,  35  Pac.  730.  la. 
Blair  v.  Wolf,  72  Iowa  246,  33  N.  W. 
669;  York  v.  Boardman,  40  Iowa  57. 
Nev.— Higley  v.  Pollock,  21  Nev.  198, 
27  Pac.  895.  N.  Y.— Maccoun  v.  New 
York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  50  N.  Y. 
176;  Hemson  v.  Decker,  29  How.  Pr. 
385.  S.  D. — See  Berry  v.  Bingaman, 
1  S.  D.  525,  47  N.  W.  825.  Tex. 
Scalfi  &  Co.  c.HState,  96  Tex.  559,  31 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  671,  73  S.  W.  441; 
Old  Alcalde  Oil  Co.  v.  Ludgate   (Tex. 
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I.  Teste.  -  -  Though  the  "statute*^  or  constitution**  require  process 
to  be  attested  in  the  name  of  the  judge*^  or  clerk^"  of  the  court,  a 
defect  in  the  teste  is  generally  regarded  as  a  mere  irregularity^^  and 


Civ.  App.),  85  S.  W.  453.  Utah.— Mil- 
ler V.  Zeigler,  3  Utah  17,  5  Pac.  518. 
Wis. — Gundry  v.  Whittlesey,  19  Wis. 
211. 

47.  Ark.  —  Woolford  v.  Dugan,  2 
Ark.  131,  35  Am.  Deo.  52.  m.— Her- 
nandez ;;.  Drake,  81  111.  34.  Tex. 
Caufield  v.  Jones,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
721,  45  S.  W.  741. 

48.  Ark. — Powers  v,  Swigart,  8  Ark. 
363.  Mass. — Ripley  v.  Warren,  2  Pick. 
592.  N.  H. — Reynolds  v.  Damrell,  19 
N.  H.  394.  N.  0. — Buchannan,  Dunlap 
&  Co.  r.  Kennon,  1  N.  C.  530.  Teim. 
Lyle  V.  Longley,  6  Baxt.  286.  Va. 
Hickam  v.  iLarkey,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.) 
210.  W.  Va.— Pendleton  v.  Smith,  1  W. 
Va.  16,  24,  referring  to  the  constitu- 
tion of  Virginia. 

[a]  "The  attestation  of  writs  re- 
qniied  by  the  constitution,  means  the 
subscribing  the  name  of  the  clerk  to 
the  process.  Such  has  been  the  usage 
of  clerks  from  the  foundation  of  the 
government."  Pendleton  v.  Smith,  1 
W.  Va.   16j  24. 

49.  XT.  S. — United  States  v.  Turner, 
50  Fed.  734.  Ga.— Peek  v.  L,a  Roche, 
86  6a.  314,  12  S.  B.  638;  Chappell 
V.  Boyd,  56  Ga.  578;  Brown  v.  Roberts, 
19  Ga.  424.  Mich. — Howerter  v.  Kelly, 
23  Mich.  337.  Wis. — Johnston  v.  Ham- 
burger, 13    Wis.  175. 

Must  be  signed  by  clerk,  see  infra, 

IV,  J. 

[a]  If  "there  is  any  design  to  giTe 
authenticity  and  credit  to  legal  process, 
by  requiring  an  actual  attestation  of 
the  chief,  first,  or  senior  justice  of 
the  court,  the  practical  construction 
which  has  uniformly  been  put  on  this 
proviBiou  of  the  constitution  has  whol- 
ly defeated  that  object;  for  the  ordi- 
nary process  of  the  court  never  in  fact 
bears  the  actual  signature  of  the  chief 
justice,  but  his  name  is  printed  into 
the  blank  writs  before  they  are  de- 
livered out  of  the  clerk's  ofSce.  The 
teste  of  the  writ  is  therefore  in  prac- 
tice a  mere  matter  of  form."    Parsons 

V.  Swett,  32  N.  H.  87,  64  Am.  Dec. 
352. 

[b]  Process  issuing  out  of  an  in- 
ferior court  bearing  teste  in  the  name 
of  one  of  the  justices  is  sufScient. 
Brown  v.  Roberts,  19  Ga.  424.  See  17 
Standabp  Pboc.  1016. 

4T 


I  50.  Ark. — Woolford  v.  Dugan,  2  Ark. 
131,  35  Am.  Dec.  52.  la. — East  v. 
Parks,  4  G.  Gr.  80.  Mo.— Smith,  Hed- 
dins  &  Co,  V.  Hackley,  44  Mo.  App. 
614.  N.  0. — Buchannan,  Dunlap  &  Co. 
V.  Kennon,  1  N.  C.  530.  Ohio. — Chapin 
V.  Allison,  15  Ohio  566;  Collins  «'.  Bal- 
timore &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  7  Ohio  N.  P. 
270,  7  Ohio  Dec.  445.  Tenn. — Lyle  v. 
Longley,  6  Baxt.  286.  Tex.— Haley  v. 
Greenwood  &  Co.,  §8  Tex.  680;  Mar- 
shall V.  Marshall  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  30 
S.  W.  578.  Va.— Noell  v.  Noell,  93  Va. 
433,  25  8.  E.  242.  W.  Va.— Ambler  v. 
Leach,  15  W.  Va.   677. 

51.  Ga.— Jordan-Porterfield,  19  Ga. 
139,  63  Am.  Dee.  301.  111.— Norton  v. 
Dow,  10  111.  459.  Me. — Converse  v. 
Damariscotta  Bank,  15  Me.  431.  Mass. 
Ripley  v.  Warren,  2  Pick.  592;  Hawkes 
V.  Inhab.  of  Kenuebeck,  7  Mass.  461. 
N.  H. — Reynolds  v.  Damrell,  19  N.  H. 
394.  S.  C— City  Council  of  Charles- 
ton V.   Schmidt,  11  Rich.  L.  343. 

[a]  A  Mere  Matter  of  Form. — ' '  Now 
nothing  can  be  more  precisely  mere 
matter  of  form  than  the  teste  of  a 
writ,  although  by  some  unaccountable 
means  it  was  thought  important  enough 
to  be  provided  for  in  the  constitution 
of  the  state."  Ripley  v.  Warren,  2 
Pick.   (Mass.)   592. 

[b]  Tested  in  Wrong  Name.— (1) 
If  tested  in  name  of  clerk  instead  of 
judge  writ  may  be  quashed  on  motion 
seasonably  made.  Norton  v.  Dow,  10 
111.  459.  See  also  Buchannan,  Dun- 
lap &  Co.  V.  Kennon,  1  N.  C.  530.  (2) 
Naming  the  wrong  judge  is  an  amend- 
able defect.  United  States  v.  Turner, 
50  Fed.  734.  (3)  A  teste  in  the  dep- 
uty's name,  omitting  the  name  of  the 
clerk,  is  void  under  wording  of  some 
statutes  (Wimbish  v.  Wofford,  33  Tex. 
109),  (4)  but  permissible  under  others. 
Farmers'  Bank  v.  MoGavock,  119  Va. 
510,  89  S.  E.  949. 

[c]  Sufficiency  of  Attestation.— (1) 
The  words  "witness  my  hand"  pre- 
ceding the  signature  of  the  clerk  is  a 
sufficient  teste,  without  repeating  the 
name  in  the  body  of  the  teste,  where 
the  statute  requires  the  teste  to  be 
in  the  name  of  the  clerk.  East  v. 
Parks,  4  G.  Gr.  (Iowa)  80;  Chapin  v. 
Allison,  15  Ohio  566.  See  also  Lyle 
V,  Longley,  6  Baxt.   (Tenn.)   286,  292. 
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errors  therein,"^  or  the  omission  of  the  teste  or  some  part  thereof,''' 
are  amendable  defects.  In  a  few  states,  however,  it  has  been  regarded 
as  a  matter  of  substance.®*  Statutes  relating  to  the  attestation  of 
process  issuing  out  of  a  court  of  record  do  not  apply  to  such  process 
as  parties  or  attorneys  are  expressly  authorized  to  issue.'"  Under  the 
common  law  practice,  the  teste  need  not  be  of  the  date  of  the  issuance 
of  the  writ."* 


(2)  The  attestation  should  refer  to 
the  seal  and  attest  the  seal  over  the 
clerk's  signature.  Eiggs  v.  Bagley,  2 
G.  Gr.  (Iowa)  383.  (3)  The  precise 
word  "tested"  need  not  be  used.  St. 
Louis,  B.  &  M.  By.  Co.  v.  Hamilton 
(Tex.    Civ.    App.),    163    8.    W,    666. 

52.  Ga. — Sapp  V.  Parrish,  3  Ga.  App. 
234,  59  S.  E.  821.  Tenn.— Perkins  v. 
Woodfolk,  8  Baxt.  480.  Tex. — Brack 
V.  MeMahan,  61  Tex.  1, 

53.  U.  S.^United  States  v.  Turner, 
50  Fed.  734.  Ga. — Atlantic  Coast  Line 
E.  Co.  V.  Whitney,  13  Ga.  App.  345, 
79  S.  E.  181;  Sapp  v.  Parrish,  3  Ga. 
App.  234,  59  S.  E.  821.  Me.— Con- 
verse V.  Damariscotta  Bank,  15  Me. 
431.  Mdss. — Eipley  v.  Warren,  2  Pick. 
592.  N.  H.— Parsons  v.  Swett,  32  N. 
H.  87,  64  Am.  Dee.  352;  Reynolds  v. 
Damrell,  19  N.  H.  394.  N.  Y.— Doug- 
las V.  Haberstro,  88  N.  Y.  611;  People 
•ex  rel.  Brown  v.  Van  Hoesen,  62  How. 
Pr.  76;  Brink  v.  Fulton,  1  Cow.  41. 
Tex. — Seawell  v.  Lowery,  16  Tex.  47. 

[a]  The  only  use  of  the  teste 
"seems  to  be  to  give  character  &nd 
dignity  to  the  process;  but  in  that 
respect  it  is  not  matter  of  substance, 
but  of  the  purest  form,  deficiencies  in 
which  are  not  only  open  to  be  sup- 
plied and  amended,  but  are  of  the  class 
of  which  courts  will  take  no  notice 
unless  they  are  objected  to,  and 
promptly,  by  the  other  party."  Rey- 
nolds 13.  Damrell,  19  N.  H.  394. 

54.  la. — See  Riggs  v.  Bagloy,  2  G. 
Gr.  383.  N.  C— Buchannan,  Dunlap  & 
Co.  V.  Kennon,  1  N.  C.  530.  Tex. 
Wimbish  v.  Wofford,  33  Tex.  109. 

[a]  "This  Is  one  of  the  essential 
requirements  to  a  valid  citation." 
Caufield  v.  Jones,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
721,  45  S.  W.  741. 

[b]  "This  attestation  is  so  sub- 
stantiated and  material  a  part  of  each 
and  every  writ,  as  to  render  all  those 
abatable  which  do  not  contain  such 
attestation."  Buchannan,  Dunlap  & 
Co.  v.  Kennon,  1  N.  C.  530. 

65.    Gilmer   v.   Bird,   15    Fla.    410; 
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Johnston  v.  Hamburger,   13  Wis.  175; 
Porter  v.  Vandereook,  11  Wis.  70. 

56.  Del. — Potter  v.  White,  3  Harr. 
329.  111.— Brown  v.  Parker,  15  111.  307. 
IMiss. — Hurst  V.  Strong,  1  How.  123. 
N.  J.— Allen  v.  Smith,  12  N.  J.  L. 
159.  S.  C— City  Council  of  Charles- 
ton V.  Schmidt,  11  Rich.  L.  343.  Tenn. 
i  Lyle  V.  Longley,  6  Baxt.  286,  292, 
Eng. — Hanway  v.  Merrey,  1  Ventr.  28, 
86  Eng.  Reprint  20. 

[a]  "The  day  mentioned  in  the 
teste-clanse  (1)  is  the  date  of  the  writ, 
and  not  the  day  expressed  in  the 
memorandum  of  the  prothonotary  at 
the  foot  of  the  writ,  showing  the 
actual  time  of  his  issuing  and  signing 
it."  Potter  V.  White,  3  Harr.  (Del.) 
329.  (2)  "The  teste  of  our  process 
of  capias  or  summons,  on  some  day 
of  a  term,  sometimes  the  last,  but 
perhaps  more  usually  the  first  dky,  is 
a  mere  fiction  or  form  of  law,  and  I 
think  I  might  venture  to  add,  without 
having  now  very  satisfactory  reasons 
to  sustain  it.  Nothing,  however,  is- 
more  wide  of  reality  than  that  il 
shows  the  day  on  which  the  writ  was 
in  truth  sued  out  or  the  suit  .actually 
commenced."  Allen  v.  Smith,  12  N. 
J.  L.  159.  (3)  Process  may  bear  test 
before  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of 
action.  City  Council  of  Charleston  v. 
Schmidt,  11  Rich.  L.  (S.  C.)  341  See 
Comyn's  Digest,  "Action,"   222. 

[b]  Original  process  to  bring  in  a 
party  to  answer  to  an  action,  when 
required  by  statute  to  be  made  return- 
able to  the  term  next  succeeding  that 
of  which  it  bears  test,  could  not  be 
tested  of  a  term  after  it  issues,  but 
should  bear  teste  of  the  preceding 
term.  Hurst  «;.  Strong,  1  How.  (Miss.) 
123. 

[cl    The  Writ  Must  Bear  Teste  in 
Term   Time.— (1)    "A    writ    may    be 
sued  out  in  term  time  or  vacation,  bnt 
must  bear  teste  on  some  day  in  term, 
'■  not  being  Sunday.     If  tested  in  vaca- 
.  tion,    it    seems    the    writ    is    void,    al- 
though the  sheriff  is  justifiable  in  serv- 
'  ing    it."      Potter    v.    White,    3    Harr. 
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J.  SiGNATTTRE.  —  Statutes  usually  require  process  to  be  signed  by 
the  clerk  of  the  court.^''  As  the  act  is  ministerial,^'  it  may  usually 
be  done  by  a  deputy,^^  who  must  sign  the  principal  clerk's  name,  as 
a  general  rule,^°  though  where  the  language  of  the  statute  is  suffi- 
ciently broad,  the  signature  of  the  deputy  only  has  been  held  good."^ 


(Del.)  329.  (2)  "If  sued  out  in  vaca- 
tion, it  must  tie  tested  as  of  the  pre- 
vious  term."     Del. — Potter   v.   White. 

3  Harr.  329.  N.  J.— Allen  v.  Smith, 
12  N.  J.  L.  159.  Tenn. — ^Lyle  v.  Long- 
ley,  6  Baxt.  286.  Wis.— Quarles  t-. 
Bobinson,  2  Pin.  97,  1  Chand.  29. 

[d]     By   "statute,   all  process  must 
bear  teste  of  the   day   on  which  it  is 
issued."      Brown    v.    Parker,     15     111 
307. 

57.  U.  S.— Dwight  v.  Merritt,  4  Fed. 
614.  18  Blatchf.  305,  59  How.  Pr.  320; 
Peaslee  v.  Haberstro,  15  Blatchf.  472, 
19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,884.  Cal.— Ligare 
V.  California  So.  E.  Co.,  76  Cal.  610, 
18  Pan.  777.  111. — Hernandez  v.  Drake, 
81  111.  34.  La. — Anderson  v.  Joilett, 
14  La.  Ann.  614.  Mass. — Austin  v. 
Lamar  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  108  Mass.  338. 
Mont. — Sharman  v.  Huot,  20  Mont.  555, 
52  Pac.  558,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  645. 
N.  H. — Reynolds  v.  Damrell,  19  N.  H. 
394.  Ohio. — Collins  v.  Baltimore  &  O. 
E.  E.  Co.,  7  Ohio  Dec.  445,  7  Ohio 
N.  P.  270.  S.  O.— Smith  v.  Aflfanas- 
sieffe,  2  Eich.  334.  Tex. — Caufield  V- 
Jones,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App,  721,  45  S. 
W.   741. 

[a]  The  statutory  provision  (1) 
that  process  shall  be  attested  by  the 
clerk  means  that  the  clerk  shall  offi- 
cially sign  process  issued  by  him. 
Caufield  v.  Jones,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
721,  45  S.  W.  741.  (2)  "A  citation 
must  be  signed  by  the  clerk  who  do- 
livers  it,  and  express  his  quality." 
Anderson  v.  Joilett,  14  La.  Ann.  614. 

[b]  Though  tested  in  the  name  of 
the  judge  (1)  process  should  be  signed 
by  the  clerk.     Ind. — Wibright  v.  Wise, 

4  Blackf.  137.  Mass. — Austin  v.  Lamar 
Ins.  Co.,  108  Mass.  338.  N.  H.— Par- 
sons V.  Swett,  32  N.  H.  87,  64  Ain. 
Dec.  352.  Ohio. — ^Walke  v.  Bank  of 
Cireleville,  15  Ohio  288.  (2)  At  com- 
mon law  the  "writ  would  have  to  h» 
tested  in  tlie  name  of  the  President 
Judge,  and  then  be  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  the  court,  and  officially  signed 
by  the"  clerk.  The  clerk  is  the  keeper 
of  the  seal  of  the  court  at  common 
law;  and  when  he  seals  process,  ho 
must  officially  sign  it  to  show  that  it 


was  sealed  at  the  proper  mint  of 
justice."  Wibright  v.  "Wise,  4  Black* 
(Ind.)  137.     See  infra,  this  section. 

58.  Windham  v.  Hampton,  1  Root 
(Conn.)   175.     See  supra,  III,  A. 

59.  Ark. — Powers  v.  Swigart,  8  Ark. 
303.  Ga.— Dever  v.  Akin,  40  Ga,  423, 
429;  Goodwyn  v.  Goodwyn,  11  Ga.  178. 
Mich. — Calender  v.  Olcott,  1  Mich. 
344.  Pa.^Hardeu  v.  Roberts,  9  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  160. 

[a]  Who  May  Sign  Process. — It  may 
be  signed  by  the  clerk  "in  person, 
or  by  a  lawfully  appointed  deputy, 
or  by  any  other  person  who  shall  sign 
the  writ,  with  his  name,  in  his  pres- 
ence, and  under  his  direction."  Pow- 
ers v.  Swigart,  8  Ark.  363. 

[b]  Summons  issued  by  justice  of 
the  peace  must  be  signed  by  such  .lus- 
tice.  Colborn  v.  Booth,  41  W.  Va.  289. 
23  S.  B.  556.  See  17  Standard  Proc. 
1016. 

60.  Miss. — Felder  v.  Meredith,  Walk. 
447.  Tex.— Wimbish  v.  WofCord,  33 
Tex.  109.  W.  Va.— Pendleton  v.  Smith. 
1  W.  Va.  16,  considering  the  Virginia 
constitution. 

[a]  Deputy  Must  Act  in  Name  of 
Principal. — ' '  Whatever  duties  the  dep- 
uty may  discharge  for  his  principal, 
must  be  in  the  nanje  of  the  principal. ' ' 
Process  "must  be  attested  by  the 
clerk  in  his  own  proper  name:  or  it 
may  be  done  by  his  deputy  placing  the 
name  of  his  principal  to  the  process:" 
that  is  the  attestation  of  writs  re- 
quired by  the  constitution  (of  Vir- 
ginia). Pendleton  v.  Smith,  1  W.  Va. 
16. 

61.  Mich. — Calender  v.  Olcott,  1 
Mich.  344.  Ohio. — Chapin  v.  Allison. 
15  Ohio  566.  Pa. — Harden  v.  Roberts. 
9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  160.  Vt.— Johnson  v. 
Nash,  20   Vt.  40. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  reading:  "the 
deputy  may  in  all  things,  and  with 
the  like  effect,  perform  all  the  duties 
of  such  clerk"  in  the  latter 's  absence, 
the  deputy's  signature  as  "deputy 
clerk,  and  in  the  absence  of  the 
clerk,"  was  held  sufficient  on  a  sum- 
mons. Calender  v.  Olcott,  1  MicTi. 
344. 
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The  entire  failure  of  a  clerk  to  sign  a  process,  when  required  by  stat- 
ute, has  been  held  to  render  the  process  void,°^  while  elsewhere  the 
defect  is  regarded  as  simply  rendering  the  writ  voidable^^  upon  proper 
objection,^*  and  is  curable  by  amendment.''^  Formerly,  if  a  writ  bore 
the  impress  of  the  proper  seal,  the  signature  was  not  important,^" 


[b]  Deputy's  signature  sufiicient 
(1)  where  the  writ  bears  the  proper 
test,  though  more  technically  correct 
for  the  deputy  to  sign  for  his  prin- 
cipal. Walke  V.  Bank  of  Cireleville, 
15  Ohio  288.  (2)  "Whether  he  sign 
the  name  of  his  principal,  or  his  own 
as  deputy  for  his  principal,  is  mere 
matter  of  form.  His  act  in  signing, 
in  either  form,  is  the  act  of  his  prin- 
cipal."  Harden  v.  Roberts,  9  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  160. 

62.  U.  S.— Dwight  v.  Merritt,  4 
Fed.  614,  18  Blatchf.  805,  59  How. 
Pr.  320;  Peaslee  v.  Haberstro,  15 
Blatchf.  472,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,884. 
Ala. — Sheppard  v.  Powers  &  Bros.,  50 
Ala.  377.  Ark. — Powers  v.  Swigart,  8 
Ark.  363.  Cal. — Merguire  v.  O'Don- 
nell,  139  Cal.  6,  7^  Pac.  337,  96  Am. 
St.  Eep.  91;  O'Donnell  v.  Merguire, 
131  Cal.  527,  63  Pac.  847,  82  Am.  St. 
Eep.  389.  G-a. — Rawles  v.  Jackson,  104 
Ga.  593,  30  S.  E.  820,  69  Am.  St.  Rep. 
185;  Brown  v.  Way,  33  Ga.  190.  HI. 
Wooters  v.  Joseph,  137  111.  113,  27 
N.  E.  80,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  355;  Sidwell 
V.  Schumacher,  99  111.  426;  Hernandez 
V.  Drake,  81  111.  34.  Mont. — Sharman 
V.  Huot,  20  Mont.  555,  52  Pac.  558, 
63  Am.  St.  Rep.  645.  Ore.— Willamette 
R.  E.  Co.  V.  Hendrix,  28  Ore.  485,  42 
Pao.  514,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  800.  S.  C. 
Smith  V.  AfEanassieffe,  2  Rich.  334. 
Tenn. — Wiley  v.  Bennett,  9  Baxt.  581. 
Tex. — Caufield  v.  Jones,  18  Tex.  Civ. 
App.   721,  45   S.  W.   741. 

[a]  A  writ  without  the  clerk's  sig- 
nature is  no  more  than  a  blank  piece 
of  paper.  Harper  v.  Turner,  101  Tenn. 
686,  50  S.  W.  755;  Wiley  v.  Bennett, 
9  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  581. 

[b]  Necessity  for  Signature. — (l^i 
"Process  is  a  mandatory  precept,  is- 
suing from  a  court.  .  .  .  The  man- 
date, without  the  authenticating  sig- 
nature, is  no  more  'process'  than 
would  be  the  'signature  without  the 
preceding  mandate."  Brown  v.  Way, 
33  Ga.  190.  (2)  "This  is  a  serious  i 
omission,  and  has  been  held  to  render 
the  writ  absolutely  void.  ...  At  all 
events  the  omission  of  the  clerk's  sig- 
nature was  such  an  irregularity  or  de- 
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feet  as  to  furnish  ground  for  a  mo- 
tion to  quash."  Smith,  Heddins  & 
Co.  V.  Hackley,  44  Mo.  App.  614. 

[c]  Where  defendants  had  notice 
of  the  suit  by  ancillary  proceedings 
therein,' and  the  case  remained  on  the 
docket  two  years  before  default  judg- 
ment was  taken,  they  waived  the  ob- 
jection that  the  summons  was  not  prop- 
erly signed  by  the  clerk.  Baker  v. 
Swift,  87  Ala.  530,  6  So.  153. 

63.  Ark. — Jett  v.  Shinn,  47  Ark. 
373,  1  S.  W.  693.  Kan. — Taylor  v. 
Buck,  61  Kan.  694,  60  Pac.  736,  78 
Am.  St.  Rep.  346.  Mass. — Austin  v. 
Lamar  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  108  Mass.  338. 
Minn. — Herrick  v.  Morrill,  37  Minn. 
250,  33  N.  W.  849,  5  Am.  St.  Eep. 
841!  Mo. — See  also  Smith,  Heddins  & 
Co.  V.  Hackley,  44  Mo.  App.  614.  N.  H. 
Eeynolds  v.  Damrell,  19  N.  H.  394. 
N.  Y.— Hill  V.  Haynes,  54  N.  Y.  153. 
Vt.— Huntley  v.  ,Henry,  37  Vt.  165. 
W.  Va. — Ambler  v.  Leach,  15  W.  Va. 
677. 

[a]  A  writ  not  signed  by  the  clerk 
is  very  defective  but  it  is  not  a  nul- 
lity. Ambler  v.  Leact,  15  W.  Va.  677, 
696. 

64.  Conn.— Windham  v.  Hampton,  1 
Eoot  175.  Kan. — Lindsay  v.  Board  of 
Comrs.,  56  Kan.  630,  44  Pac.  603.  Minn. 
Herrick  v.  Morrill,'  37  Minn.  250,  33 
N.  W.  849,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  841.  N.  H. 
Nichols  V.  Smith,  26  N.  H.  298.  Vt. 
Andrus  v.  Carroll,  35  Vt.  102.  W.  Va. 
Ambler  v.  Leach,  15  W.  Va.  677. 

See  infra,  VIII,  A,  3. 

[a]  After  acceptance  of  service, 
and_  the  giving  of  security,  the  ob- 
jection that  process  was  unsigned 
comes  too  late.  Benson  v.  Carrier,  28 
S.  C.  119,  5  S.  E.  272;  Wicker  v. 
Pope,  6  Rich.    (S.   C.)    366. 

65.  Mass. — Austin  v.  Lamar  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  108  Mass.  338.  N.  H. — Eey- 
nolds V.  Damrell,  19  N.  H.  394.  N.  Y. 
Hill  V.  Haynes,  54  N.  Y.  153.  N".  C. 
Henderson  v.  Graham,  84  N.  C.  496. 

66.  Cal. — O'Donnell  v.  Merguire,  131 
Cal.  527,  63  Pac.  847,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
389.  N.  C. — Henderson  v.  Graham,  84 
N.  C.  496.  Pa. — Benjamin  v.  Arm- 
strong, 2  Serg.  &  E.  392;  McCormick 
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but  it  must  now  generally  appear  to  complete  the  authentication,"' 
at  least  somewhere  on  the  writ.*^  Even  a  signed  endorsement  on  the 
back  of  the  process  has  been  held  a  siifficient  authentication  in  some 
instances.^®  A  process  signed  and  attested  by  a  person  not  author- 
ized by  law  is  void;'"  the  proper  officer,  however,  may  authorize  his 


V.  Meason,  1  Serg.  &  E.  92;  Harden 
V.  Eoberts,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  160. 

As  to  seal,  see  infra,  IV,  K. 

[a]  "Under  the  ancient  practice, 
■where  the  seal  of  the  court  was  in 
the  custody  of  a  particular  officer  and 
sedulously  guarded,  and  when  seals 
were  habitually  used  for  the  purpose 
of  authenticating  instruments,  a  seal 
aloiie  may  have  been  sufficient  to 
authenticate  an  execution.  .  .  .  But 
in  modern  times  the  seal  has  lost  its 
significance,  and  cannot  be  regarded  as 
a  sufficient  authentication  without  the 
signature  of  the  officer  affixing  it." 
O'Donnell  v.  Merguire,  131  Cal.  527, 
63  Pac.  847,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  389. 

67.  V.  S. — ^Dwight  v.  Merritt,  4  Fed. 
614,  18  Blatchf.  305,  59  How.  Pr.  320. 
Cal. — O'Donnell  v.  Merguire,  131  Cal. 
527,  63  Pac.  847,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
389.  tnd. — Wibright  v.  Wise,  4  Blaekf. 
137.  la.  —  Eiggs  V.  Bagley,  2  G. 
Gr.  383.  Mont.— Sharman  v.  Huot,  20 
Mont.  555,  52  Pac.  558,  63  Am.  St. 
Eep.   645. 

[a]  Without  signature  or  seal, 
"this  paper  is  no  process"  and  is  not 
amendable.  Dwight  v.  Merritt,  4  Fed. 
614,  18  Blatchf.  805,  59  How.  Pr. 
320. 

[b]  A  warrant  of  attachment  "not 
signed  by  the  clerk  nor  sealed  with 
the  seal  of  the  court,  or  otherwise," 
is  void.  O'Parrell  v.  Heard,  22  Minn. 
189,  193. 

[c]  Though  the  seal  proves  itself, 
"it  does  not  of  itself  prove  that  it 
was  affixed  by  the  proper  officer,  or 
by  authority.  The  clerk  is  the  keeper 
of  the  seal;  he  .alone  is  authorized  to 
use  it;  and  upon  affixing  the  seal  of- 
ficially to  any  process,  he  should  attest 
the  fact  over  his  own  signature." 
Eiggs  V.  Bagley,  2  G.  Gr.  (Iowa)  383, 
quoted  in  Sharman  v.  Huot,  20  Mont. 
555,  52  Pac.  558,  63  Am.  St.  Eep. 
645. 

68.  Botts  V.  Williams,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)   62. 

[a]  Where  the  teste  is  in  the 
clerk's  handwriting  (1),  and  contains 
his  name  and  official  character,  that 
is  a  sufficient  signing  and  a  sufficient 


teste.  Wibright  ~v.  Wise,  4  Blaekf. 
(Ind.)  137.  (2)  "Witness  T.  H.  clerk 
of  our  said  court"  if  written  by  the 
clerk  himself,  or  by  a  deputy,  is  suf- 
ficient, without  an  actual  subscription 
of  the  clerk's  name  thereunder.  Botts 
V.   Williams,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.   (Ky.)   62. 

69.  Baker  v.  Swift,  87  Ala.  530,  6 
So.  153;  Nichols  v.  Taylor,  6  Mon. 
(Ky.)    325. 

[a]  A  signed  endorsement,  which 
the  statute  requires  to  be  placed  upon 
a  summons,  "in  the  absence  of  any 
objection  raised  in  the  court  below, 
furnishes  sufficient  evidence  that  the 
summons  was  issued  by  the  clerk." 
Baker  v.  Swift  &  Son,  87  Ala.  530,  6 
So.   153. 

[b]  When  the  statute  does  not  re- 
quire the  clerk's  signature  to  the  en- 
dorsement, "the  mere  fact  that  his 
name  is  appended  thereto  does  not 
supply  the  omission  nor  give  force  to 
the  unsigned  summons."  Lindsay  v. 
Board  of  Comrs.,  56  Kan.  630,  44  Pao. 
603. 

[c]  Where  the  statute  imports  dis- 
tinct and  separate  acts  in  the  signing 
of  two  certificates,  separated  by  a 
space,  on  the  same  writ,  the  signing 
of  one  alone  is  not  a  sufficient  authen- 
tication of  both.  Andrus  v.  Carroll,  35 
Vt.   102. 

70.  V.  S.— Middleton  Paper  Co.  v. 
Eock  Eiver  Paper  Co.,  19  Fed.  252. 
Cal. — O'Donnell  v.  Merguire,  131  Cal. 
527,  63  Pac.  847,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
389.  Colo. — McNevins  v.  McNevins,  28 
Colo.  245,  64  Pac.  199.  Ind.— Cox  v. 
Matthews,  17  Ind.  367,  373.  La. — An- 
derson V.  Joilett,  14  La.  Ann.  614. 
Minn. — Wheaton  v.  Thompson,  20  Minn. 
196,  199.  N.  Y.— Hill  v.  Haynes,  54 
N.  Y.  153. 

[a]  A  printed  form,  in  name  of 
former  clerk,  when  used  by  a  deputy, 
is  not  subject  to  amendment.  O'Don- 
nell V.  Merguire,  131  Cal.  527,  63  Pac. 
847,  82  Am.   St.  Eep.  389. 

[b]  It  is  ground  for  abatement,  if 
the  writ  is  attested  by  one  not  the 
clerk.  Buchannan,  Dunlap  &  Co.  v. 
Kennon,  1  N.  C.  530. 

[e]     Officer  Disqualified  Because  of 
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name  to  be  signed  to  a  process  by  one  not  a  regular  deputy J^  The 
signature  should  show  the  official  character  of  the  officer,'^  but  mere 
technical  objections  to  the  form  and  manner  of  signing  are  generally 
disregarded.'''*  Thus  the  typewritten  or  printed  signature  of  the 
clerk  is  generally  regarded  as  sufficient.''* 
By  the  statutes  of  some  states,  the  summons  and  other  forms  of 


Interest. — (1)  A  magistrate  authorized 
to  sign  and  issue  writs  cannot  sign 
such  process  in  his  own  case.  Doolittle 
V.  Clark,  47  Conn.  316.  (2)  A  magis- 
trate is  not  disqualified  to  sign  a  writ 
because  he  is  an  inhabitant  of  a  town 
and  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  a  suit 
by  said  town.  Windham  v.  Hampton, 
1  Boot  (Conn.)  175.  (3)  "It  is  ap- 
parent that  the  legislature  considered 
the  subject  of  signing  and  issuing 
process  in  civil  actions  as  one  of  con- 
sequence to  the  citizen.  It  is  one  of 
the  processes  of  law  by  which  a  man 
may  be  deprived  of  his  liberty  and 
his  property,  and  hence  it  is  carefully 
guarded.  It  is  not  to  be  issued  by 
citizens  indiscriminately  ijor  by  any 
one  except  an  officer  of  the  state." 
Doolittle  V.  Clark,  47  Conn.  316. 

71.  Ark. — Powers  v.  Swigart,  8  Art. 
363.  Ky.— Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Banks,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1065,  33  S.  "W. 
627.  Me. — Eichardson  v.  Bachelder,  19 
Me.  82.  Mass. — Stevens  v.  Ewer,  2 
Mete.  74.  Miss. — Gamble  v.  Trahen, 
3  How.  32.  S.  C— Miller  v.  Hall,  1 
Spear  1. 

[a]  Must  Be  in  Presence  oif  the  Of- 
ficer.— "A  justice  cannot  confer  upon 
any  one  authority  to  sign  writs  or 
other  process  with  his  name,  in  his 
absence,  so  as  to  make  the  process 
valid."  Powers  v.  Swigart,  8  Ark. 
363;  Nichols  v.  Smith,  26  N.  H.  298. 

[b]  "That  the  -clerk's  name  was 
annexed  by  his  order  before  service 
is  to  be  presumed,  and  cannot  be 
contested  except  by  plea  denying  the 
fact."  Stevens  v.  Ewer,  2  Mete. 
(Mass.)    74. 

[c]  A  Signature  affixed  by  an  attor- 
ney, (1)  under  authority  of  the  proper 
officer,  being  recognized  and  adopted 
by  the  letter,  must  be  taken  as  hav- 
ing been  duly  signed  by  such  officer. 
Eichardson  v.  Bachelder,  19  Me.  82. 
(2)  But  a  practice  adopted  by  a  clerk 
of  verbally  authorizing  practicing  at- 
torneys to  fill  up  and  sign  writs  in 
his  name,  thereafterwards  recognizing 
them  as  valid,  is  illegal  and  not  suf- 
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flcient   to   give   validity   to   the   writs. 
Gardner  v.  Lane,  14  N.  C,  53. 

[d]  The  clerk  may  adopt  the  act 
of  one  not  a  deputy  in  signing  his 
name,  so  'as  to  make  the  act  his  own 
and  valid.  Louisville  &  N.  K.  Co.  v. 
Banks,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1065,  33  S.  W. 
627. 

72.  La. — Anderson  v.  Joilett,  14  La. 
Ann.  614.  Mass. — Nash  v.  CofEey,  105 
Mass.  341.  Tex. — Caufield  v.  Jones,  18 
Tex.   Civ.   App.    721,   45   S.   W.   741. 

[a]  Failure  to  desigmate  the  official 
character  of  a  magistrate  signing  a 
notice  to  a  creditor  in  a  proceeding 
for  the  relief  of  a  poor  deb'tor,  ren- 
dered the  discharge  void.  Nash  v. 
CofEey,  105  Mass.  341;  Carter  v.  Clo- 
hecy,  100  Mass.  299. 

73.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Initials  Instead  of  Christian 
Name. — "The  signature  of  the  clerk 
to  the  summons,  by  using  the  initial 
for  his  first  name,  was  sufficient." 
Bishop  Hill  Colony  v.  Edgerton,  26  HI. 
54. 

[b]  Where  a  clerk  misdescribed 
himself  as  a  deputy,  in  signing  a  writ, 
an  amendment  correcting  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  capacity  in  which  he  signed, 
is  proper.  Johnson  v.  Nash,  20  Vt. 
40. 

74.  Cal. — Ligare  v.  California  So. 
Ey.  Co.,  76  Cal.  610,  18  Pac.  777;  ' 
Williams  v,  McDonald,  58  Cal.  527. 
N.  0. — See  Henderson  v.  Graham,  84 
N.  C.  496.  Ohio.— Littleton  v.  Mar- 
shall, 8  Ohio  Dec.  672.  Tex. — See  also 
McCaulley  v.  Western  Nat.  Bank  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  173  S.  W.  1000.  Wash. 
Degginger  v.  Martin,  48  Wash.  1,  92 
Pac.  674. 

But  see  Smith,  Heddins  &  Co.  •». 
Hackley,  44  Mo.  App.  614. 

[a]  Affixing  the  seal  is  a  sufficient 
adoption  of  the  printed  signature. 
Ligare  v.  California  So.  Ey.  Co.,  76 
Cal.   610,  18  Pac.   777. 

Tb]  The  signature  of  the  deputy 
with  a  ' '  per ' '  after  the  printed  clerk 's 
signature  proves  the  adoption.  Little- 
ton V.  Marshall,  8  Ohio  Dec.  672. 
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notice  may  be  signed  by  the  parties  or  their  attorneys,'^  and  such 
notices  and  process  are  not  considered  as  embraced  in  constitutional 
or  statutory  jjrovisions  for  the  signature  of  the  clerk  upon  process/" 
On  such  notice  the  form  of  the  signature  is  not  important  if  it  notifies 
the  defendant  of  the  name  and  address  of  the  party  issuing  it.''^ 
The  same  general  rules  obtain  with  regard  to  signing  by  agent  as 
apply  to  the  clerk  ;'^  likewise  the  names  of  attorneys  may  be  printed 
instead  of  written/*    Defects  in  the  subscription  of  such  notices  are 


75.  N.  Y. — Jones  v.  Conlon,  48  Misc. 
172,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  255.  Ore.— White 
V.  Johnson,  27  Ore.  282,  40  Pao.  511, 
50  Am.  St.  Eep.  726.  S.  C— Genobles 
V.  West,  23  S.  C.  154,  168.  Wis.— Mez- 
chen  V.  More,  54  Wis.  214,  11  N.  W. 
534. 

[a]  In  the  Federal  Court. — Though 
the  state  law  permits  the  summons  to 
■be  issued  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  at- 
torney, this  cannot  be  done  in  suits 
in  the  federal  court,  where  the  sum- 
mons and  all  writs  and  process  are  is- 
sued by  the  clerk  under  the  seal  of 
the  court.  Middleton  Paper  Co.  v. 
Eock  Eiver  Paper  Co.,  19  Fed.  252. 

[b]  Where  several  plaintiffs  unite 
in  one  action,  but  one  attorney  should 
sign  a  summons  for  all,  under  a  stat- 
ute which  requires  that  "the  sum- 
mons must  be  subscribed  by  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney  who  must  add  to  his 
signature  his  office  address,"  so  that 
a  copy  of  the  answer  may  be  served 
upon  him.  Jones  v.  Conlon,  48  Misc. 
172,  95   N.   Y.   Supp.   255. 

[e]  The  statute  contemplates  an 
attorney  at  law  not  a  mere  agent. 
Dixey  v.  Pollock,  8  Cal.  570;  Weir 
V.  Slocum,  3  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  397,  1 
Code  Eep.  105. 

[d]  Summons  subscribed  by  plain- 
tiff alone  is  not  valid  under  a  statute 
requiring  the  signature  of  plaintiff's 
attorney.  Jaworower  v.  Eovere,  162  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1075. 

76.  Comet  Consol.  Min.  Co.  v.  frost, 
15  Colo.  310,  25  Pac.  506;  Eand  v. 
Pantagraph  Co.,  1  Colo.  App.  270,  28 
Pac.  661;  Johnston  v.  Hamburger,  13 
Wis.  175. 

[a]  Notice  for  published  service  is 
not  "process"  within  the  constitution, 
and  need  not  be  signed  by  the  clerk. 
McKenna  v.  Cooper,  79  Kan.  847,  101 
Pac.   662. 

77.  People's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ring,  95 
Neb.  376,  145  N.  W.  833;  Bank  of 
Geneva  v.  Eice,  12  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  424; 
Sluyter  v.  Smith,  2  Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  673. 


[a]  A  summons  signed  by  the  firm 
name  of  plaintiffs'  attorneys,  instead 
of  by  ^n  attorney  in  his  own  proper 
name  is  properly  signed.  People's  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Eing,  95  Neb.  376,  145  N.  W. 
833;  Bank  of  Geneva  v.  Eice,  12  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  424. 

[b]  "New  York  City"  as  an  ad- 
dress is  at  most  an  irregularity,  though 
no  street  number  is  given,  Sullivan 
V.  Harney,  53  Misc.  249,  103  N.  Y. 
Supp.  177. 

78.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Attorneys'  signatures  may  be 
affixed  by  their  clerks  under  general 
permission.  Barnard  v.  Heydrick,  49 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  62. 

_[b]  Plaintiff's  name  subscribed  by 
his  agent,  in  his  presence,  at  his  ex- 
press direction,  is  a  sufficient  subscrip- 
tion. Hotchkiss  V.  Cutting,  14  Minn. 
537. 

79.  Cal. — Hancock  v.  Bowman,  49 
Cal.  413.  Ind.— Hamilton  v.  State,  103 
Ind.  96,  2  N.  E.  299,  53  Am.  Eep.  491. 
la. — Cummings  v.  Landes,  140  Iowa  80, 
117  N.  W.  22.  Minn.— Herrick  v.  Mor- 
rill, 37  Minn.  250,  33  N.  W.  849,  5 
Am.  St.  Eep.  841.  N.  Y.— Barnard  v. 
Heydrick,  49  Barb.'  62,  2  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  47,  32  How.  Pr.  97;  Mutual 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Eoss,  10  Abb.  Pr.  260, 
note;  New  York  v.  Bisler,  2  Civ.  Proo. 
125,  ,10  Daly  396.  N.  D.— Hagen  v. 
Gresby,  34  N.  D.  349,  159  N.  W.  3, 
L.  E.  A.  1917B,  281.  Wis.— Dreutzer 
V.  Smith,  56  Wis.  292,  14  N.  W.  465; 
Mezchen  v.  More,  54  Wis.  214,  11  N.  W. 
534. 

[a]  "No  more  is  exacted  than  that 
the  name  of  plaintiff  or  that  of  his 
attorney  be  attached  to  the  notice  by 
any  of  the  known  methods  of  im- 
pressing the  name  on  paper,  whether 
this  be  in  writing,  printing  or  litho- 
graphing, provided  it  is  done  with  the 
intention  of  signing  oribe  adopted  in 
issuing  the  original  notice  for  service." 
Cummings  v.  Landes,  140  Iowa  80,  117 
N.  W,  22. 
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amendable,"'  and  even  the  omission  to  sign  a  summons  is  treated  as 
a  mere  irregularity  in  some  jurisdictions,^^  though  elsewhere  it  has 
also  been  held  to  render  the  summons  invalid.^^ 

K.  SeaIj.^^  —  At  common  law  a  seal  is  necessary,**  and  it  is  quite 
generally  required,  upon  process  issuing  from  a  court  of  record,  by 
a  statutory  or  constitutional  provision  therefor.*'    No  seal  is  ordinarily 


80.  Ga. — Tatum  v.  Allison,  31  0a. 
337.  N.  Y.— Wiggins  v.  Eichmond,  58 
How.  Pr.  376;  Sluyter  v.  Smith,  2 
Bosw.  673;  Hull  v.  Canandaigua  E.  L. 
&  E.  Co.,  55  App.  Div.  419,  66  N.  Y. 
Supp.  865.  Wis. — Prentice  v.  Stefan, 
72  Wis.  151,  39  N.  W.  364. 

[a]  If  sununons  is  signed  by  a  non- 
resident attorney  not  authorized  to 
practice,  it  may  be  amended  by  sub- 
stituting the  name  of  a  resident  at- 
torney. Prentice  v.  Stefan,  72  Wis. 
151,  39  N.  W.  364. 

81.  Lee  v.  Clark,  53  Minn.  315,  55 
N.  W.  127;  Harvey  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
E.   Co.,  148  Wis.   391,  134  N.  W.   839. 

[a]  The  purpose  of  the  requirement 
being  (1)  "that  the  defendant  may 
know  upon  whom  and  at  what  place 
he  may  serve  his  answer  and  other 
papers  in  the  action"  (Mezchen  v. 
More,  54  Wig.  214,  11  N.  W.  534),  (2) 
if  the  papers  annexed  to  the  summons 
and  served  with  it  show  the  attorney's 
name  and  address,  the  omission  there- 
of from  the  process  is  supplied.  Har- 
vey V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  148 
Wis.   391,  134  N.   W.   839. 

[b]  Failure  to  give  address  is  not 
jurisdictional.  Wiggins  v.  Eichmond, 
58  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  376;  Hull  v.  Can- 
andaigua Elect.  Light  &  E.  Co.,  55 
App.  Div.  419,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  865; 
Sullivan  v.  Harney,  53  Misc.  249,  103 
N.  Y.  Supp.  177. 

82.  Hoitt  V.  Skinner,  99  Iowa  360, 
68  N.  W.  788. 

83.  Seal  on  copy  of  process  served. 
see  the  title  "Service  Of  Process  and 
Papers. ' ' 

84.  U.  S. — Wolf  V.  Cook,  40  Fed. 
432.  Ind.— State  v.  Davis,  73  Ind.  359. 
Mont. — Choate  v.  Spencer,  13  Mont. 
127,  32  Pac.  651,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  425, 
20  L.  E.  A.  424.  Neb.— Taylor  v. 
Courtney,  15  Neb.  190,  16  N.  W.  842. 
N.  Y.— Millett  V.  Baker,  42  Barb.  215. 
N.  C— Finley  v.  Smith,  15  N.  C.  95; 
Shackelford  r.  McEea's  Admrs.,  10  N. 
C.  226.  Tenn.— Tackett  v.  State,  3 
Yerg.  392,  24  Am.  Dec.  582.  j 

[a]  "At  common  law,  a  writ  is- 
suing from  a  court  having  a  seal,  in 
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order  to  be  considered  authentic  or  of 
any  value,  must  be  attested  by  the 
seal  of  the  court  from  which  it  is  is- 
sued." Choate  v.  Spencer,  13  Mont. 
127,  32  Pae.  651,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  425, 
20  L.  E.  A.  424. 

[b]  A  summary  process  must  be 
sealed  as  a  writ.  It  is  a  judicial 
process,  and  not  a  mere  rule  or  order 
of  the  court.  Hughes  v.  Phelps,  1 
Brev.    (S.   C.)    81. 

[c]  Want  of  seal  not  amendable  at 
common  law.  la. — ^Poss  v.  Isett,  4  G. 
Gr.  76,  61  Am.  Dec.  117.  Me.— State 
V.  Smith,  99  Me.  164,  58  Atl.  779. 
Mass. — Hall  v.  Jones,  9  Pick.  446. 
N.  Y.— Churchill  v.  Marsh,  2  Abb.  Pr. 
219,  4  E.  D.  Smith  369.  Pa.— 1«  r« 
Bryson'B  Eoad,  2  Pen.  &  W.  207. 

[d]  Eeason  for  Common  Law  Bule 
Refusing  Amendments. — The  statute 
(8  Hen.  TT,  eh.  12,)  authorizing  the 
common    law    courts    to    amend    writs 

I  and  process  for  clerical  error  and  mis- 
:  prision  clearly  ' '  did  not  apply  to  or- 
'  iginal  writs,  which   theoretically  were 
I  issued   by   the   King   himself,   not   out 
I  of  courts  of  law,  and  were  sealed  with 
the   great   seal, — never  in  tha  custody 
of   the   courts     to     whom     power     of 
amendment   was   granted   by   the   act. 
I  thint,  also,   the   statute   had   no  re- 
ference  to   the   seal  to  judicial  writs, 
since    its    omission    could      not      arise 
from  misprision  of  the  clerk,  who  was 
not  its  custodian."     Wolf  v.  Cook,  40 
Fed.  432. 

85.  U.  S. — Middleton  Paper  Co.  v. 
Eock  Eiver  Paper  Co.,  19  Fed.  252; 
Peaslee  v.  Haberstro,  15  Blatchf.  472, 
19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,884.  Ind.— Hinton 
V.  Brown,  1  Blatchf.  429.  Kan. — Mo- 
Kenna  v.  Cooper,  79  Kan.  847,  101 
Pac.  662.  Mont. — Choate  v.  Spencer, 
13  Mont.  127,  32  Pac.  651,  40  Am.  St. 
Eep.  425,  20  L.  E.  A,  424.  N.  Y.— Peo- 
ple ea;  rel.  Jenkins  v.  Kuhne,  57  Misc. 
30,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  1020.  Ohio.— Col- 
lins V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  E.  Co.,  7  Ohio 
N.  P.  270,  7  Ohio  Dec.  445.  Ore. 
Starkey  v.  Lunz,  57  Ore.  147,  110  Pac. 
702,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  783.  Tex. 
Chambers  v.   Chapman,   32    Tex.   569; 
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required  on  process  issued  by  a  party  or  his  attorney.** 

The  primary  purpose  of  a  seal  is  the  authentication  of  the  process,*' 
taken  in  connection  with  the  clerk's  certificate  thereto;**  though  the 


Newman  v.  Mackey,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
85,  83  S.  W.  31.  ^ 

[a]  Process  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace  need  not  be  under  seal  at  com- 
mon law,  and  a  seal  is  unnecessary  un- 
less required  by  statute.  Millett  v. 
Baker,  42  Barb.  (N.  Y,)  215.  See  17 
Standard  Peoc.  1017;  and  also  Feld 
V.  Loftis,  140  111.  App.  530. 

[b]  Presumption  Raised  by  Statu- 
tory Language. — Dispensing  with  a 
seal  within  the  district  is  a  strong  leg- 
islative declaration  that  a  seal  is  es- 
sential where  a  writ  issues  out  of  a 
district.  Shackelford  v.  McEae's 
Admr.,  10  N.  C.  226. 

[o]  A  code  provision  as  to  writs 
of  execution  does  not  necessarily  apply 
to  an  order  of  sale  in  a  foreclosure 
proceeding.  Hager  v.  Astorg,  145  Cal. 
548,  79  Pac.   68,   104  Am.   St.   Eep   68. 

[d]  Notice  in  citation  by  publica- 
tion is  not  process  within  the  constitu- 
tion, and  need  not  be  under  seal.  Mo- 
Kenna  v.  Cooper,  79  Kan.  847,  101  Pac. 
662. 

86.  Band  v.  Pantograph  Stationery 
Co.,  1   Colo.  App.   270,  28  Pac.   661. 

[a]  Inferior  courts  may  not  come 
within  the  statute  dispensing  with  the 
seal  to  process.  Talcott  v.  Rosenberg, 
8  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  8.)  287,  3  Daly  (N. 
Y.)   203. 

87.  TJ.  S. — Wehrman  v.  Conklin,  155 
U.  S.  314,  15  Sup.  Ct.  129,  39  L.  ed. 
167,  175;  Wolf  v.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432. 
HI. — Sietman  v.  Goeckner,  127  111. 
App.  67.  Ind. — State  v.  Davis,  73  Ind. 
359.  Kan. — Compare  Gordon  v.  Bod- 
well,  59  Kan.  51,  51  Pac.  906,  68  Am. 
St.  Eep.  341.  Me. — Bailey  v.  Smith, 
12  Me.  196.  Mo. — Jump  v.  McClurg, 
35  Mo.  193,  86  Am.  Dee.  146.  N.  H. 
Reynolds  v.  Damrell,  19  N.  H.  394. 
N.  M. — Holzman  v.  Martinez,  2  N.  M. 
271.  N.  C.-^Shackelford  v.  McRea's 
Admrs.,  10  N.  C.  226.  Ohio.— Boal  v. 
King,  6  Ohio  11.  Pa. — In  r.«  Bryson's 
Road,  2  Pen.  &  "W.  207;  Harden  v.  Ro- 
berts, 9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  160. 

[a]  Seal  Most  Satisfactory  Proof. 
"The  law  has  always  considered  that 
the  writs  issuing  from  a  court  are 
most  satisfactorily  proved  by  the  seal 
provided  by  public  authority,  which 
every  man  is  presumed     to     know." 


Shackelford  v.  McRea's  Admrs.,  10  N. 
C.  226. 

[b]  "It  gives  additional  solemnity 
(1)  to  the  papers  to  which  it  is 
affixed,  and  renders  it  more  difficult  to 
forge  or  counterfeit  them."  Bailey  v. 
Smith,  12  Me.  196.  (2)  "A  process 
by  which  a  man's  person  or  property 
is  liable  to  be  affected,  ought  to  bear 
on  its  face  the  highest  evidence  of  au- 
thenticity." Shackelford  v.  McRea's 
Admrs.,  10  N.  C.  226. 
88.     Cal. — O'Donuell     v.      Merguire, 

'  131  Cal.  527,  63  Pac.  847,  82  Am.  St. 
Rep.  389.    Ga. — Lowe  v.  Morris,  13  Ga. 

,  147.  N.  C— Shackelford  v.  McRea's 
Admrs.,  10  N,  C.  226.     S.  C— Smith  v. 

I  Alston,  1  Mill  Const.  104. 

I  [a]  "In  modem  times  the  seal  has 
lost  its  significance,  and  cannot  be  re- 

i  garded  as  a  sufficient  authentication 
without  the  signature  of  the  officer 
affixing  it."  O'Donnell  v.  Merguire, 
131  Cal.  527,  63  Pac.  847,  82  Am.  ist. 
Rep.  389. 

I  [b]  "Its  genuineness  is  more  usu- 
ally determined  by  the  manner  of  its 
authentication,  than  by  the  character- 
istic and  distinguishing  emblems  left 
upon  its  face.  .  .  .  We  can  only 
judge  of  it  by  the  faith  and  credit  due 
to  the  attestation  of  the  keeper." 
Smith  V.  Alston,  1  Mill  Const.  (S.  C.) 
104. 

[cj  Necessity  of  Certifying  to  the 
Seal. — (1)  "A  clerk  is  not  required  to 
■state  on  the  face  of  the  process  that 
it  is  issued  under  the  seal  of  the  court. 
It  is  enough  that  he  actually  affixes 
the  seal  to  the  writ."  Morrison  v. 
Silverburgh,  13  111.  551.  See  also  Har- 
den V.  Roberts,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  160.  (2) 
"The  seal  of  the  court,  without  being 
in  any  way  named  or  referred  to,  is 
impressed  upon  a  corner  of  the  writ 
.  .  .  It  is  true,  as  is  urged,  that 
the  seal  of  the  district  court 
proves  itself,  but  it  does  not  of  itself 
prove  that  it  was  affixed  by  the  propei 
officer,  or  by  authority.  The  clerk  is 
the  keeper  of  the  seal;  he  alone  is 
authorized  to  use  it;  and  upon  affixing 
the  seal  officially  to  any  process,  he 
should  attest  the  fact  over  his  own 
signature."  Riggs  v.  Bagley,  2  G. 
Gr.  (Iowa)  383.  (3)  The  omission  of 
the    clerk's    certificate    is    amendable. 
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use  of  the  seal  as  a  source  of  revenue  to  the  clerks  and  officers  has 
not  been  lost  sight  of  by  the  courts.*^ 

There  has  been  much  conflict  among  decisions  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  omission  of  a  seal  from  the  court's  process.^"  In  many  cases 
process  has  been  held  void  for  want  of  seal,"^  either  on  the  ground 
that  at  common  law  the  seal  must  be  affixed  where  one  is  provided 
for,®^  or  that  the  statutory  provision  therefor  is  itself  mandatory.^' 
On  the  other  hand  the  defect  has  been  considered  as  merely  formaP* 


Hallett  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  22 
Iowa  259,  92  Am.  Dee.  393. 

89.  U.  S.— Wolf  V.  Cook,  40  Fed. 
432.  N.  H. — Eastman  v.  Morrison,  46 
N.  H.  136;  Dearborn  v.  Twist,  6  N.  H- 
44.  N.  Y. — Sullivan  v.  Alexander,  18 
Johns.   3. 

[a]  Alterations  of  writs  to  avoid 
clerk's  fees,  see  Dearborn  v.  Twist, 
6  N.  H.  44;  Sullivan  v.  Alexander,  18 
Johns.    (N.   Y.)   3. 

90.  See  Warmoth  v.  Dryden,  125 
Ind.  355,  25  N.  E.  433. 

91.  111.— Sidwell  v.  Schumacher,  99 
111.  426;  Hernandez  v.  Drake;  81  111. 
34;  Durham  v.  Heaton,  28  111.  264,  81 
Am.  Deo.  275;  Williams  v.  Vanmeter, 
19  111.  293.  Kan.— Kelso  v.  Norton,  74 
Kan.  442,  87  Pao.  184;.  StoufEer  V. 
Harlan,  68  Kan.  i:>j,  74  Pae.  610,  104 
Am.  St.  Eep.  396,  64  L.  E.  A.  320; 
Gordon  v.  Bodwell,  59  Kan.  51,  51  Pae. 
906,  68  Am.  St.  Eep.  341;  Lindsay  v. 
Board  of  Comrs.,  56  Kan.  630,  44  Pae. 
603;  Dexter  v.  Cochran,  17  Kan.  447. 
La.' — King  v.  Baker,  7  La.  Ann.  570; 
Bonin  v.  Durand,  2  La.  Ann.  776.  Me. 
State  v.  Smith,  99  Me.  164,  58  Atl. 
779;  Witherel  v.  Eandall,  30  Me.  168; 
Onnvevse  v.  Damariacotta  Bank,  15  Me. 
481.  Mont. — Choate  v.  Spencer,  13 
Mont.  127,  32  Pae.  651,  40  Am.  St. 
Rep.  425,  20  L.  E.  A.  424.  N.  H.— Eey- 
nolds  V.  Damrell,  19  N.  H.  394; 
Hutehins  v.  Edson,  1  N.  H.  139.  N.  0. 
Taylor  v.  Taylor,  83  N.  C.  116.  Ohio. 
Boal  V.  King,  6  Ohio  11.  Pa. — Lower 
Tow'amensing  Twp.  Eoad,  10  Pa.  Dist. 
Ct.  581;  In  re  Bryson's  EoSd,  2  Pen. 
&  W.  207.  R.  I.— Lough  v.  Millard,  2 
R.  I.   436. 

[a]  "A  warrant  commanding  an 
arre^  on  behalf'  of  the  atate,  not  hav- 
ing the  magistrate's  seal,  is  void." 
Taekett  v.  State,  3  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  392, 
24  Am.  Dee.  582.  See  the  title  "War- 
rants. ' ' 

92.  XT.  S. — ^Aetna  Insurance  Co.  «. 
Hallock,  6  Wall.  556,  18  L.  ed.  948. 
See   also   Wehrman   v.   Conklin,   155  U. 
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■  S.  314,  15  Sup.  Ct.  129,  39  L.  ed.  167, 
174.  Compare  Wolf  v.  Cook,  40  Fed. 
432.  Ind.— Eeid  v.  Houston,  49  Ind. 
181;  Jones  v.  Frost,  42  Ind.  543;  San- 
ford  V.  Sinton,  34  Ind.  539;  Hinton  v. 
Brown,  1  Blaekf.  429.  la. — Foss  v. 
Isett,  4  G.  Gr.  76,  61  Am.  Dec.  117. 
Mass. — Hall  v.  Jones,  9  Pick.  446. 
Miss. — See  Hurst  v.  Strong,  1  How. 
123.  S.  C. — Smith  v.  AflEanassieffe,  2 
Eich.  334.  Tenn. — Taekett  v.  State, 
3  Yerg.  392,  24  Am.  Dec.  582. 

[a]  "Without  this  seal  (1)  it  is 
no  more  for  the  purpose  of  a  writ 
than  blank  paper."  Foss  v.  Isett,  4 
G.  Gr.  (Iowa)  76,  61  Am.  Dec.  117.  (2) 
"One  court  cannot  speak  officially  to 
any  other  court,  otherwise  than  by  its 
seal."     Jones  v.  Frost,  42  Ind.  543. 

93.  111.— Weaver  v.  Peasley,  163  HI. 
251,  45  N.  E.  119,  54  Am.  St.  Eep. 
469.  Kan.— Gordon  v.  Bodwell,  59 
Kan.  51,  51  Pae.  906,  68  Am.  St.  Eep. 
341.  Mont. — Choate  v.  Spencer,  13 
Mont.  127,  32  Pae.  651,  40  Am.  St.  Eep. 
425,  20  L.  E.  A.  424.  N.  M.— Holzmau 
V.  Martinez,  2  N.  M.  271.  N.  Y. 
Churchill  v.  Marsh,  2  Abb.  Pr.  219,  4 
E.  D.  Smith  369.  Ore.— Starkey  v. 
Lunz,  57  Ore.  147,  110  Pae.  702,  Ann. 
Oas.  1912D,  783.  Tex.— Frosch  v. 
Schlumpf,  2  Tex.  422,  47  Am.  Dec. 
655;  Carson  Bros.  v.  McCord-Collins 
Co.,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App.  540,  84  S.  W. 
391;  Line  v.  Cranfill  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
37  S.  W.  184. 

[a]  The  Statute  Is  Imperative. — 
(1)  Garland  v.  Britton,  12  111.  232,  52 
Am.  Dec.  487.  (2)  The  omission  "im- 
peaches the  very  act  by  which  juris- 
diction is  to  be  acquired  over  the  de- 
fendants, and  rests  on  the  non-com- 
pliance with  a  statute  requisite." 
Churchill  v.  Marsh,  4  E.  D.  Smith  (N. 
Y.)    369. 

94.  Ind. — Warmoth  v.  Dryden,  125 
Tnd.  355,  25  N.  E.  433.  Mass.— Brewer 
V.  Sibley,  13  Mete.  175;  Foot  v. 
Knowles,  4  Mete.  386.  Mo. — Jump  v. 
McClurg,  35  Mo.  197.  Neb.— Tay- 
lor V.  Courtney,  15  Neb.  190,  16  N.  W. 


PROCESS 


747 


and  amendable"'  or  the  process  has  been  declared  sufficient  unless 
appropriately  objected  to  by  direct  attack."^  Not  only  .  have  the 
statutory  requirements  for  a  seal  been  regarded  by  some  courts  as 
directory  only,^'  but  in  many  states  the  effect  of  such  statutes  has 
been  set  at  rest,  and  the  rigor  of  the  common  law  rule  ameliorated 
by  general  statutory  provisions  for  amendment  of  process."*  In  hold- 
ing the  want  of  seal  amendable  or  not  amendable,  the  distinction  be- 
tween jurisdictional  and  non-jurisdietional  process  has  been  pointed 
out  as  influencing  the  decision,"^  but  the  soundness  of  this  distinction 


842.     N.  C— Vick  v.  Plournoyj  147  N. 
C.  209,  60  S.  E.  978. 

95.  U.  S.— See  Wolf  v.  Cook,  40 
Fed.  432,  applying  the  Wisconsin  law 
to  sustain  process  previously  issued 
in  a  case  subsequently  removed  to  the 
federal  court.  Ark. — Eudd  v.  Thomp- 
son, 22  Ark.  363.  Cal. — Hager  v.  As- 
torg,  145  Gal.  548,  79  Pao.  68,  104  Am. 
St.  Eep.  68.  Fla.— Benedict  v.  W.  T. 
Hadlow  Co.,  52  Pla.  188,  42  So.  239. 
Ga. — Dever  v.  Akin,  40  Ga.  423,  429; 
Lowe  V.  Morris,  13  Ga.  147.  Idaho. 
Harpold  v.  Doyle,  16  Idaho  671,  1012 
Pac.  158.  Ind. — State  v.  Davis,  73 
Ind.  359.  Mich.— Arnold  v.  Nye,  23 
Mich.  286,  293.  Mo.— Jump  v.  Mc- 
Clurg,  35  Mo.  193,  86  Am.  Dec.  146. 
Neb. — Passumpsic  Sav.  Bank  v.  Mau- 
lick,  60  Neb.  469,  83  N.  W.  672,  83 
Am.  St.  Eep.  539.  N.  Y.— Hill  v. 
Haynes,  54  N.  Y.  153;  People  v.  Dun- 
ning-, 1  Wend.  16.  N.  O. — Calmes  v. 
Lambert,  153  N.  C.  248,  69  S.  E.  138; 
Clark  V.  Hellen,  23  N.  C.  421;  Den. 
■ex  dem.  Seawalt  v.  Bank  of  Cape  Pear, 
14  N.  C.  279,  22  Am.  Dec.  722.  K.  I. 
Potter  V.  Smith,  7  E.  L  55.  Tex. 
Whittenberg  v.  Lloyd,  49  Tex.  633, 
640.  Wis. — Keehn  v.  Stein,  72  Wis. 
196,  39  N.  W.  372;  Sabin  v.  Austin, 
19  Wis.  421;  Strong  v.  Catlin,  3 
Chand.  130,  3  Pin.  121. 

96.  State  v.  Flemming,  66  Me.  142, 
22  Am.  Eep.  552;  State  v.  Lightbody, 
38  Me.  200;  Sawyer  v.  Baker,  3  Me. 
29;  Pharis  v.  Conner,  3  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)   87. 

97.  Jump  V.  McClurg,  35  Mo.  193, 
86  Am.  Dec.  146. 

98.  Ark. — ^Bridewell  v.  Mooney,  25 
Ark.  524;  Eudd  v.  Thompson,  22  Ark. 
363;  Mitchell  v.  Conley,  13  Ark.  414. 
Ind. — State  v.  Davis,  73  Ind.  359; 
Boyd  V.  Pitch,  71  Ind.  306;  Hunter  v. 
Burnsville  Tpk.  Co.,  56  Ind.  213.  la. 
Murdough  v.  McPherrin,  49  Iowa  479. 
Miss. — Spratley  v.  Kitchens,  55  Miss. 
578.      Mont.  —  Kipp     v.     Burton,     29 


Mont.  96,  74  Pac.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep. 
544,  63  L.  E.  A.  325.  See  Choate  ». 
Spencer,  13  Mont.  127,  32  Pac.  651, 
40  Am.  St.  Eep.  425,  20  L.  E.  A.  424. 
N.  Y. — Talcott  V.  Eosenberg,  8  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  287,  3  Daly  203;  People 
ex  rel.  Jenkins  v.  Kuhne,  57  Misc.  30, 
107  N.  Y.  Supp.  1020.  Wis.— Davelaar 
V.  Blue  Mound  Inv.  Co.,  110  Wis.  470, 
86  N.  W.  185;  Corwith  v.  State  Bank, 
18  Wis.  560,  86  Am.  Dec.  793;  Strong 
V.  Catlin,  3  Chand.  130,  3  Pin.  121. 

[a]  The  provisions  of  the  statutes 
of  amendments  are  of  as  commanding 
authority  and  as  imperative  in  their 
directions  as  those  prescribing  the 
formalities  of  the  process.  Kipp  v. 
Burton,  29  Mont.  96,  74  Pac.  85,  101 
Am.  St.  Eep.  544,  63  L.  E.  A.  325. 

[b]  Under  the  federal  statute  au- 
thorizing amendment  of  process,  enact- 
ed since  the  decision  in  Aetna  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Hallock,  6  Wall.  (TJ.  S.)  556,  18 
L.  ed.  948,  a  writ  may  be  amended  in 
appropriate  cases,  by  adding  the  seal. 
Tilton  V.  Cofield,  93  17.  S.  163,  23  L. 
ed.  858;  Wolf  v.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432. 

[c]  On  Eemoval  to  Federal  Court. 
"It  is  not  now  practicable  to  cause 
the  proper  seal  to  be  affixed  to  the 
writ,  since  the  state  court  is  'divested 
of  all  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.  It 
would  seem  just,  in  the  peculiar  con- 
ditions, to  enforce  the  equitable  doc- 
trine that  the  court  will  deem  that 
done  which  ought  to  have  been  done. 
It  will  therefore  be  ordered  that  the 
writ  stand  amended,  and  be  held  valid 
and  effectual,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, as  though  the  proper  seal  had 
been  originally  affixed  thereto."  Wolf 
V.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432. 

99.  Me.— Bailey  v.  Smith,  12  Me. 
196.  Mont.— Kipp  v.  Burton,  29  Mont. 
96,  74  Pac.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544, 
63  L.  E.  A.  325.  N.  Y.— Taleott  v. 
Eosenberg,  8  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  287, 
3  Daly  203. 

[a]    Summons  and    Execution    Dis- 
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has  also  been  denied,'  and  upon  looking  to  the  nature  of  the  process 
involved  in  the  adjudicated  eases,  it  will  be  seen  that  both  juris- 
dietionaP  and  non-jurisdictionaP  process  has  been  indiscriminately 
held  void  for  lack  of  seal, — or  only  voidable,*  according  to  the  rule 
in  the  particular  jurisdiction. 

Process  has  been  regarded  as  sufficiently  valid  to  amend  by  where 
either  the  seal  or  the  teste  is  present, — the  other  being  supplyable  by 
amendment.^ 

In  case  the  statute  requires  a  seal,  without  prescribing  the  form, 
the  particular  form  of  seal  used,^  or  whether  it  is  intended  by  the 
court  to  be  temporary  or  permanent,^  is  immaterial;  and  even  if  a 
public  seal  has  been  adopted,  if  it  appears  from  the  process  that  none 
has  actually  been  provided,  the  absence  thereof  is  excused,*  and  the 


ttngulshed. — "There  is  a  distinction 
between  a  summons  and  a  writ  of  exe- 
cution," with  respect  to  the  necessity 
of  appeal.  Kipp  v.  Burton,  29  Mont. 
96,  74  Pae.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  544, 
63  L.  E.  A.  325. 

[b]  A  distinction  between  judicial 
and  original  writs  (1)  has  been  made, 
allowing  amendments  in  the  former 
case,  but  not  in  the  latter.  Bailey  v. 
Smith,  12  Me.  196.  (2)  But  in  refer- 
ring to  the  above  case  the  federal  cir- 
cuit court  said:  "I  wholly  fail  to  ap- 
preciate the  distinction  drawn,  since 
all  writs,  with  us,  emanate  from  the 
court."     Wolf   V.   Cook,   40   Fed.   432. 

1.  U.  S.— Wolf  V.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432. 
Aik. — Mitchell  v.  Conley,  13  Ark.  414, 
420.  Kan.— Gordon  v.  Bodwell,  59 
Kan.  51,  51  Pac.  906,  68  Am.  St.  Rep. 
341. 

[a]  No  distinction  between  or- 
iginal, mesne  and  final  process,  can  be 
drawn,  where  the  constitution  requires 
the  use  of  a  seal  in  the  authentication 
of  all  process.  Gordon  v.  Bodwell,  59 
Kan.  51,  51  Pac.  906,  68  Am.  St.  Eep. 
341. 

2.  Ark. — Stayton  v.  Newcomer,  6 
Ark.  451,  44  Am.  Dec.  524,  Kan. 
Kelso  V.  Norton,  74  Kan.  422,  87  Pac. 
184.  N.  H. — Dearborn  v.  Twist,  6  N. 
H.  44L  Ohio. — In  re  Gorey,  2  Ohio  N. 
P.  (N.  S.)  389.  Tex.— Frosch  v. 
Schlumpf,  2  Tex.  422,  47  Am.  Dec. 
655. 

3.  V.  S. — Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hallock, 
6  Wall.  556,  18  L.  ed.  948;  Overton  v. 
Cheek,  22  How.  46,  16  L.  ed.  285.  111. 
Eoseman  v.  Miller,  84  111.  297.  Kan. 
Gordon  v.  Bodwell,  59  Kan.  51,  51  Pae. 
906,  68  Am.  St.  Eep.  341.  Minn. 
Wheaton  v.  Thompson,  20  Minn.  196. 
Ohio. — Boal  v.  King,  6  Ohio  11. 

4.  Bridewell   v.   Mooney,     25     Ark. 
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524;  Warmoth  v.  Dryden,  125  Ind. 
355,  25  N.  B.  433:  Eose  v.  Ingram, 
98  Ind.  276. 

5.  U.  S. — Dwight  V.  Merritt,  4  Fed. 
614,  18  Blatchf.  .305,  59  How.  Pr.  320; 
Peaslee  v.  Haberstro,  15  Blatchf.  472, 
19  Fed.  Gas.  No.  10,884.  Cal.— Hager 
V.  Astorg,  145  Cal.  548,  79  Pac.  68,  104 
Am.  St.  Eep.  68.  Ga. — ^Lowe  v.  Mor- 
ris, 13  Ga.  147. 

6.  Hinton  v.  Brown,  1  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  429;  Stevens  v.  Ewer,  2  Mete. 
(Mass.)  74. 

[a]  Any  Seal  Sufficient. — (1)  "The 
court  has  not  required  that  the  authen- 
ticity cf  its  seal  should  be  tested  by 
any  device  or  inscription ;  any  seal, 
therefore,  affixed  by  the  clerk  to  the 
writ,  as  the  seal  of  the  court,  is  to 
be  so  considered."  Stevens  v.  Ewer, 
2  Mete.  (Mass.)  74.  (2)  A  scrawl  as 
a  seal  is  sufficient,  if  adapted  by  the 
court  as  its  seal.  Dixon  v.  Doe  ■ex  dem. 
Lasselle,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  106.  (3) 
Where  no  engraved  seal  has  "been  fur- 
nished, "a  scroll  as  a  seal,  the  writ 
on  its  face  showing  the  reason  there- 
of" is  sufficient.  Wehrmau  v.  Conk- 
lin,  155  U.  S.  314,  15  Sup.  Ct.  129, 
39  L.  ed.  167,  175.  (4)  A  stamp  with 
ink  may  be  adopted  by  a  magistrate 
as  an  official  seal.  Eeg.  v.  Inhab.  of 
St.  Paul's  Convent  Garden,  9  Jur. 
(Eng.)  422. 

[b]  For  general  discussion  of  the 
form  of  seals  on  process,  see  Lowe  v. 
Morris,  13  6a.  147,  150. 

[c]  If  a  seal  has  been  adopted  with 
appropriate  devises,  the  use  of  a  dif- 
ferent seal  is  without  effect.  Bailey 
V.  Smith,  12  Me.  196. 

7.  Hinton  v.  Brown,  1  Blackf. 
(Ind.)   429. 

8.  U.  S.— Wehrman  v.  Conklin,  155 
U.   S.  314,  15   Sup.   Ct.   129,  39  L.   ed. 
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private  seal  of  the  clerk  has  been  regarded  as  a  sufficient  authentica- 
tion under  such  circumstances.®  But  process  cannot  be  authenticated 
by  the  seal  of  a  different  court,"  though  the  same  person  is  clerk  of 
both." 

A  seal  once  used  becomes  functus  officio  and  cannot  be  detached  and 
used  on  a  different  process.^^ 

The  presence  of  a  seal  may  be  presumed.^^ 


167,  175.  m. — Beaubien  v.  Sabine,  3 
111.  457;  Kan.— GofE  v.  Russell,  3  Kan. 
206.  Miss. — Pharis  v.  Conner,  3  Smed. 
&  M.  87.  N.  C— Shackelford  v.  Mc- 
Eea's  Admr.,  10  N.  C.  226. 

[a]  Absence  of  Seal  Does  Not  Pre- 
vent Issuance  of  Process.—"  'Suppose 
that  today  the  engraved  seal  of 
O'Brien  county  should  be  destroyed 
or  stolen,  must  all  the  judicial  pro- 
ceedings therein  be  brought  to  a  stand- 
still, awaiting  the  procurement  of  an- 
other engrav.ed  seal?  Would  this  not 
be  subverting  substance  to  mere  form? 
Would  it  not  be  permissible  for  the 
court  to  continue  the  issuance  of  writs 
of  attachment  and  execution,  having 
attached  thereto  a  scroll  as  a  seal,  the 
writ  on  its  face  showing  the  reason 
thereof?'  "  (quoting  with  approval 
from,  the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court). 
"The  fact  that  no  engraved  seal  haa 
been  procured  is  a  sufficient  excuse 
for  the  purpose  of  the  case."  Wehr- 
man  v.  Conklin,  155  U.  S.  314,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  129,  39  L.  ed.  167,  175. 

9.  Wehrman  v.  Conklin,  155  U.  S. 
314,  15  Sup.  Ct,  129,  39  L.  ed.  167,  175. 

[a]  Contra. — Where  the  clerk  used 
his  private  seal,  certifying  that  no  pub- 
lic seal  had  been  devised  by  the  court, 
a  transcript  was  rejected  as  insuffi- 
ciently sealed,  under  a  statute  requir- 
ing the  court  to  have  a  seal.  Hinton 
V.  Brown,  1  Blackf.   (Ind.)  429. 

[b]  By  statute  (1),  the  clerk  may 
certify  that  no  public  seal  has  been 
provided,  and  use  his  private  seal  (111. 
Beaubien  v.  Sabine,  3  111.  457.  Kan. 
Gofif  V.  Russell,  3  Kan.  206.  Mo. 
Swink  V.  Thompson,  31  Mo.  336),  (2) 
but  the  use  of  a  private  scroll  would 
afford  no  authentication  of  a  writ. 
Goff'«.  Eussell,  3  Kan.  206.  (3)  The 
scrawl  of  the  clerk  is  a  sufficient  seal- 
ing where  the  statute  provides  that  if 
no  official  seal  is  provided,  the  clerk 
may  affix  his  private  seal.  Swink  v. 
Thompson,  31  Mo.  336. 

10.  la. — Shaffer  v.  Sundwall,  33 
Iowa  579.  Me.— Bailey  v.  Smith,  12 
Me.  196.    Mass.— Hall  v.  Jones,  9  Pick. 


446.  Mont. — Choate  «.  Spencer,  13 
Mont.  127,  32  Pac.  651,  40  Am.  St.  Bep. 
425,  20  L.  E.  A.  424.  N.  H.— Dearborn 
V.  Twist,  6  N.  H.  44.  N.  Y.— Dominick 
v.  Backer,  3  Barb.  17.  Pa. — Road  in 
Lower  Towamensing  Twp.,  10  Pa.  Dist. 
581.  Tex. — Brewster  v.  Norfleet,  3 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  103,  22  S.  W.  226.  Wis. 
Davelaar  v.  Blue  Mound  Inv.  Co.,  110 
Wis.  470,  86  N.  W.  185. 

[a]  "The  process  of  each  court  is 
by  law  to  be  under  its  own  seal.  Bai- 
ley V.  Smith,  12  Me.  196. 

[b]  A  Wrong  Seal  Is  Eoiuivalent  to 
No  Seal. — "The  order  had  the  seal  of 
the  wrong  court  attached.  In  our  opin- 
ion, this  amounted  to  the  same  thing 
as  if  no  seal  at  all  had  been  .attached. ' ' 
Road  in  Lower  Towamensing  Twp.,  10 
Pa.  Dist.  581.  See  Mont. — Choate  v. 
Spencer,  13  Mont.  127,  32  Pac.  651,  40 
Am.  St.  Rep.  425,  20  L.  R,  A.  424. 
N.  Y. — Dominick  v.  Backer,  3  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  17.  Wis. — Davelaar  v.  Blue 
Mound  Inv.  Co.,  110  Wis.  470,  86  N. 
W.  185. 

[c]  Amendable  by  Statutory  Aid. 
Murdough  v.  McPherrin,  49  Iowa  479. 

11.  Dearborn  v.  Twist,  6  N.  H.  44. 

12.  Filkins  v.  Brockway,  19  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  170;  People  v.  Singer,  1  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  41.  Compare  Stevens  v.  Ewer, 
2  Mete.  (Mass.)   74. 

13.  See   infra,    this   note, 

[a]  A  slight  impression  upon  the 
process,  will  be  presumed,  after  many 
years,  to  be  the  impress  of  the  seal. 
Heighway  v.   Pendleton,   15   Ohio   735. 

[b]  Absence  of  a  visible  impression 
is  not  fatal,  since  from  the  clerk's  at- 
testation the  court  may  conclude  that 
the  seal  has  been  effaced.  Smith  v. 
Alston,  1  Mill  Const.   (S.  C.)   104. 

[c]  Last  writs  of  attachment  are 
presumed  to  have  been  sealed,  when 
questioned  in  an  action  of  replevin. 
McNorton  v.  Akers,  24  Iowa  369. 

[d]  The  issu«  as  to  the  presence  of 
a  seal  cannot  be  retried  in  the  supreme 
court  as  a  question  of  fact.  Crane  v. 
Blum,  56  Tex.  325. 

Vol.  XXI 


750 


PB0CES8 


L.  Date,^*  —  While  it  is  proper  for  process  to  bear  date,^^  neither 
the  failure  to  do  so,"  nor  the  insertion  of  an  incorrect  date,^''  is 
necessarily  fatal.  Such  a  defect  is  amendable.^*  And  though  the 
statute  may  direct  that  the  date  of  issuance  appear  on  the  writ/''  the 
provision  still  may  be  regarded  as  merely  directory.^"  Even  though 
the  date  of  issuance  may  become  of  importance  where  the  taking  out 
of  the  writ  is  the  commencement  of  an  action,^^  yet  the  date  which 


14.  As  to  teste,  see  supra,  IV,  I. 

15.  U.  S. — Emmons  v.  Marbelite  Plas- 
ter Co.,  193  Fed.  181.  N.  Y.— Merrill 
V.  Townsend,  5  Paige  80.  Tenn. 
Swan  V.  Eoberts,  2  Coldw.  153.  W.  Va. 
State  V.  Citizens'  Trust  &  G.  Co.,  72 
W.  Va.  181,  77  S.  E.  902. 

16.  U.  S. — Emmons  v.  Marbelite 
Plaster  Co.,  193  Fed.  181.  Mass. 
Nash  V.  Brophy,  13  Mete.  476;  Hawkes 
V.  Kennebeck,  7  Mass.  461.  Mich. 
Lyon  V.  Baldwin,  194  Mich.  118,  160 
N.  W.  428,  L.  E.  A.  1917C,  148.  N.  H. 
Eogers  v.  Parnham,  25  N.  H.  511.  Tenn. 
Lyle  V.  Longley,  6  Baxt.  286,  292. 
W.  Va. — Ambler  v.  Leach,  16  W.  Va. 
677. 

[a]  The  date  is  not  a  material  part 
of  the  writ.  TJ.  S. — Emmons  v.  Marbel- 
ite Plaster  Co.,  193  Fed.  181.  Cal. 
Hibernia  Sav.  &  Loan  Soc.  v.  Churchill, 
128  Cal.  633,  61  Pac.  278,  79  Am.  St. 
Eep.  73.  Ind. — Kellev  v.  Mason,  4  Ind. 
618. 

[b]  Where  no  special  question  arises 
upon  the  date  of  the  issuance,  a 
process  should  not  be  declared  void 
because  there  is  nothing  to  show  when 
it  issued.  Lyle  v.  Longley,  6  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)    286,   292. 

[c]  For  want  of  a  date,  a  writ  is 
defective,  and  may  be  quashed,  but  it 
is  not  a  nullity.  Ambler  v.  Leach,  15 
W.  Va.  677,  696. 

17.  U.  S. — Emmons  v.  Marbelite  Plas- 
ter Co.,  193  Fed.  181.  Ark. — Jackson 
V.  Bowling,  10  Ark.  578.  Cal.— Hiber- 
nia Sav.  &  Loan  Soc.  v.  Churchill,  128 
Cal.  633,  61  Pac.  278,  79  Am.  St.  Eep. 
73;  Bank  of  Venice  v,  Hutchinson,  IP 
Cal.  App.  219,  125  Pac.  252.  Conn. 
Eoberts  v.  Church,  17  Conn.  142.  Ky. 
Bridges  v.  Eidgley,  2  Litt.  395.  Me. 
Gardiner  v.  Gardiner,  71  Me.  266; 
Woodman  v.   Smith,   37  Me.   21. 

[a]  Where  a  clerical  error  Is  ap- 
parent, it  should  be  amended  and  the 
writ  should  not  be  quashed.  Jackson 
V.  Bowling,  10  Ark.   578. 

[b]  A  citation  dated  a  year  before 
the  institution  of  the  suit  will  not 
support  a  default  judgment.     Interna- 
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tional  &  6.  N.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Pape,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.)  §§241, 
244.  See  also  Gould  v.  Tryon,  Walk. 
Ch.    (Mich.)   339. 

[c]  The  Record  Should  Determine 
the  Date. — The  actual  time  when  a 
process  is  issued  is  determined  by  the 
record;  "and  if  it  has  no  date,  or  a 
mistaken  or  impossible  one,  we  do  not 
see  how  its  effect  as  a  compulsory 
writ  is  thereby  destroyed."  Eoberts 
V.   Church,   17   Conn.   142. 

18.  Ark. — Jackson  v.  Bowling,  10 
Ark.  578;  McLarren  v.  Thurman,  8 
Ark.  313;  Haines  v.  McCormick,  5  Ark. 
663.  Ky.— Bridges  v.  Eidgley,  2  Litt. 
395.  Me. — Gardiner  v.  Gardiner,  71 
Me.  266;  Bragg  v.  Greenleaf,  14  Mer 
395.  N.  Y. — Merrill  v.  Townsend,  5 
Paige  80. 

19.  111. — Hernandez  v.  Drake,  81  111. 
34.  Kan. — Lindsay  v.  Board  of 
Comrs.,  56  Kan.  630,  44  Pac.  603.  Tex. 
Haley  v.  M.  Greenwood  &  Co.,  28  Tex. 
680;  Marshall  v.  Marshall  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  30   S.   W.   578. 

20.  Morris  Canal  &  Bank.  Co.  V. 
Mitchell,  31  N.  J.  L.  99. 

[a]  "The  better  practice  unques- 
tionably is  to  follow  the  directions  of 
the  act  and  date  the  process  truly, 
but  a  departure  from  that  practice  in 
not  fatal  to  the  writ."  Morris  Canal 
&  Bank.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  31  N.  J.  L. 
99. 

[b]  The  Statute  Is  in  Terms  Direc- 
tory.— Swan  V.  Eoberts,  2  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)   153. 

21.  N.  H. — Eobinson  v.  Burleigh,  5 
N.  H.  225.  N.  0. — Currie  v.  Hawkins, 
118  N.  0.  593,  600,  24  S.  E.  476.  Vt. 
Chapman  v.  Goodrich,  55  Vt.  354.  W. 
Va.— Oil  &  Gas  Well  Supply  Co.  v. 
Gartlan,  58  W.  Va.  267,  52  S.  E.  524. 

See  the  title  "Suits  and  Actions." 

[a]  "The  antedating  of  a  writ 
may  work  great  damage,  as  in  the  case 
of  an  attempt  to  avoid  the  statute  of 
limitations."  Morris  Canal  &  Bank. 
Co.  V.  Mitchell,  31  N.  J.  L.  99. 

[b]  Common  Law  Changed  by  Stait- 
Ute.^— The  common  law  doctrine  that  ft 
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a  process  bears  simply  raises  the  presumption  that  the  writ  was  issued 
on  such  date,^^  and  this  may  .be  disputed  like  any  other  fact.^^ 

M.  Endorsements.  —  Though  endorsements  have  been  said,  in  cer- 
tain instances,  to  be  no  part  of  a  process,^*  they  are  usually  so  re- 
garded.^^  Frequently,  by  express  direction  of  statute,  process  has 
been  required  to  show  certain  matter  by  means  of  an  endorsement 
thereon,^"  such  as  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,"  the  nature  of 


writ  became  effective  from  the  date 
of  the  teste  was  done  away  with  by 
act  of  parliament,  29  Car.  II,  Ch.  3, 
§16;  and  this  statute,  in  substance, 
has  been  generally  followed  in  this 
country.  Burton  v.  Deleplain,  25  Mo. 
App.  376. 

22.  Ala. — Huss  v.  Central  E.  &  B. 
Co.,  66  Ala.  472.  Haw, — Gear  v.  Henry 
21  Hawaii  101.  111. — Eural  Press  Co. 
V.  Chicago  Elect.  &  S.  Co.,  107  111. 
App.  501.  Iilicta. — Howell  v.  Shepard, 
48  Mich.  472,  12  N.  W.  661.  N.  H. 
Eobinson  v.  Burleigh,  5  N.  H.  225.  N. 
Y.^ — Eoss  V.  Luther,  4  Cow.  158,  15  Am. 
Dec.  341.  N.  0. — Currie  v.  Hawkins, 
118  N.  C.  593,  24  S.  E.  476.  Vt. 
Chapman  v.  Goodrich,  55  Vt.  354.  W. 
Va. — Geiser  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Chewning,  52 
W.  Va.  523,  44  S.  E.  193. 

23.  Ark. — Jackson  r.  Bowling,  10 
Ark.  578.  Cal. — Hibernia  Sav.  &  Loan 
Soc.  V.  Churchill,  128  CaJ.  633,  61  Pae. 
278,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  73.  Me.— Bragg 
V.  Greenleaf,  14  Me.  395;  Trafton  v. 
Eogers,  13  Me.  315.  Mass. — Federhen 
V.  Smith,  3  Allen  119.  N.  H.— Society 
etc.  V.  Whitcomb,  2  N.  H.  227.  N.  Y. 
Porter  v.  Kimball,  3  Lans.  330.  N.  0. 
Currie  v.  Hawkins,  118  N.  C.  593,  600, 
24  S.  E.  476. 

[a]  The  presumption  is  not  rebut- 
ted by  the  date  of  the  sheriff's  en- 
dorsement of  its  receipt  by  him.  Hous- 
ton V.  Thornton,  122  N.  C.  365,  29  S. 
E.  827,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  699;  Currie 
V.  Hawkins,  118  N.  C.  593,  24  S.  B. 
476.' 

[b]  "Whenever  the  true  time  is 
material  it  may  be  shown  notwith- 
standing the  teste  of  the  writ."  Eob- 
inson V.  Burleigh,  5  N.  H.  225. 

24.  Cooper  v.  Jacobs,  82  Ala.  411, 
2  So.  832;  White  v.  Taylor,  48  N.  H. 
284. 

25.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Rose,  14 
Fed.  681.  Ky. — Northern  Bank  v. 
Hunt's  Heirs,  93  Ky.  67,  19  S.  W.  3; 
Nichols  V.  Taylor,  6  Mon.  325;  Jones 
V.  Overstreet,  4  Mon.  547.  Mich. — Mc- 
Guire  v.  Galligan,  53  Mich.  453,  19  N. 
W.  142,     Ohio, — Goodrich  v.  Hamer,  8 


Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint) '441,  8  "W.  L.  Bull. 
11.  Tenn. — Warder  v.  Millard,  8  Lea 
581. 

[a]  The  endorsements  may  be  con- 
sidered in  aid '  of  the  matter  stated  in 
the  body  of  the  process'.  Hull  v.  Can- 
audaigua  Elect.  L.  &  H.  Co.,  55  App. 
Div.  419,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  865;  Sivaslian 
V.   Akulian,   166   N.   Y.   Supp.   535. 

26.  Ala. — Drennen  &  Co.  v.  Jasper 
Inv.  Co.,  153  Ala.  322,  45  So.  157; 
Howell  V.  Hallett,  Minor  102.  Ark. 
Womsley  v.  Cummins,  1  Ark.  125.  N. 
Y. — Layton  v.  McConnell,  61  App. 
Div.  447,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  679. 

On  justice's  process,  see  17  Stand- 
ard Proc.  1017. 

[a]  Indorsement  on  a  branch  sum- 
mons to  another  county  which  shows 
the  identity  of  the  cause  of  action 
against  the  several  defendants  is  suf- 
ficient under  a  statute  requiring  an  in- 
dorsement to  be  borne  by  such  sum- 
mons, to  the  effect  that  it  is  a  branch 
of  the  original,  and  that  all  summons 
constitute  a  single  cause  of  action. 
Drennen  &  Co.  v.  Jasper  Inv.  Co.,  153 
Ala.  322,  45  So.  157. 

[b]  "A  true  minute  of  the  day, 
month  and  year"  when  certain  writs 
are  signed,  must  be  endorsed  thereon. 
Wheelock  v.  Sears,  19  Vt.  559;  Pollard 
V.  Wilder,  17  Vt.  48. 

[c]  The  names  of  the  real  parties 
in  interest  must  be  endorsed  upon  the 
writ,  under  the  statute,  in  an  action 
in  the  name  of  the  probate  court  upon 
a  guardian's  bond.  Probate  Court  v. 
Lamphear,   14   E.   I.    291. 

[d]  Special  authority  to  serve  must 
accompany  the  summons.  Though  the 
statute  does  not  require  the  authority 
of  one  specially  authorized  to  serve  a 
summons  to  be  endorsed  thereon,  if 
the  proof  of  such  authorization  is  not 
of  rceord  in  the  clerk's  office,  the 
"court  may  require  that  the  authority 
of  the  summons-server  shall  be  at- 
tached to  or  else  be'  endorsed  on  the 
summons."  Mayor  v.  Millen,  13  Daly 
(N.  Y.)  458. 

27.  111.— Eaton  v.   Graham,  11     111, 
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the  cause  of  action,^*  the  name  of  plaintiff's  attorney,^'  the  name 
of  the  officer  executing  the  process  when  an  attachment  is  made  on 
mesne  process,^"  the  time  when  the  officer  received  the  writ,^^  that  the 
action  is  for  a  statutory  penalty,^^  or  to  exhibit  the  party's  affidavit 


619.  Ind.— Swift  v.  Woods,  5  Blackf. 
97.  la. — Hedinger  v.  Silsbee,  2  G.  Gr. 
363.  Kan. — Dusenberry  v.  Bennett,  7 
Kan.  App.  123,  53  Pac.  82.  Miss. 
Foster  V.  Collins,  5  Smed.  &  M.  259. 
Neb. — Crowell  v.  Galloway,  3  Neb. 
215.  Ohio. — Hamilton  v.  Miller,  31 
Ohio  St.  87;  Gillett  v.  Miller,  12  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  209,  5  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  588; 
Kious  V.  Kious,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint) 
318. 

[a]  Endorsement  stating  amount  of 
original  debt  does  not  necessarily 
show  the  amount  actually  demanded 
by  the  suit,  as  there  may  have  been 
payments.  Foster  v.  Collins,  5  Smed. 
&  M.  (Miss.)  259. 

[b]  On  writs  from  a  justice's  court 
the  endorsement  supplies  the  ad  dam- 
num in  a  formal  declaration  and  con- 
trols the  recovery.  Dowling  v.  Stew- 
art, 4  111.  193.  See  alsq  Toledo,  P.  & 
W.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Pence,  71  111.  174;  and 
17  Standard  Proc.  1017. 

[c]  Notice  must  be  given  of  an 
amendment  increasing  the  amount  of 
relief  demanded,  in  ease  of  default  of 
defendant.  Watson  v.  McCartney,  1 
Neb.  131. 

[d]  Failure  to  endorse  amount  of 
plaintiff's  demand  on  the  summons  is 
of  no  consequence  unless  the  defend- 
ant fails  to  appear.  Crowell  «.  Gallo- 
way, 3  Neb.  215. 

[e]  Recovery  will  be  limited  (1)  to 
amount  endorsed  on  the  writ  (Eaton 
V.  Graham,  11  111.  619;  Dowling  v. 
Stewart,  4  111.  193;  Maholm  v.  Mar- 
shall, 29  Ohio  St.  611),  (2)  together 
with  accrued  interest  and  damages  oc- 
casioned by  an  appeal  (Haight  v.  Mc- 
Veagh,  69  111.  624;  Welch  v.  Karstens, 
60  111.  117),  (3)  if  defendant  fails  to 
appear.  Crowell  v.  Galloway,  3  Neb. 
215. 

ff]  "The  object  is  to  enable  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  debt  and  costs 
before  any  unnecessary  expense  is  in- 
curred." Stone  V.  Cordell,  1  Ohio 
Dec.    (Eeprint)    166. 

[g]  If  more  than  a  mere  money 
judgment  is  sought,  no  endorsement 
whatever  is  necessary,  as  the  statute 
simply  requires  it  in  case  of  "an  ac- 
tion for  the  recovery  of  money  only." 
Kan. — Weaver     v.     Gardner,   14  Kan. 
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I  347;    George   v.   Hatton,    2    Kan.    333. 

I  Neb. — Watson  v.  McCartney,  1  Neb. 
131.  Ohio. — Larimer  v.  Clemmer,  31 
Ohio  St.  499;  Kious  v.  Kious,  2  Ohio 
Dec.   (Reprint)   3l8. 

[h]  Where  the  praecipe  gives  the 
information,  the  failure  to  endorse  it 
on  the  writ  is  a  mere  irregularity. 
Simpson  v.  Rice,  43  Kan.  22,  22  Pac. 
1019;  Kious  v.  Kious,  2  Ohio  Dee. 
(Reprint)   318. 

[i]  The  amount  shown  by  the  en- 
dorsements should  control  when  it  dif- 
fers from  that  shown  in  the  body  of 
the  writ.  Com.  v.  McCoy,  8  Watts 
(Pa.)  153,  34  Am.  Dec.  445;  Griffith 
V.  Lyle,  7  Phila.  (Pa.),  244.  Contra 
Peters  v.  Conway,  4  Bush  (Sy.)  565. 

28.  Howell  V.  Hallett,  Minor  (Ala.) 
102. 

[a]  When  not  required  by  statute, 
the  objection  that  the  cause  of  action 
is  not  endorsed  on  the  summons  is 
frivolous.  Nance  v.  Webb,  42  Miss. 
268. 

29.  Cal. — Shinn  v.  Cummins,  65  Cal. 
97,  3  Pac.  133.  Idaho. — Foore  v.  Simon 
Piano  Co.,  18  Idaho  167,  108  Pac.  1038, 
65  Am.  Dec.  726.  Ind. — Hutchens  v. 
Latimer,  5  Ind.  67.  Eng. — Ablett  v. 
Basham,  5  El.  &  Bl.  1019,  2  Jut.  N.  S. 
285,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  239,  85  E.  C.  L. 
1019,  119   Eng.   Eeprint   760. 

[a]  The  object  is  that  defendants 
may  know  whom  to  treat  as  such  in 
the  matter  of  notices  or  payment. 
Hutchens  «.  Latimer,  5  Ind.  67. 

[b]  If  omitted,  process  is  not  in- 
validated. Foore  v.  Simon  Piano  Co., 
18  Idaho  167,  108  Pac.  1038,  65  Am. 
Dec.  726. 

30.  Stone  v.  Sprague,  24  N.  H.  309. 
[a]    An   endorsement   in   pencil     is 

not  sufficient.  Stone  v.  Sprague,  24 
N.  H.  309;  Meserve  v.  Hicks,  24  N.  H. 
295. 

31.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Until  set  aside  or  vacated,  by 
adequate  proceedings  for  that  purpose, 
the  endorsement  is  taken  as  true. 
White  V.  Johnson,  27  Ore.  282,  299,  40 
Pac.  511,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  726. 

[b]  If  incorrect  it  may  be  amend- 
ed. White  V.  Ladd,  34  Ore.  422,  56 
Pac.   515. 

32.  Ten  Eyok  v.  Mendel,  77  N.  J.  L. 
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which  will  authorize  the  writ  "to  be  directed  to  an  indifferent  person" 
for  service.^*  Statutes  also  may  require  the  process  to  be  endorsed 
with  the  plaintiff's  name,^*  or,  if  he  is  a  nonresident,  with  that  of 
a  sufficient  resident  citizen,'"  in  order  to  fix  liability  for  costs.'"  The 
change  of  endorser  of  such  a  writ,  before  service,  does  not  affect  its 
validity,'''  but  after  service  such  change  must  be  by  leave  of  court.'' 


408,  72  Atl.  31;  Marselis  v.  Seaman, 
21  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  319.  See  the  title 
" Penalties,  Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

[a]  Statute  does  not  apply  to  pen- 
alties which  are  only  incidental  to  the 
recovery,  and  depend  upon  the  verdict 
of  the  jury  and  the  operation  of  the 
law,  but  relates  to  actions  brought 
primarily  for  the  recovery  of  penalties 
and  forfeitures  prescribed  by  statute. 
Layton  v.  McConnell,  61  App.  Div.  447, 
70  N.  T.  Supp.  679. 

[b]  If  endorsement  is  not  made, 
the  service  will  be  set  aside  on  mo- 
tion even  after  a  general  appearance 
if  at  the  time  of  such  appearance  de- 
fendant had  not  learned  of  the  nature 
of  the  cause  of  action.  Farmers'  & 
Merchants  State  Bank  v.  Stringer,  75 
App.  Div.  127,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  410. 

33.  Eno  V.  Frisbie,  5  Day  (Conn.) 
122.     See  supra,  IV,  C. 

34.  Me. — Stevens  v.  Getehell,  11  Me. 
443;  Stratton  v.  Foster,  11  Me.  467. 
Mass.' — ^Feneley  v.  Mahoney,  21  Pick. 
212;  Bobbins  v.  Hill,  12  Pick.  569; 
Clark  V.  Paine,  11  Pick.  66.  N.  H.— Me- 
serve  v.  Hicks,  24  N.  H.  295. 

[a]  "The  prochein  ami  is  a  party, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  re- 
quiring original  writs  to  be  endorsed 
by  the  plaintiff,  or  his  agent  or  at- 
torney." Crossen  v.  Dryer,  17  Mass. 
222. 

35.  U.  S.  —  Pullman's  Palace  Car 
Co.  ■».  Washburn,  66  Fed.  790.  Me. 
Bennett  v.  Holmes,  79  Me.  51,  7  Atl 
902;  Stone  v^  McLanathan,  39  Me. 
131.  Mass. — Slate  v.  Ackley,  8  Cush. 
98;  Haywood  v.  Main,  18  Pick.  226. 
N.  H. — Brackett  v.  Bartlett,  19  N.  K 
129;  Pettingill  v.  McGregor,  12  N.  H 
179. 

[a]  An  endorsement  "From  the  of- 
fice of"-  the  attorney  who  brought  the 
action  is  a  sufEieiept  endorsement  un- 
der the  statute.  Seagrave  u.  Erickson, 
11  Cush.  (Mass.)  89;  Slate  v.  Ackley, 
8  Cush.  (Mass.)  98. 

[b]  The  construction  put  upon  such 
statutes  is  "that  the  party  actually 
making  the  endorsement  although 
nominally   as  the     attorney     of     the 

<8 


plaintiff,  in  a  representative  capacity, 
is  still  bound  as  iudorser,  personally." 
Slate  V.  Ackley,  8  Cush.  (Mass.)  98; 
Chapman  v.  Phillips,  8  Pick.  (Mass.) 
25;  Chadwick  v.  Upton,  3  Pick.  (Mass.) 
442;  Brackett  v.  Bartlett,  19  N.  H. 
129;  Pettingill  v.  McGregor,  12  N.  H. 
179. 

[c]  An  agent  or  attorney  (1)  who 
shall  endorse  his  name  on  an  original 
writ,  by  clause  of  the  statute,  is  made 
liable  for  the  costs,  in  case  of  avoid- 
ance. Hartwell  v.  Hemmenway,  7 
Pick.  (Mass.)  117.  (2)  And  though 
one  endorse  a  writ  with  the  name  of 
the  plaintiff  corporation,  by  himself, 
the  law  would  imply  that  the  signer 
was  the  agent  for  the  corporation;  and 
the  defendant  will  have  the  same 
remedy  against  him  as  if  he  had  writ- 
ten his  name  only.  Middlesex  Turn- 
pike Corp.  V.  Tufts,  8  Mass.  266. 

[d]  "Where  the  name  of  the  at- 
torney is  not  inserted,  it  is  not  a  good 
endorsement;  it  does  not  bind  the  at- 
torney, because,  though  he  .actually 
indorses  the  memorandum  on  the  writ, 
he  does  not  use  his  own  name. ' '  Slate 
V.  Ackley,  8  Cush.  (Mass.)  98;  Bob- 
bins V.  Hill,  12  Pick.  (Mass.)   569. 

36.  Ely  V.  Forward,  7  Mass.  25; 
Meserve  v.  Hicks,  24  N.  H.  295. 

[a]  "The  real  intent  and  design  of 
the  statute  in  requiring  an  indorser, 
was  to  afford  a  security  to  the  defend- 
ant for  his  costs  in  case  of  the 
failure  of  the  suit."  Clark  v.  Paine, 
11  Pick.   (Mass.)   66. 

37.  Steward  v.  Eiggs,  9  Me.  51. 

38.  Oysted  v.  Shed,  8  Mass.  272; 
Pettingill  v.  McGregor,  12  N.  H.  179; 
Whiteher  v.  Whitoher,  10  N.  H.  440. 

[a]  The  endorsement  may  be  made 
after  levy  under  the  statute  permit- 
ting amendments.  Garvin  v.  Legery, 
61  N.  H.  153. 

[b]  "If  the  writ  were  not  proper- 
ly endorsed  before  service,  the  court 
will  not  permit  it  afterwards  to  be 
endorsed  without  the  consent  of  the 
defendant."  Brackett  v.  Bartlett,  19 
N.  H.  129;  Pettingill  v.  McGregor,  12 
N.  H.  179. 
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Some  of  these  statutes  are  mandatory,'^  some  are  directory.*"  Though 
the  absence  of  the  endorsement  does  not  render  the  process  absolutely 
void,*^  failure  in  this  respect  is  ground  to  abate  the  writ  when  season- 
ably taken  advantage  of  ;*^  and  in  the  case  of  some  requirements,  the 
omission  may  not  be  supplied  by  amendment,  once  it  is  objected  to.*^ 
A  compliance  with  these  statutes  may  be  sufficient  though  not 
literal,**  and  failure  to  make  the  endorsement  may  of  course  be  waived 


[c]  A  person  "once  having  en- 
dorsed an  original  writ,  cannot  after- 
wards be  discharged  and  another  sub- 
stituted in  his  place  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  defendant  in  the  suit,  for 
he  has  acquired  .a  right  to  his  name 
as  a  security  for  his  costs."  Caldwell 
V.  Lovett,  13  Mass.  422;  Ely  v.  For- 
ward,  7   Mass.   25. 

39.  Me. — Liberty  v.  Haines,  101  Me. 
402,  64  Atl.  665.  Mass. — HTaywood  v. 
Main,  18  Pick.  226;  Gould  v.  Barnard, 
3  Mass.  199.  Miss. — ^Foster  v.  Collins, 
5  Smed.  &  M.  259. 

40.  Idaho. — Foore  v.  Simon  Piano 
Co.,  18  Idaho  167,  108  Pac.  1038.  lU. 
Eaton  V.  Graham,  11  111.  619.  N.  Y. 
Cox  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co., 
61  Barb.  615. 

41.  HI. — Happel  v.  Brethaner,  70 
111.  166,  22  Am.  Eep.  70;  Eaton  v. 
Graham,  11  III.  619.  Kan. — Simpson 
V.  Eice,  43  Kan.  22,  22  Pac.  1019; 
Dusenberry  v.  Bennett,  7  Kan.  App. 
123,  53  Pac.  82.  Neb. — Crowell  v. 
Galloway,  3  Neb.  215.  N.  H.— Garvin 
V.  Legery,  61  N.  H.  153;  Farnum  v. 
Bell,  3  N.  H.  72.  Ohio.— Finckh  v. 
Evexs,  25  Ohio  St.  82;  Kious  v.  Kious, 
2  Ohio  Dec,  (Eeprint)  318. 

42.  U.  S. — Brown  v.  Pond,  5  Fed. 
31.  Ala. — Howell  v.  Hallett,  Minor 
102.  Me. — Pressey  v.  Snow,  81  Me. 
288,  17  Atl.  71;  Converse  v.  Damaris- 
cotta  Bank,  15  Me.  431.  Miss. — Foster 
V.  Collins,  5  Smed.  &  M.  259.  N".  Y. 
Farmers'  &  Merchants'  State  Bank  v. 
Stringer,  75  App.  Div.  127,  77  N.  Y. 
Supp.  410.  Ohio.— Gillett  v.  Miller,  12 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  209,  5  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  588. 

43.  U.  S.— Brown  v.  Pond,  5  Fed. 
31.  Conn. — Eno  v.  Frisbie,  5  Day  122. 
Ind. — Hutehins  v.  Latimer,  5  Ind.  67. 
N.  H.— Pettingill  v.  McGregor,  12  N. 
H.  179,  190.  R.  I.— Probate  Court  v. 
Lamphear,  14  E.  I.  291. 

[a]  By  statute  certain  process  must 
be  dismissed  on  motion  for  want  of 
proper  endorsement.  Pollard  v.  Wild- 
er, 17  Vt.  48. 

[b]  Where  the  statute  provides 
that  for  failure   to   bear   a  prescribed 
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endorsement  a  writ  shall  abate,  and  no 
provision  is  made  for  amendment,  none 
can  be  made.     Eno  v.  Frisbie,  5     Day 
:  (Conn.)    122. 

[c]  If  endorsement  is  required  at 
time  of  signing  the  writ,  it  may  not 

I  be  stipplied  later.  Wheelock  v.  Sears, 
19  Vt.  559. 

[d]  Failure  to  make  endorsement  is 
'  ground  for  nonsuit.  Hedinger  v.  Sils. 
,  bee,  2  G.  Gr.   (Iowa)   363. 

44.  IT.  S.  —  Brown  v.  Pond,  5 
Fed.  41.  Oal. — Shinn  v.  Cummins,  65 
Cal.  97,  3  Pac.  133.  Fla. — Dees  v. 
Smith,  55  Fla.  652,  46  So.  173.  Kan. 
Thompson  v.  Pfeiffer,  60  Kan.  409,  56 
Pac.  763.  Mass.' — Hartwell  v.  Hem- 
menway,  7  Pick.  117.  N.  J.^Fergu- 
sou  V.  State,  31  N.  J.  L.  283.  JST  Y. 
Cox  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co., 
61  Barb.  615. 

;  [a]  "To  endorse  means  to  put  » 
name  on  the  back  of  a  paper."  Hart- 
well  V.   Hemmenway,   7   Pick.    (Mass.) 

I  117. 

[b]  If  the  information  "appears 
on  the  face  and  not  on  the  back  of  the 
summons," — "it  is  not  ■endorsed  on 
the   summons."     But   the   variance   in 

,  form  was  held  immaterial.  Shinn  v. 
Cummins,  65  Cal.  97,  3  Pac.   133. 

[c]  The  issuance  of  a  second  sum- 
mons, containing  the  proper  endorse- 
ment, cured  an  omission  of  such  en- 
dorsement from  a  former  summons 
served  on  the  same  day  as  the  latter 
summons.  Simpson  v.  Eice,  43  Kan. 
22,  22  Pac.  1019. 

[d]  When  notice  is  tiie  oTbject  of 
the  endorsement,  if  the  process  is  ac- 
companied by  a  copy  of  the  declara- 
tion which  contains  the  necessary  in- 
formation, this  is  a  substantial  com- 
pliance, though  not  a  formal  or  tech- 
nical compliance  by  an  endorsement 
on  the  process  itself.  Brown  «.  Pond, 
5  Fed.  31. 

I      [e]    Conformity     in     Substance     Is 

Necessary. — "The    statute    requires    a 

I  certain  certificate  to  be  made,  and  we 

I  might  as  well  come  to  the  conclusion 

that  none  was  necessary,  as  that  a  dif- 
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by  an  appearance.*^  The  endorsement  need  not  be  signed  by  the 
clerk  and  attested  by  the  seal.**  Unnecessary  endorsements,  which 
do  not  mislead,  may  be  treated  as  surplusage.*'  Failure  of  an  officer 
to  endorse  the  time  of  receiving  a  process  for  service  does  not  affect 
its  validity.**   ' 

N. '  Addition  A.L  Requirements.  —  Other  matter  than  that  herein- 
before treated  of  is  sometimes  required  by  statute  to  be  inserted  in 
a  summons,*"  such  as  the  time°°  and  place^^  of  filing  the  petition,  the 
title  of  the  cause,"^  the  file  number,^'  an  address  vrhere  the  answer 

ferent    one    would    answer."     Pollard  I      [b]     Statutes     reoinlring     such  en- 

V.  -Wilder,  17  Vt.  48.                                   dorsements   are   merely   directory.  Me- 

45.  111. — Happel  v.  Brethauer,  70  :  Mahan  v.  Green,  12  Ala.  71,  46  Am, 
111.  166,  22  Am.  Kep.  70.     Ind.— Swift    Dec.   242. 

V.  Woods,  5  Blackf.  97.    la. — Hedinger  I      49.     See  infra,  this  section. 
V.  Silsbee,  2   G.  Gr.  363.     Mass. — Sea-  !      [a]     The  description  of  the  premises 
grove  V.   Erickson,   11   Gush.   89.   Neh,    in  controversy  required  to  be  inserted 
Crowell  V.  Galloway,  3  Neb.  215.  I  in   the    summons    in    an    unlawful    de- 

46.  Abbey  v.  W.  B.  Grimes  Dry  tainer  action,  must  be  such  as  to 
Goods  Co.,  44  Kan.  415,  443,  24  Pae.  furnish  a  safe  guide  to  the  officer  in 
426;  Peters  v.  Conway,  4  Bush  (Ky.)  delivering  possession.  Hitchcox  v. 
565.  Eawson,  14  Gratt.   (55  Va.)   526;   Gor- 

[a]    In  a  conflict  between  endorse-    ™aii  i'-  Steed,  1  W.  Va.  1. 
ment   and   attested   words   in    a   writ,        50.    Dak. — Star    v.    Mahan,    4    Dak. 
the     latter     shall     prevail.     Peters  v.  ,  213,  30  N.  W.  169.    N.  Y. — Jacquerson 
Conway,   4   Bush    (Ky.)    565.  j  v.  Van  Erben,  2  Abb.  Pr.  315.       Tex. 

47.  Kan. — Weaver  v.  Gardner,  14  Simms  v.  Miears  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  190 
Kan.  347.     Miss. — Pharis  v.  Conner,  3  i  S.  W.  544. 

Smed.  &  M.  87.  Neb. — Krotter  &  Co.  I  [a]  It  is  a  fatal  defect  in  a  cita- 
V.  Norton,  84  Neb.  137,  120  N.  W.  923:  j  tion  to  misstate  or  fail  to  give  date 
Hapgood  Plow  Co.  v.  Martin,  16  Neb.  i  of  filing  petition.  Simms  v.  Miears, 
27,  19  N.  W.  512.  Ohio.— Larimer  v.  I  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  190  S.  W.  544;  Le 
Clemmer,  31  Ohio  St.  499.  i  Master  v.   Dalhart   E.    E.   Agency,   56 

[a]  "No  endorsement  in  this  casa  Tex.  Civ.  App.  302,  121  S.  "W.  185; 
was  necessary:  but  inasmuch  as  one  Leavitt  v.  Brazelton,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
was  made,  it  should  have  been  sufCi-  '■  3,  66  S,  W.  465.  Compare  Wood  v. 
ciently  complete  to  have  advised  the  I  Warren  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157  S.  W. 
defendants  of  all  the  relief  prayed  for.  j  301;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  John- 
This  notice  is  deceptive,  and  was  cal-  '  son,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  546,  41  S.  W. 
culated  to  mislead  defendants. ' '  i  367.  Contra,  McKnight  v.  Grant,  13 
Watson  V.  McCartney,  1  Neb.  131.  |  Idaho  629,  92  Pac.  989,  121  Am.  St. 
Compare  Weaver  v.  Gardner,  14  Kan.  ;  Kep.  287;  Jacquerson  v.  Van  Erben, 
347_  2  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  315. 

48.  HI. — Chickering  v.  Pailes,  26  |  51.  Star  v.  Mahan,  4  Dak.  213,  30 
111.  507.  Ind. — Johnson  v.  McLane.  N.  W.  169;  Cook  v.  Kelaey,  19  N.  Y. 
7  Blackf.  501,  43  Am.  Dee.  102.  la.  '  412;  Merrill  v.  George,  23  How.  Pr. 
Cobb  V.  Newcomb,  7  Iowa  43.  Miss.  (N.  Y.)  331;  Pignolet  v.  Daveau,  2 
Nance    v.    Webb,    42    Miss.    268.      Pa.  '  Hilt.   (N.  Y.)   584. 

In  re  Hale's  Appeal,  44  Pa.  438.  Tex,  |  [a]  A  statement  at  the  foot  of  the 
DeWitt  V.  Dunn,  15  Tex.  106.  Vt.  summons,  and  not  on  the  body,  show- 
Fletcher  V.  Pratt,  4  Vt.  182.  j  ing  the  time  and  place  of  filing  the 
[a]  The  law  will  presume  (1)  pro-  !  complaint,  is  sufficient.  Star  v.  Ma- 
■  cess  was  delivered  to  the  officer  at  han,  4  Dak.  213,  30  N.  W.  169;  Cook 
the  time  they  were  issued,  if  nothing  v.  Kelsey,  19  N.  Y.  412;  Pignolet  V. 
appears  in  the  record  to  indicate  the  i  Daveau,  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  584. 
time  they  came  into  his  hands  (Chick-  52.  Bank  o£  Louisiana  v.  Elam,  10 
ering  v.  Failes,  26  111.  507),  (2)  "or  '  Rob,  (La.)  26;  Caldwell  v.  Glenn,  6 
the  day  of  service  may  be  taken  as  the  ,  Bob.  (La.)  9. 
time."    Cobb  v.  Newcomb,  7  lowfi  43. '     53.    Pruitt  v.  State,  92  Tex.  434,  49 
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may  be  served,^*  or  place  where  it  is  to  be  filed.'*    If  the  information 
appears  anvwhere  in  the  process  it  is  generally  sufficient.*^ 

V.  SUPPLYING  LOST  PROCESS.  —  Lost  or  destroyed  process 
may  be  supplied  by  leave  of  the  court,  upon  application,*'  after  notice 
to  the  opposite  party,**  upon  sufficient  proof  of  the  original,*'  even 
after  the  expiration  of  the  term  at  which  judgment  was  rendered."" 


S.    W.    366;    Durham   v.   Betterton,   79 
Tex.  223,  14  S.  W.  1060. 

[a]  A  citation  -whlcli  fails  to  show 
file  number  of  the  suit  (1),  as  re- 
quired by  statute,  will  not  support  a' 
judgment  by  default.  Durham  v. 
Betterton,  79  Tex.  223,  14  S.  W.  1060; 
Crenshaw  v.  Hempel  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
130  S.  W.  731;  Duke  v.  Spiller,  51  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  237,  in  8.  W.  787;  Kirk 
«.  Hampton,  2  "Wills,  pi  v.  Cas.  (Tex.) 
§719.  (2)  Likewise  if^the  file  number 
is  misstated.  Houston,  E.  &  W.  T. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Erving,  2  "Wills.  Civ.  Cas. 
(Tex.)  §122.  (3)  But  the  rule  does  not 
apply  to  suits  in  justices'  courts,  since 
the  statute  does  not  extend  to  them. 
Valdez  v.  Cohen,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
475,  56  S.  "W.  375. 

54.  Hotehkiss  v.  Cutting,  14  Minn. 
537;  Cook  v.  Kelsey,  19  N.  Y.  412; 
"Weare  v.  Slocum,  1  Code  Eep.  (N.  Y.) 
105,  3  How.  Pr.  397;  Sullivan  v. 
Harney,  53  Misc.  249,  103  N.  Y.  Supp. 
177. 

[a]  Name  of  the  state  need  not  be 
inserted  when  not  specifically  required 
by  statute.  Cook  v.  Kelsey,  19  N.  Y. 
412. 

55.  Medley  v.  Voris,  2  La.  Ann, 
140;  Caldwell  v.  Glenn,  6  Bob.  (La.) 
9. 

56.  Bank  of  Louisiana  v.  Elam,  10 
Eob.  (La.)  26;  Baugh  v.  Baugh  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.)  175  S.  "W.  725;  McLane  v. 
Kirby,  54  Tex.  Civ.  App.  113,  116  S. 
"W.  118.  But  see  Crenshaw  v.  Hem- 
pel,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  130  S.  "W.  731. 

57.  111.— Long  V.  Sutter,  67  111.  185. 
Ky.  —  Gentry  v.  Hutchcraft,  7  Mon. 
241,  18  Am.  Dec.  172.  KT.  H.— Taylor 
V.  Cobleigh,  16  N.  H.  105;  "Whitcher  v. 
Whitcher,  10  N.  H.  440.  Ohio.— Mount 
V.  State,  14  Ohio  295,  45  Am.  Dec.  542. 

[a]  Every  court  of  record  has  a 
supervising  and  protecting  charge  over 
its  records,  and  may  direct  substitu- 
tion in  case  the  originals  are  lost.  Hol- 
lister  V.  Judges,  8  Ohio  St.  201,  204, 
70  Am.  Dec.  100. 

[b]  An  order  of  court  is  the  only 
means  by  which  a  copy  of  lost  sum- 
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mons  may  be  supplied.    Long  v.  Sutter, 

j  67  111.  185. 

i  [c]  A  copy  Is  substituted  (1)  in 
lieu  of  the  original.  Ark. — Fowler  v. 
More,  4  Ark.  570.  111. — Long  v.  Sutter, 
67     HI.      185.      N.    H.— Whitcher      v. 

I  Whitcher,  10  N.  H.  440.  (2)  If  no 
copy  exists,  the  contents  may  be  sup- 
plied by  parole.  "Williams  v.  Eichard- 
son,  66  Pla.  234,  63  So.  446,  Ann.  Cas. 

I  1916D,  245;  Easterwood  v.  Burnett,  59 

,  Tex.  Civ.  App.  521,  126  S.  "W.  934.  (3) 
"The  court  cannot  give  leave  to  file 
a  writ  materially  different  from  the 
original.  But  we  think  the  proper 
course,  where  leave  is  given  to  file  a 
writ,  is  to  make  out  one  in  the  ordin- 
ary form,  like  the  original,  with  a 
seal  and  a  copy  of  the  return,  certi- 
fied as  such."  Whitcher  v.  Whitcher, 
10  N.  H.  440. 

I      58.    Long  i).  Sutter,  6.7  HI.  185. 

[a]  Where  the  writ  has  not  been 
regularly  filed  (1)  with  the  clerk,  but 
has  been  kept  in  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  till  lost,  leave  will 
not  be  granted  to  file  a  substitute,  un- 
less with  the  consent  of  the  opposite 
party.  Mattocks  v.  Bishop,  4  N.  H. 
439.  (2)  If  lost  by  the  officer,  how- 
ever, before  return  day,  its  loss  may 
be  supplied.  Taylor  v.  Cobleigh,  16 
N.  H.  105. 

59.  Ark. — Fowler  v.  More,  4  Ark. 
570.  lU.— Long  v.  Sutter,  67  111.  185. 
Ky. — Williams  v.  Thompson,  80  Ky.' 
325;  Gentry  v.  Hutchcraft,  7  Mon.  241, 
18  Am.  Dec.  172.    ' 

I  [a]  Certificate  of  the  clerk  that 
process  had  been  issued  and  lost  does 
not  supply  the  want  of  the  missing 
process.     Smith  v.  Trimble,  27  HI.  152. 

[b]  Affidavit,  as  substitute,  will 
not  be  received.  "We  know  of  no 
precedent  for  this.  It  might  lead  to 
dangerous  consequences.  It  is  better 
that  you  should  be  put  to  the  trouble 
of  taking  out  another  summons,  than 
to  introduce  a  practice  hitherto  un- 
known."    Littell    1),    Cassady,    Hard. 

I  (Ky.)  227. 

I  60.  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Dickens,  163 
Ala.  114,  50  So,  109;  Gentry  v.  Hutch- 
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The  statutes  generally  provide  a  method  of  supplying  lost  records, 
including  process,^^  and  either  this  or  the  common  law  method  may 
be  pursued.*^ 

VI.  ALTERATION  OF  PROCESS.  —  After  completed  process  of 
the  court  is  formally  issued  by  the  clerk,  neither  an  attorney  nor 
any  other  person  may  lawfully  alter  or  change  it.*'  Such  an  alteration 
in  a  judicial  process,  if  made  in  a  material  part,"*  may  be  destructive 
of  the  writ;"^  and  an  alteration  in  the  date,""  direction,"'  or  desig- 
nation of  the  court  to  which  it  is  returnable,"^  is  material.  Under 
some  circumstances  certain  process  has  been  held  alterable  by  the 
parties  or  other  persons,  after  issuance  but  before  service,"*  such  as 


craft,  7  Mon.   (Ky.)   241,  18  Am.  Dee. 
172. 

61.  See  the  statutes;  also  MeClan- 
ahan  v.  West,  100  Mo.  309,  13  S. 
W.  674,  and  the  title  "Eecords." 

62.  Mo. — Barnes  v.  ImhoflE,  254  Mo. 
217,  162  S.  W.  152;  McClanahan  v. 
West,  100  Mo.  309,  13  S.  W.  674.  Pa. 
Bichards'  Appeal,  122  Pa.  547,  15  Atl. 
903.  Tex. — Johnson  v.  Skipworth,  59 
Tex.  473. 

63.  White  v.  Jones,  38  111.  159; 
People  V.  Lamborn,  2  111.  123;  Garrison 
V.  Hoyt,  25  Mich.  509. 

What  constitutes  issuance,  see  supra, 
in,  A. 

[a]  Illegal  and  Highly  Improper. 
(1)  "An  alteration  of  the  process  of 
the  court  -between  its  delivery  by  the 
clerk  to  the  party  or  his  attorney,  and 
its  reception  by  the  sheriff,  is  illegal 
and  highly  improper."  People  ea;  rel. 
Wright  V.  Lamborn,  2  111.  123.  (2) 
"Courts  can  never  permit  such  altera- 
tion of  its  process,  thereby  endanger- 
ing the  rights  of  parties,  as  effectu- 
ally as  any  other  species  of  forgery. 
If  wrong,  let  it  be  returned,  and  issue 
legal  process  or  apply  to  the  court  for 
leave  to  amend  it,  but  no  person, 
whether  an  officer  or  not,  can  be  en- 
trusted with  such  a  power."  White 
V.  Jones,  38  111.  159. 

64.  Conn. — Parsons  v.  Ely,  2  Conn. 
377.  111.— White  v.  Jones,  38  111.  159. 
Mich.— 7«  re  Knott,  162  Mich.  10,  126 
N.  W.   1040. 

[a]  After  the  -writ  has  been  signed 
and  Issued,  if  the  alteration  is  mate- 
rial it  destroys  the  writ.  Parsons  v. 
Ely,  2  Conn.  377. 

65.  See  cases  cited  infra  this  sec- 
tion. 

66.  Parsons  v.  Ely,  2  Conn.  377; 
Merrill  •».  Townsend,  5  Paige  (N.  T.) 
80. 

[a]    The  correction  of  an  incorrect 


date  by  an  attorney  does  not  render 
a  writ  void,  nor  subject  it  to  being 
quashed.  In  re  Knott,  162  Mich.  10, 
126  N.   W.  1040. 

67.  Eollins  v.  Eieh,  27  Me.  557. 

68.  Parsons  v.  Ely,  2  Conn.  377. 

69.  Conn. — Starr  v.  Lyon,  5  Conn. 
538;  Parsons  v.  Ely,  2  Conn.  377; 
Towner  v.  Phelps,  1  Boot  250.  Me. 
Gardiner  v.  Gardiner,  71  Me.  266. 
Mass. — Gardner  v.  Webber,  16  Pick. 
251.  N.  H.— Clough  V.  Curtis,  62  N. 
H.  409.  N.  J.— Kloepping  v.  Stell- 
macher,  36  N.  J.  L.  176.  Pa. — Com. 
V.   Warfel,  157  Pa.  444,  27  Atl.  763. 

[a]  Alterations  are  not  limited  to 
writs  said  to  be  "alive,"  that  is,  those 
of  which  the  return  day  has  not  come. 
McCracken  v.  Bichardson,  46  N.  J.  L. 
50. 

[b]  Where  service  has  not  been 
had,  alterations  may  be  made.  Gard- 
iner V.  Gardiner,  71  Me.  266;  Clindenin 
V.  Allen,  4  N.  H.  385. 

[c]  Practice  of  long  standing  (1) 
to  alter  date  and  return  day  of  writ. 
"The  alterations  in  the  writ  were 
made  in  conformity  to  long  established 
practice;  and  of  this  practice  the  court 
would  take  notice.  .  .  .  This  prac- 
tice is  convenient,  and  we  do  not 
know  that  it  is  liable  to  .abuse." 
Gardner  v.  Webber,  16  Pick.  (Mass.) 
251.  (2)  "The  practice  of  sheriffs 
in  changing  the  return  day  to  suit 
their  convenience  in  making  service,  is 
one  of  long  standing,  and  in  many 
cases  is  necessary  to  enable  the  sheriff 
to  obtain  service  of  the  writ.  Such 
alterations  do  not  avoid  the  writ  for 
irregularity."  Kloepping  v.  Stellmach- 
er,  36  N.  J.  L.  176. 

fd]  Consent  of  Plaintiff's  Attorney 
Is  Not  Necessary. — Whateve*  effect 
want  of  consent  of  the  plaiintiff's  at- 
torney might  have  in  an  action  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  sheriff  for  failure 
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original  process,  so  called,  which  is  issued  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  at- 
torney,'" or  where  it  is  the  practice  to  permit  lawyers  to  fill  out 
forms  of  mesne  process  which  have  been  issued  in  blank  by  the  clerk 
under  his  seal  and  signature.'^  The  clerk,  of  course,  has  control  of 
process  issued  by  him  until  it  is  delivered  to  the  officer  for  service,'^ 
and,  though  there  has  been  some  disapproval  of  the  practice,'^  it  is 


to  serve  prompfly,  it  will'  not  avoid 
the  writ  in  favor  of  defendant,  if 
plaintiff's  attorney  adopts  the  writ  as 
served.  Kloepping  v.  Stellmacher,  36 
N.  J.  L.  176. 

[e]  "In  the  English  practice  a 
writ  stamped  and  sealed  may  be  dated 
anew  and  made  returnable  to  another 
return  day,  provided  it  is  resealed. " 
Eastman  v.  Morrison,  46  N.  H.  136. 

70.  N.  J. — McCraeken  v.  Eichard- 
son,  46  N.  J.  L.  50.  N.  Y.— Sloan  v. 
Wattles,  13  Johns.  158.  Vt.— Hunt  v. 
Viall,  20  Vt.  291. 

See  infra,  IV,  M. 

[a]  An  attorney  who  makes  a  writ 
may  authorize  a  change  therein  be- 
fore service.  Hunt  v.  Viall,  20  Vt. 
291. 

[b]  Rule  applies  only  to  summons 
prepared  by  the  attorney  for  service, 
the  return  day  in  which  may  be  reas- 
onably continued  by  alteration,  and 
extended,  by  the  <  attorney  or  sheriff, 
in  such  manner  as  may  suit  their  con- 
venience for  service.  McCracken  v. 
Eichardson,  46  N.  J.  L.  50. 

71.  Conn. — Parsons  v.  Ely,  2  Conn. 
377.  Ga. — Bank  of  St.  Marys  v.  Mum- 
fotd,  6  Ga.  44.  Mass* — Gardner  v. 
Webber,  16  Pick.  251.  N.  H.— East- 
man V.  Morrison,  46  N.  H.  136;  Dear- 
born V.  Twist,  6  N.  H.  44;  Clindenin  v. 
Allen,  4  N.  H.  385.  N.  Y.— Sullivan 
V.  Alexander,  18  Johns.  3.  S.  C. — See 
Miller  v.  Hall,  1  Spear  1. 

Issuance  in  blank,  see  supra,  IV,  A. 

[a]  ASHiere  by  immemorial  usage 
the  clerks  have  signed  writs  in  blank 
and  attorneys  have  filled  them  out,  a 
sub^quent  alteration  of  course  does 
not  affect  their  validity.  Parsons  v. 
Ely,  2  Conn.  377. 

[b]  The  plaintiff  has  control  over 
the  writ  till  served,  where  it  is  issued, 
in  blank.  Clindenin  v.  Allen,  4  N.  H. 
385. 

[c]  Effect  of  Such  Permissible  Al- 
terations.— (1)  W'hen  the  return  day 
is  advanced,  and  the  date  of  the  pro- 
cess is  left  as  originally  written,  so 
that  the  return  day  appears  to  have 
been  placed  beyond  the  time  permitted 
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by  statute,  the  process  is  abatable. 
Denison  v.  Crofts,  74  Conn.  38,  49  Atl. 
851;  Bank  of  St.  Mary's  v.  Mumford, 
6  Ga.  44.  (2)  But  it  ha,s  also  been  held 
that  the  real  date  of  the  process  be- 
comes the  date  on  which  the  change 
was  made.  (Gardiner  v.  Gardiner,  71 
'Me.  266;  Garrison  v.  Hoyt,  25  Mich. 
509),  and  (3)  the  date  left  standing 
on  the  process  may  be  amended  to  that 
of  the  alteration  (Gardiner  v.  Gard- 
iner, 71  Me.  266);  though,  (4)  if  it 
was  not  actually  intended  to  reissue 
the  process  at  such  time,  but  only  to 
alter  the  return  day,  the  defect  is  not 
curable  by  amendment.  Denison  v. 
j  Crofts,  74  Conn.  38,  49  Atl.  851,  (5) 
and  where  the  sheriff  enlarged  the  re- 
I  turn  day,  under  a  practice  acquiesced 
j  in  by  the  court,  the  date  when  the 
change  was  made  has  also  been  held 
not  to  be  the  date  of  issuance  so  as 
to  permit  the  bar  of  limitation.  Mc- 
Cracken V.  Eichardson,  46  N.  J.  L.  50. 
I  [d]  Blanks  on  which  a  writ  has 
I  been  once  drawn  (1)  have  so  far  per- 
I  formed  their  office  as  not  to  be  eap- 
'  able  of  being  altered  and  used  again 
for  another  writ  in  another  suit.  Par- 
sons V.  Shorey,  48  N.  H.  550;  East- 
man V.  Morrison,  46  N.  H.  136;  Lyford 
V.  Bryant,  38  N.  H.  88;  Lovell  v.  Sabin, 
15  N.  H.  29,  37;  Dearborn  v.  Twist, 
6  N.  H.  44;  Durden  v.  Hammond,  1 
Barn.  &  C.  Ill,  8  E.  C.  L.  48,  107 
Eng.  Eeprint  42.  (2)  But  if  not  de- 
livered to  the  officer  for  service,  a 
blank  which  has  been  filled  out  in  a 
ease  between  other  parties  may  be 
altered  and  reused.  Gardner  v.  Web- 
'ber,  16  Pick.   (Mass.)   251. 

72.  Miller  v.  Hall,  1  Spear  (S.  C.) 
1.     See  supra.  III,  A  and  C. 

73.  Mass. — See  Blanchard  v.  Waters, 
10  Mete.  185.  Ohio. — Paris  v.  State,  3 
Ohio  St.  159.  Vt.— Sawyer  v.  Doane, 
19  Vt.  598. 

[a]  Though  irregular  for  a  justice 
of  the  peace  to  change  the  date  on  an 
execution  and  "reissue  it,"  the  writ 
is  not  thereby  void.  Faris  v.  State,  3 
Ohio  St.  159. 

[b]  The  practice  should  be  discour- 
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quite  generally  held  that  the  clerk/*  or  other  person  who  makes  the 
writ,'^  may  lawfully  make  a  change  in  it  after  delivery  to  the  officer, 
but  before  service,  or  may  authorize  another  to  make  the  alteration 
for  him,^^  under  the  usual  restrictions  as  to  such  acts  of  agency.'^ 
If  the  alteration  makes  a  material  change  in  the  writ,  it  becomes 
in  effect  new  process,'*  the  distinction  being  recognized  between  an 
amendment  curing  a  defect,  and  a  change  in  a  perfect  process  which 
creates  an  entirely  different  writJ^  There  can  be  no  alteration  or 
change  after  service,  except  by  leave  of  court,*"  and  a  judgment  by 
default  upon  process  altered  without  authority  has  been  held  to  work 
no  estoppel.*^  Upon  the  alteration  of  a  writ  without  proper  authority, 
the  process  may  be  treated  as  utterly  destroyed,*^  or  the  alteration 


aged  of  altering  final  process  to  pre- 
vent its  expiring.  Sawyer  v.  Doane, 
19  Vt.  598. 

74.  Phillips  V.  Holland,  78  N.  C.  31; 
Mississippi  Mills  v.  Meyer,  83  Tex. 
433,   18   S.   W.   748. 

75.  Mich.— Garrison  v.  Hoyt,  25 
Mich.  509.  Ohio. — Faris  v.  State,  3 
Ohio   St.   159.     Vt. — Sawyer  v.  Doane, 

19  Vt.   598. 

76.  N.  Y. — Sullivan  v.  Alexander, 
18  Johns.  3;  Sloan  v.  Wattles,  13  Johiis. 
158.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Warfel,  157  Pa. 
444,  27  Atl.   763.     Vt.— Hunt  v.  Viall, 

20  Vt.   291. 

ta]  The  sheriff  may  exercise  the 
power  given  him  by  the  proper  author- 
ity. Sloan  V.  Wattles,  13  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)   158;  Hunt  v.  Viall,  20  Vt.  291. 

[b]  One  prohibited  by  statute  from 
filling  out  a  process,  may  not  act  as 
such  agent  to  make  the  alteration, 
without  rendering  the  process  void. 
Garrison  v.  Hoyt,  25  Mich.  509.  But 
see  Hunt  v.  Viall,  20   Vt.   291. 

77.  Garrison  v.  Hoyt,  25  Mich.  509. 

[a]  Such  alteration  is  treated  as 
the  oflacial  act  of  the  ofScer  who  is- 
sued the  process,  if  made  by  his  di- 
rection and  in  his  presence,  where  no 
discretion  is  given  the  person  acting 
as  a  mere  clerk  or  amanuensis.  Gar- 
rison V.  Hoyt,  25  Mich.  509. 

[b]  Clerk  may  not  telegraph  author- 
ity to  an  attorney  in  another  county 
to  make  a  change  in  the  direction  of 
a  process,  so  as  to  make  it  run  to 
a  different  county  from  that  specified 
when  originally  issued.  Mississippi 
Mills  V.  Meyer,  83  Tex.  433,  18  S.  W. 
748. 

78.  Me.^Gardiner  v.  Gardiner,  71 
Me.  266.  Mich. — Garrison  v.  Hoyt,  25 
Mich.  509.  N.  C— Phillips  v.  Holland, 
78  N.  C.   31. 

But  see  Hunt  v.  Viall,  20  Vt.  291. 


[a]  Reissuance  at  the  time  of  alter- 
ation saves  a  process  from  being  abat- 
able. Denison  v.  Crofts,  74  Conn.  38, 
49  Atl.  851. 

79.  Phillips  V.  Holland,  78  N.  C.  31. 
See  infra,  VTII,  B,  2. 

80.  Ga. — Adam  Elect.  Co.  v.  Wit- 
man,  16  Ga.  App.  574,  85  S.  E.  819. 
Me. — Harris  v.  Barker,  87  Me.  270,  32 
Atl.  896;  Bray  v.  Libby,  71  Me.  276; 
Childs  V.  Ham,  23  Me.  74.  Mass. 
Simeon,  v.  Cramm,  121  Mass.  492; 
Brown  v  Neale,  3  Allen  74,  80  Am. 
Dec.  53.  N  H.— Clindenin  v.  Allen,  4 
N.  H.  385 

[a]  "The  writ,  when  served,  must 
be  returned  into  the  court  by  the  of- 
ficer who  makes  the  service.  Neither 
he  nor  the  attorney  who  gave  it  to 
him  can  alter  or  add  to  it."  Bray 
V.  Libby,  71  Me.  276;  Brigham  v. 
Este,  2  Pick.  (Mass.)  420. 

[b]  Alteration  after  service  is 
forgery,  if  made  without  leave  of  the 
court.  White  v.  Jones,  38  111.  159; 
Clindenin  v.  Allen,  4  N.  H-.  385. 

81.  Brown  v.  Neale,  3  Allen  (Mass.) 
74,  80  Am.  Dec.  53.  But  see  Spaulding 
V.  Chamberlin,  12  Vt.  538,  36  Am. 
Dec.  358,  and  also  Gifford  v.  Morrison, 
37  Ohio   St.   502,  41  Am.  Eep.   537. 

82.  Conn. — Denisou  v.  Crofts,  74 
Conn.  38,  49  Atl.  851;  Parsons  v.  Ely, 
2  Conn.  377.  111. — White  v.  Jones,  38 
111.  159.  Me.— Bray  v.  Libby,  71  Me. 
276.  N.  J. — McCracken  v.  Richardson, 
46  N.  J.  L.  50.  N.  Y.— Merrill  v. 
Townsend,  5  Paige  80;  People  v.  Sin- 
ger, 1  Cow.  41.  Pa. — See  Elwood 
Paper  Co.  v.  Eadziewicz,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
81.  Tex. — Mississippi  Mills  v.  Meyer, 
83  Tex.  433,  18  S.   W.  748. 

Fa]  The  alteration  of  a  perfect 
■writ  may  render  it  void.  Mississippi 
Mills  V.  Meyer,  83  Tex.  433,  18  S.  W. 
748. 

Vol.  XXI 


760 


PROCESS 


may  be  stricken  out  and  the  original  reading  restored,  when  justice 
requires  this  course.*'  However,  after  there  has  been  a  proper 
alteration  of  a  writ,  it  has  been  held  improper  to  permit  such  a 
restoration.** 

By  statute  it  has  been  provided  that  process  to  commence  suit  shall 
not  be  altered  after  issuance,  nor  any  blank  filled  up,  except  by  the 
clerk, *^  or  by  direction  of  the  court.** 

VII.  ALIAS  AND  OTHER  ADDITIONAL  PROCESS.  — A.  In 
General.*^  —  An  alias  is  issued  when  the  original  process  has  not 
produced  its  effect,**  as  where  the  original  has  been  returned*"  un- 


[b]  If  a  constable  add  a  new  name 

to  a  summons,  without  authority  of 
the  justice,  he  vitiates  the  whole 
process.  Deats  v.  Scranton,  8  P.  L.  L. 
(Pa.)    164,  7  Luz.  L.  E.  179. 

[c]  It  should  appear  of  record  who 
made  the  alteration.  Garrison  v.  Hoyt, 
25  Mich.  509. 

[d]  The  oh j action  may  he  waived 
in  jurisdictional  process.  Bray  v. 
Libby,  71  Me.  276;  Pattee  v.  Lowe, 
35  Me.  121. 

[e]  A  change  in  the  direction  of  a 
final  process,  by  an  attorney,  after  is- 
suance, did  not  destroy  the  writ,  since 
the  attorney  had  the  right  originally 
to  demand  either  of  two  readings,  and 
the  act  of  the  clerk  in  filling  in  this 
part  of  the  writ  was  purely  minis- 
terial. But  "such  alteration  will  rare- 
ly be  made  without  some  pressing  need 
to  justify  it."  Blanehard  v.  Waters, 
10  Mete.  (Mass.)  185.  See  also  Rol- 
lins V.  Rich,  27  Me.  557.  But  compare 
Denison  v.  Crofts,  74  Conn.  38,  49  Atl. 
851,  and  Mississippi  Mills  v.  Meyer,  83 
Tex.  433,  18  S.  W.  748. 

83.  Me. — Rollins  v.  Rich,  27  Me. 
557.  Mass. — Brier  v.  Woodbury,  1 
Pick.  362.  N.  Y.— People  ex  rel.  Jen- 
kins V.  Kuhne,  57  Misc.  30,  107  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1020.  N.  C— Phillips  v.  Hol- 
land, 78  N.  C.  31.  Ohio.— HoUistpr  v. 
Judges,  8  Ohio  St.  201,  70  Am.  Dee. 
100. 

[a]  A  change  made  by  a  stranger, 
without  authority  of  a  party,  has  no 
effect  upon  the  process  as  originally 
issued.  People  ex  rel.  Jenkins  v.  E!uhne, 
57  Misc.  30,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  1020; 
Phillips  V.  Holland,  78  N.  C.  31. 

[b]  An  alteration  fraudulently 
made  by  an  officer,  is  without  effect. 
Brier  v.  Woodbury,  1  Pick.  (Mass.) 
362. 

84.  Phillips  V.  Holland,  78  N.  C,  31. 

85.  Abney  v.  Ohio  Lumb.,  etc.  Co., 
45  W.  Va.  446,  32  S.  E.  258;  Spragins 
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V.   West   Virginia,   etc.   E.   Co.,  35   W. 
Va.  139,  13  S.  E.  45. 

86.  People  ex  rel.  Jenkins  v.  Kuhne, 

57  Misc.  30,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  1020. 

87.  Effect  on  power  of  special  judge, 
see  17  Standard,  Peoc.  697,  note  97 
[b]. 

Alias    execution,    see    16    Standard 

.  Peoc.  256,  296. 

Alias  writ  of  venire  to  summon  jury, 

i  see  16  Standard  Peoc.  987. 

I  88.  Ark. — Hughes  v.  Martin,  1  Ark. 
386,  389.     Colo.— BarndoUar  v.  Patton, 

:  5   Colo.  46;   Farris  v.    Walter,  2   Colo. 

I  App.    450,    31    Pac.    231.      D.    C— Par- 

i  sons  V.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas.  532,  544. 
Mo. — Mansur  v.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.,    136    Mo.    App.    726,    118     S.     W. 

I  1193.     Neb.— Davis  v.  Ballard,  38  Neb. 

I  830,  57  N.  W.  527.     N.  Y.— Merrill  v. 

1  Townsend,    5    Paige    80.       Ohio. — Wil- 

,  liams'  Admrs.  v.  Welton's  Admr.,  28 
Ohio  St.  451,  471;  Minor  v.  Board  of 
Control,  20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  4.  Va.— Rich- 
mond &  D.  R.  Co.  V.  Rudd,  88  Va. 
648,  14  S.  E.  361.  W.  Va.— Gorman  v. 
Steed,  1  W.  Va.  1. 

[a]  "An  alias  writ  is  one  which  is 
issued  when  a .  former  writ  has  not 
produced  its  effect.  The  writ  is  so 
called  from  the  words  'as  we  have 
formerly  commanded  you'  being  inserted 
after  the  usual  commencement  'we 
command  you.'  "  Farris  v.  Walter,  2 
Colo.  App.  450,  31  Pac.  231. 

89.  Ala. — Curtis  v.  Gaines,  46  Ala. 
455.  Neb.- Walker  v.  Stevens,  52  Neb. 
653,  72  N.  W.  1038;  Hanna  v.  Emer- 
son, 45  Neb.  708,  64  N.  W.  229.  Ohio. 
Williams'  Admrs.  v.  Welton's  Admr., 
28  Ohio  St.  451,  469.  S.  C— Parker 
V.  Grayson,  1  Nott  &  McC.  171;  Boggs 
V.  Symmes,  8  Rich.  L.  443.  W.  Va. 
Oil  &  Gas  Well  Supply  Co.  v.  Gartlan, 

58  W.  Va.   267,  52   S.   E.   524. 

[a]  By  statute  it  is  provided: 
"When  a  writ  is  returned  'not  sum- 
moned'   other    writs    may    be    issued 
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executed,  or  is  lost  or  destroyedj^"  or  for  defects  or  irregularities 
in  the  serviee,^^  or,  by  statute  at  least,  for. irregularities  and  defects 
in  the  original  process  itself;®^  and  it  may  be  followed  by  successive 
gluries  writs  until  its  purpose  has  been  effected."' 

B.  Comparison  of  Common  Law  and  Code  Alias.  —  At  common 
law  where  suit  is  commenced  by  the  issuance  of  process,  the  alias  is 
a  continuation  of  the  original  valid  process,"*  and  must  correspond 


until  the  defendant  or  defendants  shall 
be  summoned."  Walker  v.  Stevens,  52 
Neb.  653,  72  N.  W.  1038;  "Williams' 
Admrs.  v.  Welton's  Admr.,  28  Ohio  St. 
451,   469. 

90.  Williams'  Admrs.  v.  Welton's 
Admr.,  28  Ohio  St.  451. 

[a]  It  is  within  the  power  of  the 
court  to  allow  a  new  writ  to  be  made 
and  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  when  the 
former  has  been  lost  or  destroyed. 
White  V.  Lovejoy,  3  Johns,  (N.  T.) 
448. 

91.  Mansur  v.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.,  136  Mo.  App.  726,  118  8.  W.  1193; 
Danville  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Brown,  90 
Va.  340,  18  S.  E.  278;  Wynn  v.  Wyatt's 
Admx.,  11  Leigh  (38  Va.)  584, 

92.  Colo. — BarndoUar  v.  Patton,  5 
Colo.  46.  Mo. — Mansur  v.  Pacific  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  136  Mo.  App.  726,  118 
S.  W.  1193.  Va.— Danville  &  W,  E. 
Co.  V.  Brown,  90  Va.  340,  18  S.  E. 
278. 

[a]  An  alias  summons  "is  em- 
ployed in  cases  where  the  original 
summons  is  defective  in  form  or  man- 
ner of  service,  and  cannot  be  held  to 
have  performed  its  function."  Man- 
sur V.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  136 
Mo.  App.  726,  118  S.   W.  1193. 

[b]  If  the  first  process  is  void,  the 
one  subsequently  issued  is  not  an  alias 
but  becomes  the  original.  111. — Eattan 
V.  Stone,  4  111.  540.  Neb.— See  Walker 
V.  Stevens,  52  Neb.  653,  72  N.  W. 
1038.  N.  C— Polk  V.  Howard,  72  N. 
C.  527.  Pa. — Everett  v.  Niagara  Ins. 
Co.,  142  Pa.  322,  21  Atl.  817. 

93.  Art. — Hughes  v.  Martin,  1  Ark. 
386.  Mich. — Johnson  v.  Mead,  58  Mich. 
67,  24  N.  W.  665.  Va.— Danville  &  W. 
E.  Co.  V.  Brown,  90  Va.  340,  18  S.  E. 
278.  W.  Va.— Oil  &  Gas  Well  Supply 
Co.  V.  Gartlan,  58  W.  Va.  267,  52 
S.  E.   524. 

[a]  "The  only  limitation  in  law 
upon  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  in  a 
suit  to  have  issv.ed  as  many  writs  as 
he  may  deem  proper,  is  that  he  is  not 
permitted  to  harass  or  vex  the  de- 
fendant with  unnecessary  costs."  Dan- 


ville &  W.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Brown,  90  Va. 
340,  18  S.  E.  278. 

[b]  No  length  of  time  between  the 
first  and  last  process  destroys  the  ef- 
fect of  such  a  proceeding  if  continuous 
process  is  taken  out  and  returned 
"non  eat  inventus"  from  term  to 
term.  In  this  case  seventeen  years 
had  elapsed  between  the  issuing  of  the 
two  writs.  Ontario  Bank  v.  Eathbun, 
19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  291. 

94.  lU.— Eattan  v.  Stone,  4  111.  540. 
N.  Y. — Ontario  Bank  v.  Eathbun,  19 
Wend.  291.  Pa. — Everett  v.  Niagara 
Ins.  Co.,  142  Pa.  322,  21  Atl.  817; 
McClurg  V.  Fryer,  15  Pa.  293;  O'Neill's 
Estate,  29  Pa.  Super.  415;  Lynn  v. 
McMillen,  3  Pen.  &  W.  170.  Va. — Vir- 
ginia F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Vaughan,  88 
Va.  832,  14  S.  E.  754.  W.  Va.— Oil  & 
Gas    Well    Supply    Co.    v.    Gartlan,    58 

i  W.  Va.  267,  52  S.  E.  524;  Gorman  v. 
Steed,  1  W.  Va.  1. 

I  [a]  The  Original  and  Alias  Form 
But  One  Process. — (1)  The  alias  is  "a 
continuation  or  reiteration  of  the  orig- 
inal, and  so  indissolubly  connected  as 
to  be  one."  McOlurg  v.  Fryer,  15  Pa. 
293.  (2)  The  "alias  is  but  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  original,  and  depend- 
ent upon  it,  it  must  stand  or  fall  with 
it;  and  the  original  being  quashed  for 
the  causes  assigned,  the  alias  ought 
also  to  have  been  quashed."  Gorman 
V.  Steed,  1  W.  Va.   1. 

I  [b]  An  action  is  deemed  commenced 
on  the  day  the  first  writ  issued.     Slat- 

I  ton  V.   Jonson,   4   Hayw.    (Tenn.)    197; 

I  Oil  &  Gas  Well  Supply  Co.  v.  Gartlan, 
58  W.  Va.  267,  52  S.  E.  524. 

!  [c]  Effect  of  the  Alias  When 
Served  Not  Eetroactive. — By  the  serv- 
ice of  such  alias  the  defendant  is  not 
brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

I  court  as  of  date  of  the  issuance  of 
the  original  summons,  so  as  to  give 
validity  to  any  proceedings  taken  in 
the  meantime,  and  before  the  defend- 
ant was  actually  before  the  court. 
First  Nat.  Bank  17.  Cooke,  3  Pa.  Supen 
278. 
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with  it  in  all  essential  parts.»=  Moreover,  when  process  has  been 
commenced,  it  must  be  pursued  without  any  chasm,^°  and  every  sub- 
sequent process  must  be  dated  on  the  day  of  the  return  of  the  preceding 
one,^^  and  a  failure  to  maintain  this  regular  succession  of  writs  re- 


95.  Ky. — Morgan's  Exrx.  v.  Mor- 
gan, 2  Bibb  388.  Md.— State  v.  Logan, 
33  Md.  1.  S.  C— Boggs  v.  Symmes,  8 
Eieh.   L.  443. 

[a]  The  variance  (1)  between  the 
original  amd  alias  to  be  material,  must 
be  in  a  material  part,  such  as  in  this 
case,  a  failure  to  name  one  of  the 
defendants.  Morgan's  Exrx.  v.  Mor- 
gan, 2  Bibb  (Ky.)  388.  (2)  The  dam- 
ages laid  in  the  original  writ  are  im- 
portant and  an  essential  part  of  it, 
and  in  this  particular  the  alias  must 
correspond, — though  a  slight  change^  in 
the  words  used  would  not  be  material. 
Boggs  V.  Symmes,  8  Bich.  L.  (S.  C.) 
443. 

[b]  Where  code  changes  the  form 
of  summons  pending  service,  the  con* 
tinuity  of  the  original  suit  is  not  brok- 
en by  a  conformity  to  the  statutory 
requirements  in  the  summons  issued 
subsequent  to  the  statutory  change. 
State  v.  Logan,  33  Md.  1. 

96.  Md. — Hazlehurst  v.  Morris,  28 
Md.  67.  Mich. — Johnson  v.  Mead,  58 
Mich.  67,  24  N.  W.  665,  N.  Y.— Low 
V.  Little,  17  Johns.  346;  Ontario  Bank 
17.  Rathbun,  19  Wend.  291.  N.  O. 
Battle  V.  Baird,  118  N.  C.  854,  24  S.  E. 
668;  Etheridge  v.  Woodley,  83  N.  C. 
11.  ,Pa.— Curcier's  Estate,  28  Pa.  261; 
McClurg  V.  Fryer,  15  Pa.'  293.  S.  C. 
Parker  v.  Grayson,  1  Nott  &  McC.  171. 
Tenn.-^Cherry  v.  Mississippi  Val.  Ins. 
Co.,  16  Lea  292;  Dougherty  v.  Shown, 
1  Heisk.  302;  Slatton  t.  Jonson,  4 
Hayw.  197. 

[a]  An  "interval"  (1)  interrupts 
the  continuity  of  the  suit.  Johnson 
V.  Mead,  58  Mich.  67,  24  N.  W.  665. 
(2)  "Where  ,a  party  institutes  a  suit 
and  the  summons  proves  ineffectual  to 
bring  the  defendant  into  court  and  is 
returned  by  the  sheriff,  in  order  to 
keep  the  Buit  alive,  the  summons  must 
he  regularly  renewed  from  term  to 
term  until  the  defendant  is  taken.  The 
omission  so  to  renew  it  operates  (as) 
a  discontinuance  of  the  action."  Hazle- 
hurst V.  Morris,  28  Md.  67.  (3)  "The 
original  summons  must  be  followed  by 
appropriate  successive  processes  in  or- 
der to  a  continuous  single  action  re- 
ferable  to   the    date    of    its    issue." 
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Etheridge  v.  Woodley,  83  N.  C.  12. 
(4)  An  alias  may  be  connected  with 
the  original  writ  not  served,  so  as 
to  make  both  part  of  the  same  process, 
but  not  if  issuance  of  the  alias  is 
delayed  beyond  the  period  recognized 
by  law.  Curcier's  Estate,  28  Pa. 
261. 

[b]  A  continuance  roll  (1)  was 
made  up  at  common  law,  in  each  case 
where  the  process  was  returned  un- 
served, and  the  continuity  of  the  pro- 
ceeding was  kept  up  by  the  entering 
of  continuances  from  term  to  term  and 
issuance  of  new  process,  until  service 
was  finally  had.  Cal. — Dupuy  v. 
Shear,  29  Cal.  238.  D.  C— Parsons  v. 
Hill,  15  App.  Gas.  532.  Mich. — John- 
son V.  Mead,  58  Mich.  67,  24  N.  W. 
665.  N.  Y. — Ontario  Bank  v.  Rathbun, 
19  Wend.  291.  (2)  This  roll  came  finally 
to  be  permitted  to  be  made  up  at  any 
time  after  the  return  of  a  process  on 
which  the  service  was  had,  by  leave  of 
court  (Johnson  v.  Mead,  58  Mich.  67, 
24  N.  W.  665);  (3)  but  the  English 
practice  of  making  the  continuances 
out  of  court,  and  entering  them  at 
any  subsequent  time  has  not  generally 
obtained  in  this  country  (D.  C- — Par- 
sons V.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas.  532.  Md. 
Hazlehurst  v.  Morris,  28  Md.  67.  S.  0. 
State  Bank  v.  Baker,  3  McCord  281. 
Tenn.^Slatton  v.  Jonson,  4  Hayw. 
197),  (4)  though  it  was  adopted  in 
some  jurisdictions.  U.  S. — Sehlosser 
V.  Lesher,  1  Dall.  411,  1  L.  ed.  200. 
N.  y. — Davis  V.  West,  5  Wend.  63. 
Pa. — Magaw  v.  Clark,  1  Watts  528. 
But  see  Low  v.  Little,  17  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  346, 

97.  3  Bl.  Com.  282,  and  the  follow- 
ing: U.  S. — United  States  v.  Parker,  2 
Dall.  373,  1  L.  ed.  421,  26  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  15,992.  Mich.— Johnson  v.  Mead, 
58  Mich.  67,  24  N.  W.  665.  N.  Y., 
People  ex  rel.  Ellinghausen  v.  Leask,  1 
Abb.  N.  C.  299.  S.  C— Parker  v.  Gray- 
son, 1  Nott  &  MeC.  171.  Tenn.— Slat- 
ton  V.  Jonson,  4  Hayw.  197. 

[a]  If  the  original  is  returned  (1) 
before  the  return  day  named  in  the 
writ,  the  alias  may  issue  forthwith 
(Eammel  v.  Watson,  31  N.  J.  L.  281; 
People  ex  rel.  Ellinghausen  v.  Leask,  1 
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suits  in  a  discontinuance,^*  so  far  as  dating  the  suit  from  the  time 
of  the  issuance  of  the  first  writ  is  concerned.'?  A  distinction,  however, 
has  been  made  between  jurisdictional  and  final  process,  as  to  the 
necessity  of  successive  writs.^  But  the  service  of  a  subsequent  writ 
gives  jurisdiction,  regardless  of  whether  it  is  a  technical  alias,^  and 
the  formalities  requisite  to  a  good  alias  at  common  law  are  immaterial 
except  in  so  far  as  they  may  affect  questions  concerning  the  time 
when  the  suit  is  to  be  regarded  as  commenced;^  hence  if  the  process 


Abb.  N.  C.  [N.  Y.]  299),  if  (2)  noth- 
ing in  the  statute  inhibits  this  prac- 
tice. Hakes  v.  Macklin,  170  Mich.  228, 
136  N.  W.  509. 

98.  Cal. — See  Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29 
Cal.  238.  Ky. — Morgan's  Exrx.  v.  Mor- 
gan, 2  Bibb  388.  Md. — Hazlehurst  v. 
Morris,  28  Md.  67.  Mich. — Johnson  v. 
Mead,  58  Mich.  67,  24  N.  W.  665. 
N.  0. — Penniman  v.  Daniel,  91  N.  C. 
431.  Pa. — Lynn  v.  McMillen,  3  Pen. 
&  W.  170;  Jones  v.  Orum,  5  Eawle 
249.  S.  C— State  Bank  v.  Baker,  3 
McCord  281;  Parker  v.  Grayson,  1 
Nott  &  MeC.  171.  Tenn. — Cherry  v. 
Mississippi  Val.  Ins.  Co.,  16  Lea  292; 
Armstrong  v.  Harrison,  1  Head  379. 

[a]  "A  discontinuance  results  from 
the  voluntary  act  of  the  plaintiff  in 
not  going  on  regularly  by  the  issue 
of  successive  connecting  process,  and 
thereby  producing  a  break  or  hiatus  to 
which  such  effect  is  ascribed."  Pen- 
niman V.   Daniel,   91  N.   C.   431. 

[b]  A  discontinuance  by  the  court 
is  necessary  to  terminate  the  suit;  and 
though  a  party  has  the  right  to  have 
the  suit  dismissed  upon  motion,  he 
may  waive  the  right  by  appearance 
and  defense  to  the  merits.  Cherry  v. 
Mississippi  Val.  Ins.  Co.,  16  Lea 
(Tenn.)  292,  disapproving  Maxwell  v. 
Lea,  6  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  247,  holding 
that  the  suit  discontinues  at  the  close 
of  the  term  to  which  the  last  sum- 
mons was  returnable,  where  no  alias 
is  issued,  without  afarmative  action  of 
the  court.  See  also  Armstrong  v.  Har- 
rison, 1  Head  (Tenn.)  379. 

99.  United  States  v.  Parker,  2  Dall. 
373,  1  L.  ed.  421,  26  Fed.  Cas,  No. 
15,992;  Parker  v.  Grayson,  1  Nott  & 
McC.    (S.   C.)    171. 

[a]  The  retrospective  effect  is  not 
given  the  alias  if  a  hiatus  occurs. 
Parker  v.  Grayson,  1  Nott  &  McC. 
(8.  C.)  171. 

1.  Thomson  v.  Beveridge,  3  Mackey 
(D.  C.)  170.  But  see  Hazlehurst  v. 
Morris,  28  Md.  67;  and  16  Standabd 
Peoc.  262,  263, 


2.  Ala. — Smith  v.  Blakeney,  8  Port. 
128.  Mich. — Frantz  v.  Detroit  United 
Ey.,  147  Mich.  199,  110  N.  W.  531; 
Axtell  V.  Gibbs,  52  Mich.  639,  18  N. 
W.  395.  Neb. — Ensign  v.  Eoggencamp, 
13  Neb.  30,  12  N.  W.  811.  N.  C. 
Battle  V.  Baird,  118  N.  C.  854,  24  S. 
E.  668.  Pa. — Lynn  v.  McMillen,  3  Pen. 
&  W.   170. 

[a]  Process  is  not  void  though  in- 
suffi,cient  as  an  alias.     Axtell  v.  Gibbs, 

52  Mich.  639,  18  N.    W.   395. 

[b]  Errors  in  original  do  not  pre- 
vent attaching  of  jurisdiction  by  serv- 
ice of  a  correct  subsequent  process. 
Scull  V.  Kuykendall,  Hempst.  9,  21 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,570b;  Goodlett  v. 
Hansen,  56  Ala.  346. 

3.  Cal. — Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29  Cal. 
238.  N.  Y. — Livingston  v.  Ostrander, 
9  Wend.  306;  Davis  v.  "West,  5  Wend. 
63;  Soulden  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  3  Wend. 
472.  N.  C— Battle  v.  Baird,  118  N.  C. 
854,  24  S.  E.  668;  Etheridge  v.  Wood- 
ley,    83    N.    0.    11;    Hanna   «.    Ingram, 

53  N.  C.  55.  Pa. — Everett  v.  Niagara 
Ins.  Co.,  142  Pa.  322,  21  Atl.  817. 
S.  C. — Boggs  V-  Symmes,  8  Eich.  L. 
443. 

[a]  Must  be  an  alias  to  have  retro- 
spective effect,  if  the  bar  of  limita- 
tion has  intervened  between  taking 
out  the  first  and  the  subsequent 
process.  Mich. — Johnson  v.  Mead,  58 
Mich.  67,  24  N.  W.  665.  N.  Y.— Soul- 
den V.  Van  Eennselaer,  3  Wend.  472. 
N.  0. — Hanna  v.  Ingram,  53  N.  C.  55. 

[b]  The  writ  is  regarded  as  primary 
process  commencing  a  new  suit,  where 
it  is  insufficient  as  a  continuance  of 
previous  writ.  Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29  Cal. 
238;  Soulden  v.  Van  Eensselaer,  3 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  472. 

[c]  The  Form  and  Name  Are  Not 
Conclusive. — "The  present  writ  is  an 
alias  summons  in  form,  and  was  duly 
issued  as  such;  but  calling  it  an  alias 
will  not  make  it  one  in  effect,  if  in 
fact  the  original  was  dead  at  the  time 
this  issued.  The  service  of  the  orig- 
inal was  set  aside,  but  the  writ  itself 
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fails  as  an  alias  it  should  nevertheless  be  sustained,  if  it  can  be  done, 
as  a  new  writ  in  a  new  suit.*  Moreover,  the  common-law  rules  ap- 
plicable to  cases  where  the  process  issues  before  the  filing  of  the 
declaration,  furnish  no  guide  to  those  in  which  a  pleading  is  first 
filed  and  summons  issues  thereon,^  the  continuity  of  the  original  suit 
in  the  latter  cases  depending  upon  the  diligence  of  the  plaintiff  in 
endeavoring  to  procure  service,  instead  of  upon  the  uninterrupted 
issuance  of  writs  of  summons.* 

Under  various  practice  acts  a  second  jurisdictional  process  has  no 
necessary  connection  with  the  former  one,^  and  defects  in  the  first 
cannot  be  pleaded  in  abatement  of  the  second.*  The  alias  usually 
provided  for  by  statute  need  not  conform  to  the  original,  as  at  com- 
mon law;®  it  may  be  used  to  bring  in  new  parties.^"  The  statutory 
alias  issued  to  a  defendant  who  was  not  served  with  the  original, 
does  not  necessarily  have  to  contain  the  names  of  the  other  def  end- 


remained,  and  beyond  question  kept 
the  action  alive,  at  least  until  the 
entry  of  the  nonsuit."  Everett  v. 
Niagara  Ins.  Co.,  142  Pa.  322,  21  Atl. 
817. 

4.  Ala. — Smith  v.  Blakeney,  8  Port. 
128.  111.— Rattan  v.  Stone,  4  111.  540. 
Mich. — Prantz  v.  Detroit  United  By., 
147  Mich.  199,  110  N.  W.  531';  John- 
son V.  Mead,  58  Mich.  67,  24  N.  W. 
665;  Axtoll  V.  Gibbs,  52  Mich.  639,  18 
N.  W.  395.  Neb. — Hanna  v.  Emerson, 
45  Neb.   708,  64  N.  W.  229. 

[a]  The  words  descriptive  of  an 
alias  may  be  stricken  out  as  surplus- 
age.   Rattan  v.  Stone,  4  111.  540. 

[b]  Issuance  of  alias  may  be  deemed 
commencement  of  action  for  the  pur- 
pose of  sustaining  such  alias  summons 
issued  long  after  the  petition  is  filed, 
where  the  statute  prescribes  that  an 
action  is  commenced  by  the  filing  of 
the  petition  and  issuance  of  the  sum- 
mons; it  is  not  necessary  to  refile  the 
petition  in  such  cases.  Davis  v.  Bal- 
lard, 38  Neb.  830,  57  N.  W.  527.  See 
the  title  "Suits  and  Actions." 

5.  Dupuy  V.  Shear,  29  Cal.  238; 
Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
532,  538,  548.     See  supra,  III,  D. 

\a]  The  English  practice  of  suc- 
cessive writs  and  continuances  has  no 
place  in  our  rules  of  procedure.  Bliss 
V.  Duncan,  44  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  93; 
Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
532. 

6.  Cal.— Dupuy  V.  Shear,  29  Cal. 
238.  D.  C— Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App. 
Cas.  532.  Pa.— O'Neill's  Estate,  29 
Pa.  Super.  415. 

[a]    If  defendant  is  known   to    be 

Vol.  XXI 


absent  from  the  jurisdiction,  successive 
summons  axe  not  necessary.  Bliss  v. 
Duncan,  44  App.  Cas.   (D.  0.)   93. 

7.  Cal. — Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29  Cal. 
238.  Ga. — See  Westbrook  v.  Hays,  89 
Ga.  101,  14  S.  E.  879.  Nev.— Coffin  v. 
Bell,  22  Nev.  169,  37  Pae.  240,  58 
Am.   St.  Rep.   738. 

[a]  The  technical  alias  is  unknown 
under  the  system  of  code  practice 
where  terms  of  court  are  abolished,  and 
"there  is  no  necessity  for  one.  The 
summons  specifies  no  return  day,  and 
when  it  has  once  been  issued  it  may 
be  served  and  returned  at  any  time 
without  reference  to  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  next  term  of 
court.  ...  If  more  than  one  sum- 
mons is  authorized  by  the  Practice  Act, 
the  second  has  no  necessary  connection 
with,  or  dependence  upon,  the  first. 
It  is  based  upon  the  complaint  alone." 
Dupuy  V.  Shear,  29  Cal.  238.  See 
Barndollar  v.  Patton,  5  Colo.  46;  Cof- 
fin V.  Bell,  22  Nev.  169,  37  Pac.  240, 
58  Am.   St.  Rep.   738. 

8.  Goodlett  V.  Hansell,  56  Ala.  346; 
Mansur  v.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co., 
136  Mo.  App.  726,  118  S.  W.  1193. 

[a]  The  alias  becomes  the  leading 
process  when  th^  original  is  not  served. 
Goodlett  V.  Hansen,   56  Ala.   346. 

9.  Doyle  v.  Hampton,  159  Cal.  729, 
116  Pac.  39.     See  supra,  this  section. 

10.  Doyle  v.  Hampton,  159  Cal.  729, 
116  Pac.  39;  Pittsburgh  v.  Eyth,  201 
Pa.  341,  50  Atl.  769. 

[a]  Where  the  wrong  defendant  is 
summoned  in  the  first  instance,  the 
original  action  cannot  be  made  to  sub- 
sist and  continue  by  the  issuance  of 
an  alias  summons  addressed  to  differ- 
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ants,"  nor  does  the  omission  of  their  names  work  a  discontinuance 
as  to  such  parties  ;^^  so,  too,  if  all  names  are  included,  there  is  no 
waiver  of  service  as  to  those  served  under  the  original.^'  In  case  of 
summons  issued  by  the  plaintiff,  a  second  or  subsequent  notice  is  not 
an  alias  or  pluries  writ,^*  and  hence  need  not  contain  the  formalities 
required  of  such  writs,^^  nor  does  its  issuance  depend  on  the  return 
of  the  original.^^ 

C.  The  Form. — -To  be  regular,  an  alias  process  should  show  on 
its  face  that  it  is  an  alias  ;^^  this  is  usually  done  by  inserting  the 
words  "as  you  have  been  before  commanded"  after  the  command,^' 
and  if  nothing  appears  on  its  face,  or  in  the  record  to  show  that  it 
is  an  alias,  it  may  be  concluded  to  be  an  original."  A  mere  endorse- 
ment of  "alias"  or  "pluries"  on  the  process  is  not  sufficient  to  give 
it  that  character.^"  Under  the  practice  which  obtains  in  a  few  states 
of  "renewing"  writs  by  changing  the  return  day  thereof,  when  they 
are  about  to  expire  before  being  fully  executed,^^  the  renewed  writ 
is  not  regarded  as  an  alias  or  a  different  one  from  that  originally 
issued.^^  The  necessity  of  complying  with  formalities  is  the  same 
in  the  ease  of  an  alias  or  pluries  as  of  an  original  writ.^^ 


ent  defendants.  Elias  v.  Hayes,  24 
Misc.  754,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.   858. 

11.  Lewis  V.  Grace,  44  Ala.  307; 
Reed  v.  Boyd,  84  111.  66. 

Necessity  of  naming  parties,  see 
supra,  IV,   D,   1. 

[a]  A  brancli  summons  is  not  a 
common  law  writ,  but  a  product  of  the 
statute,  and  need  not  be  a  copy  of 
the  original;  and  need  not  give  the 
names  of  all  the  other  defendants  in 
addition  to  that  of  the  party  served 
therewith.  Lewis  v.  Grace,  44  Ala. 
307. 

12.  Lewis  V.   Grace,  44  Ala.   307. 
[a]    Under  common  law  practice  of 

procuring  service  before  filing  the 
pleadings,  omission  of  the  name  of  one 
of  the  original  defendants  not  served, 
from  a  subsequent  alias,  is  a  discon- 
tinuance of  the  action  as  to  him.  Mor- 
gan's Exrx.  V.  Morgan,  2  Bibb  388. 
See  also  Magaw  v.  Clark,  6  Watts  (Pa.) 
528 

13.  McBeath  v.   Spann,   7  Ala.   201. 
[a]     Service  upon  the  original  is  not 

waived  by  issuance  of  alias  for  other 
defendants.  Where  the  original  sum- 
mons is  returned  not  executed  as  to 
part  of  defendant's,  the  issuance  of  an 
alias  including  the  names  of  all  de- 
fendants without  any  direction  as  to 
how  far  the  original  had  been  executed, 
does  not  waive  the  service  upon  those 
served  under  the  first  process.  Mc- 
Beath V.  Spann,  7  Ala.  201. 


14.  Lane  v.  Ball,  83  Ore.  404,  160 
Pac.  144,  163  Pac.  975. 

15.  Lane  v.  Ball,  83  Ore.  404,  160 
Pac.  144,  163  Pac.  975. 

[a]  "As  we  have  heretofore  com- 
manded  you"  or  "as  we  have  often 
commanded  you"  need  not  be  inserted. 
Lane  v.  Ball,  83  Ore.  404,  160  Pac.  144, 
163   Pac.  975. 

16.  Eoznik  v.  Becker,  68  Wash.  63, 
122  Pac.  593. 

17.  Scott  V.  Allen,  1  Tex.  508;  Fair- 
banks V.  Devereaux,  48  Vt.  550. 

18.  Colo. — Parris  v.  Walter,  2  Colo. 
App.  450,  31  Pac.  231.  HI. — Eattan  v. 
Stone,  ■i  111.  540.  Tex. — Snow  v.  Nash, 
50  Tex.  216;  Graves  v.  Hall,  13  Tex. 
379. 

19.  Snow  1).  Nash,  50  Tex.  216,  223. 
See  Boiling  v.  Anderson,  4  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)    550. 

20.  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  64  N.  0. 
427;  Boiling  v.  Anderson,  4  Baxt, 
(Tenn.)   550. 

21.  See  supra,  VI. 

22.  Roberts  v.  Church,  17  Conn.  142. 
[a]     The  conversion  of  a  first  process 

into  an  alias  by  changing  the  date, 
though  irregular,  does  not  render  a 
writ  void.  Faris  v.  State,  3  Ohio  St. 
159. 

23.  Den  ■ex  dem.  Huggins  v.  Keteh- 
um,  20  N.  C.  414;  Hickam  v.  Larkey, 
6  Gratt.   (47  Va.)   210. 

[a]  An  alias  cannot  issue  to  the 
second  term  where  the  statute  requires 
process  to  issue  to  the   next   ensuing 
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D.  Prerequisites.  —  1.  In  General.  —  At  common  law  the  return' 
of  the  prior  process  is  a  necessary  prerequisite  to  the  issuing  of  an 
alias  or  pluries,^*  but  this  does  not  always  hold  true  under  modern 
practice,^®  and  an  alias  upon  which  actual  service  may  be  had,  may 
issue  pending  publication,  if  the  nonresident  comes  within  the  juris- 
diction.^^ However,  the  conditions  under  which  the  statute  author- 
izes additional  process  must  exist  in  order  to  justify  the  alias,^'  and 
the  right  thereto  may  be  controlled  by  the  state  of  facts  shown  by 
the  return  upon  the  original;^*  yet  failure  to  observe  the  procedure 


term.  Folk  v.  Howard,  72  N.  C.  527. 
[b]  A  statute  req.uiring  the  alias 
to  be  in  the  same  form  as  the  orig- 
inal, does  not  necessitate  its  being  in 
the  same  language.  Hill  v.  Morgan,  9 
Idaho    718,   734,   76   Pae.   323. 

24.  Cal. — Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29  Cal. 
238.  Mich. — Johnson  v.  Mead,  58  Mich. 
67,  24  N.  W.  665.  Neb.— Ensign  v. 
Eoggencamp,  13  Neb.  30,  12  N.  W. 
811.  N.  J. — See  Eammel  v.  Watson, 
31  N.  J.  L.  281.  N.  y.— Merrill  v. 
Townsend,  5  Paige  80;  Low  v.  Little, 
17  Johns.  346;  White  v.  Lovejoy,  3 
Johns.  448.  Pa. — Magaw  v.  Clark,  6 
Watts  528.  S.  C. — Boggs  v.  Symmes, 
8  Eich.  L.  443;  Parker  v.  Grayson,  1 
Nott  &  MoC.  171. 

[a]  The  rule  is  applicable  only  when 
the  process  first  issued  is  valid;  and 
manifestly  cannot  be  invoked  where 
the  prior  writ  from  its  inception  was 
absolutely  void.  Walker  v.  Stevens, 
52  Neb.  653,  72  N.  W.  1038;  Williams' 
Admrs.  v.  Welton's  Admr.,  28  Ohio 
St.  451. 

[b]  Errors  in  Eeturn  Do  Not  Affect 
Plaintiff's  Klghts. — It  is  the  renewals 
of  the  writs  without  intermission  which 
keeps  the  action  alive,  "and  these  re- 
sults could  not  be  .affected  by  the  form 
of  the  sheriff's  returns  to  the  writs, 
intervening  between  the  first  and  last 
issue.  When  the  plaintiff,  after  the 
first  return,  had  his  writ  regularly  re- 
newed he  did  all  that  was  in  his  power 
to  do,  and  all  that  was  required  of 
him  by  the  law."  Hazlehurst  v-  Mor- 
ris, 28  Md.  67.  See  also  Axtell  v. 
Gibbs,  52  Mich.  639,  18  N.  W.  395. 
But  see  Magaw  v.  Clark,  6  Watts  (Pa.) 
528. 

Return  of  execution  as  prerequisite 
to  alias,  see  16  Standard  Pkoc.  258, 
296. 

25.  Cal. — See  Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29 
Cal.  238.  Ohio.— Williams '  Admrs.  v. 
Welton's  Admr.,  28  Ohio  St.  451,  469. 
Tox.r— Lauderdale   V.    Ennis   Stationery 
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Co.,  80  Tex.  496,  16  S.  W.  308.  W.  Va. 
State  v.  Citizens'  Trust  &  Guaranty 
Co.,  72  W.  Va.  181,  77  S.  E.  902. 

[a]  Two  or  more  original  sum- 
monses (1)  may  issue  simultaneously, 
to  different  counties,  as  a  precaution 
against  failure  of  service.  State  v. 
Citizens'  Trust  &  Guaranty  Co.,  72  W. 
Va.  181,  77  S.  E.  902.  (2)  "We  can 
see  no  substantial  reasons  for  not  al- 
lowing, another  summons  to  issue  with- 
in the  life  of  the  former  when  it  has 
been  lost,  destroyed,  or  in  any  way 
become  unavailable  for  use,  at  the 
proper  time."  Williams'  Admrs.  v. 
Welton's  Admr.,  28  Ohio  St.  451,  471. 

26.  Lebensberger  v.  Scofield,  139 
Eed.  380,  71  C.  C.  A.  476;  Axtell  v. 
Gibbs,  52  Mich.  639,  18  N.  W.   395. 

27.  Cal. — Bank  of  Venice  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 19  Cal.  App.  219,  125  Pac.  252. 
Colo. — Farri?  v.  Walter,  2  Colo.  App. 
450,  31  Pac.  231.  Fla. — Doggett  v. 
Jordan,  3  Fla.  215.  Me. — Briggs  v. 
Davis,  34  Me.  158. 

[a]  A  statute  permitting  the  altern- 
ative of  proceeding  to  judgment  against 
one  or  more  defendants  served,  or  of 
continuing  the  cause  and  procuring 
other  process  for  those  not  served,  does 
not  give  the  right  to  both  these  rem- 
edies.    Doggett  V.  Jordan,  3  Fla.  215. 

[b]  By  procuring  issuance  of  an  ir- 
regular alias,  a  party  does  not  pre- 
clude himself  from  pursuing  his  statu- 
tory remedy  after  the  void  alias  is 
stricken  out.  Grover  v.  Sims,  5  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  498. 

[c]  The  court  has  inherent  power, 
aside  from  statute,  to  award  further 
process  to  bring  parties  before  it  to 
answer  its  judgment.  BarndoUar  v. 
Patton,  5  Colo.  46;  United  States  Blow- 
pipe Co.  V.  Spencer,  46  W.  Va.  590,  33 
S.  E.  342. 

28.  Fla.— Doggett  v.  Jordan,  3  Fla. 
215.  Tenn. — Carlisle  v.  Cowan,  85  Tenn. 
165,  2  S.  W.  26.     Tex.— Lauderdale  v. 
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of  the  statute  has  been  held  to  be  merely  a  voidable  defect.''®  The 
plaintiff  is  generally  not  entitled  to  an  alias  if  the  former  process 
has  served  its  purpose.^"  Statutes  permitting  attachments  do  not 
supersede  the  right  to  successive  writs  of  summons. ^^ 

2.  Necessity  of  Order  for  Alias.  —  Originally,  under  the  common 
law,  the  court  awarded  the  alias,^^  and  it  is  now  generally  issued  only 
upon  the  order  of  the  court,^^  though  the  statutes  are  not  uncommon 


Ennis  Stationery  Co.,  80  Tex.  496,  16 
S.   W.  308. 

[a]  The  return  that  the  defendant 
is  "not  to  he  found  in  my  county" 
(1)  implies  that  the  defendants  were 
residents  and  evading  service  of  process, 
and  authorizes  an  alias.  Carlisle  v.  Cowan, 
85  Tenn.  165,  2  S.  W.  26.  (2)  A  re- 
turn of  "not  in  the' county"  is  plain- 
ly and  materially  different  from  "does 
not  reside  in  the  county."  Hence  the 
right  to  an  alias  contingent  upon  tte 
latter  return  does  not  accrue  upon  the 
iormer  being  made.  Doggett  v.  Jor- 
dan, 3  Fla.  215. 

[b]  No  amendment  to  pleading  is 
necessary  to  justify  alias  to  another 
county.  Lauderdale  v.  Ennis  Station- 
ery Co.,  80  Tex.  496,  16  S.  W.  308; 
Baber  v.  Brown,  54  Tex.  99. 

29.  Culbertsou  v.  Milhollin,  22  Ind. 
362,  85  Am.  Dec.  428. 

30.  Colo. — Farris  v.  Walter,  2  Colo. 
App.  450,  31  Pac.  231.  Neb. — Ensign 
V.  Koggencamp,  13  Neb.  30,  12  N.  W. 
811.  Ohio. — Minor  v.  Board  of  Con- 
trol, 20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  4.  W.  Va. — Gor- 
man V.  Steed,  1  W.  Va.  1. 

But  see  Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App. 
Cas.   (D.  C.)   532. 

[a]  During  pendency  of  a  contested 
motion  to  quash,  (1)  an  alias  summons 
cannot  properly  issue.  If  at  the  time 
of  filing  plaintiff  had  appeared  and 
confessed  the  defect,  or  had  confessed 
it  at  any  subsequent  time,  an  alias 
could  issue.  But  defendant  is  not 
obliged  to  appear  and  answer  in  obedi- 
ence to  a  second  summons  while  his 
motion  to  quash  is  pending,  and  with- 
out any  action  or  admission  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  or  the  court  indicat- 
ing the  necessity  therefor.  Farris  v. 
Walter,  2  Colo.  App.  450,  31  Pac.  231; 
Minor  v.  Board  of  Control,  20  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  4.  (2)  The  first  Writ  "per-, 
formed  its  office  until  the  court  acted 
upon  it,  and  while  performing  its  of- 
fice, another  writ  could  neither 
strengthen  its  efficacy  nor  destroy  its 
effect;     the     two     could    not     be     co- 


ordinate and  concurrent  and  exist  to- 
■jgether."  Whitman  v.  Sheets,  20  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  1. 

[b]  An  order  of  record  that  an 
alias  summons  be  issued  necessarily 
must  constitute  an  abandonment  of  the 
original  service  and  process.  Mansur 
V.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  136  Mo. 
App.  726,  118  S.  W.  1193.  See  also 
Finley  v.  Richards,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
487. 

31.  Howell  V.  Shepard,  48  Mich.  472, 
12  N.  W.  661. 

[a]  Alias  or  pluries  summons  need 
not  be  resorted  to,  where  an  ancillary 
attachment  which  lawfully  issued  in 
aid  of  a  suit  brought  by  summons  had 
the  same  operation  and  effect  as  if 
the  action  had-  been  brought  by  orig- 
inal summons.  Swan  v.  Eoberts,  2 
Coldw.  (Tenn.)  153,  161. 

32.  Cal.— Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29  Cal. 
238.  D.  C— Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App. 
Cas.  532.  N.  Y.— Low  v.  Little,  17 
Johns.   346. 

[a]  "Under  the  practice  as  it  for- 
merly existed,  all  writs  were  made  re- 
turnable in  term.  This  rendered  it 
necessary  on  the  return  of  the  writ 
uon  est  inventus,  to  prepare  a  con- 
tinuance roll  with  a  placita  of  the 
term  of  which  the  first  writ  was  re- 
turnable, after  which  the  writ  was 
entered  according  to  its  tenor,  and  this 
was  followed  by  entries  of  appearance 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  return  of  non  est 
inventus,  and  an  award  of  an  alias  or 
pluries  writ  returnable  at  the  follow- 
ing term. ' '  Johnson  v.  Mead,  58  Mich. 
67,  24  N.  W.  665. 

33.  Colo. — Farris  v.  Walter,  2  Colo. 
App.  450,  31  Pac.  231.  Fla.— Doggett 
V.  Jordan,  3  Fla.  215.  Ga.— Medical 
College  V.  Rushing,  124  Ga.  239,  52 
8.  E.  333;  Rowland  v.  Towns,  120  Ga. 
74,  47  S.  E.  581;  Peek  v.  La  Roche,  86 
Ga.  314,  12  8.  E.  638.  Ky.— Jackson 
V.  Bank  of  Lockport,  144  Ky.  43,  137 
S.  W.  767;  Gentry  v.  Hutcheraft,  7 
Mon.  241,  18  Am.  Dec.  172.  Mich. 
Frantz  V.  Detroit  United  Ry.,  147  Mich. 
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permitting  the  clerk  to  issue  it  upon  application  of  a  party  or  his 
attorney,  without  a  formal  order  therefor.^*  An  order  for  an  alias 
improvidently  made  may  be  stricken  out  on  motion,*^  likewise,  an 
alias  will  be  quashed  if  issued  after  the  ease  has  been  stricken  from 
the  docket.'^ 

VIII.  RAISING  AND  CURING  OB JECTIONS.  —  A.  Objections. 
1.  In  General.^^  —  Since  all  irregularities  are  not  jurisdictional,'* 
and  as  voidable  process  is  good  until  set  aside,'"  defects  of  form  and 


199,  110  N.  W.  531.     N.  C— Battle  v. 
Baird,  118  N.  C.  854,  24  S.  E.  668. 

[a]  Entry  of  continuance  'by  the 
judge  does  not  import  that  the  court 
has  granted  any  leave  or  order  to  is- 
sue a  second  process  or  extend  the 
time  for  service.  Peck  v.  La  Boche, 
86  Ga.  314,  12  S.  E.  638. 

[b]  An  order  after  issuance,  made 
on  the  same  day,  is  a  ratification  of 
the  clerk's  act.  Jackson  v.  Bank  of 
Loekport,  144  Ky.  43,  137  S.  W.  767. 

[c]  Issuance  without  an  order  of 
the  court  (1),  though  irregular,  does 
not  render  the  writ  void.  Ensign  v. 
Eoggencamp,  13  Neb.  30,  12  N.  W.. 
811.  (2)  Contra,  where  the  statute  pro- 
vides for  issuance  of  only  one  process 
by  the  clerk.  Peck  v.  La  Eoche,  86 
Ga.   314,  12   S.   E.  638. 

[d]  Proper  direction  to  the  clerk 
will  be  presumed  to  have  been  given 
before  the  issuance  of  the  alias,  in 
the  absence  of  a  showing  to  the  con 
trary.  Hill  v.  Morgan,  9  Idaho  718, 
734,  76  Pac.  323;  Lauderdale  v.  Ennis 
Stationery  Co.,  80  Tex.  496,  16  S.  W. 
308. 

[e]  Omission  of  Clerk  To  Issue. 
Though  it  was  the  clerk's  duty  to 
issue  the  alias  on  an  order  therefor 
by  the  court,  this  "cannot  have  the 
effect  of  supplying  the  unissued  process 
or  paper  to  the  injury  of  the  opposing 
party  to  the  action."  The  blame  for 
the  omission  "cannot  be  a  substitute 
for  the  process  itself."  Etheridge  v. 
Woodley,  83  N,  C.  12. 

34.  Cal. — Dunker  v.  Lutz,  48  Cal. 
464.  Idaho. — Hill  v.  Morgan,  9  Idaho 
718,  733,  76  Pac.  323.  Tex.— Lauder- 
dale V.  Ennis  Stationery  Co.,  80  Tex. 
496,  16  S.  W.  308;  Pierson  v.  Beard 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  181  S.  W.  765.  Va. 
Park  Land  &  Imp.  Co.  v.  Lane,  106 
Va.  304,  55  S.  E.  690. 

35.  Cal.— Dupuy  v.  Shear,  29  Cal. 
238.  Me.— Briggs  v.  Davis,  34  Me.  158. 
N.  Y.— Elias  v.  Hayes,  24  Misc.  754,  53 
N.  Y.  Supp.  858. 

36.  Everett  v.  Niagara  Ins.  Co.,  142 
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iPa.    322,   21    Atl.    817;    Park   Land    & 
'  Imp.   Co.  V.  Lane,  106  Va.  304,   55  S. 
B.  690. 

[a]  An  express  order  awarding  an 
alias  avails  nothing  if  the  case  has 
Ijeen  previously  dismissed,  and  must 
be  treated  as  a  nullity.  Armstrong  v. 
Harrison,  1  Head   (Tenn.)   379. 

[b]  When  an  actual  discontinuance 
has  been  made  to  appear,  by  reason  of 
lack  of  diligence  in  issuing  new  process, 
the  court  may  properly  vacate  the 
writ  which  has  been  served  upon  the 
defendant,  and  discontinue  the  cause, 
and  remit  the  plaintiff  to  a  new  ac- 
tion. Parsons  c.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)   532. 

37.  Grounds  of  objection,  see  supra, 
this  article  the  sections  dealing  with 
particular  aspects  of  the  process. 

38.  Ala. — Lewis  v.  Grace,  44  Ala. 
307.  Kan. — Dusenberry  v.  Bennett,  7 
Kan.  App.  123,  53  Pac.  82.  Md.— Post 
V.  Bowen,  35  Md.  232.  Iklinn. — Hotch- 
kiss  V.  Cutting,  14  Minn.  537.  Neb. 
Hanna  v.  Emerson,  45  Neb.  708,  64 
N.  W.  229;  McPherson  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  12  Neb.  202,  10  N.  W.  707. 
N.  Y. — Wiggins  v.  Bichmond,  58  How. 
Pr.  376. 

See  supra,  IV. 

[a]  The  validity  of  provisional 
remedies  is  not  defeated  by  mere  ir- 
regularities in  the  summons.  Idaho. 
Eidenbaugh  v.  Sandlin,  14  Idaho  472, 
94  Pac.  827,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  175. 
Kan. — Simpson  v.  Eice,  43  Kan.  22,  22 
Pac.  1019.  N.  D. — Gans  v.  Beasley,  4 
N.  D.  140,  59  N.  W.  714. 

39.  Fla. — Guarantee  Trust  &  Safe 
Deposit  Co.  V.  Buddington,  23  Fla.  514, 
2  So.  885.  111.— Durham  v.  Heaton,  28 
111.  264,  81  Am.  Dec.  275.  Pa.— Wil- 
liamson V.  McCormick,  126  Pa.  274,  17 
Atl.  591.  Vt.— Eoy  v.  Phelps,  83  Vt. 
174,  75  Atl.  13;  Paine  v.  Ely,  1  D. 
Chip.  37,  N.  Chip,  11. 

[a]  "There  is  great  difference  be- 
tween erroneous  process,  and  irregular 
(that  is  void)  process;  the  first  stands 
valid  and   good  until  it  is  reversed; 
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mere  irregularities  must  be  seasonably  objected  to,*"  by  the  appropriate 
form  of  attack,*^  in  the  court  below.*^ 

2.  Time  To  Object.  —  The  time  for  objecting  to  defects  in  process 
obviously  depends  upon  the  character  of  the  process  in  question.*' 
Objections  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  summons,  citation  or  similar  process 
must  be  seasonably  made.**  Objections  to  process  issued  to  compel 
appearance  are  waived  by  a  voluntary  general  appearance.*^    Pleas*^ 


the  latter  is  an  absolute  nullity  Jrom 
the  beginning."  Paine  v.  Ely,  1  D. 
Chip.    (Vt.)    37. 

40.  See  infra,  VlII,  A,  2. 

41.  TT.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Turner, 
50  Fed.  734.  Fla. — Guarantee  Trust 
&  Safe  Deposit  Co.  v.  Buddington,  23 
Fla.  514,  2  So.  885.  Ga.— Telford  v. 
Coggins,  76  Ga.  683.  Nev. — Sweeney 
V.  Schultes,  19  Nev.  53,  6  Pae.  44,  8 
Pae.  768.  N.  H. — Parsons  v.  Swett, 
32  N.  H.  87,  64  Am.  Dec.  352,  Ore. 
North  Pacific  Cycle  Co.  ■;;.  Thomas,  26 
Ore.  381,  38  Pae.  307,  46  Am.  St.  Eep. 
636.  Wis. — Eowen  v.  Taylor,  1  Pinn. 
235. 

[a]  "The  general  tendency  of  the 
decisions  is  to  look  with  disfavor  upon 
mere  technical  objections  which  relate 
solely  to  the  form  of  the  process  or 
proceedings.  Sweeney  v.  Schultes,  19 
Nev.  53,  6  Pae.  44,  8  Pae.  768. 

42.  Ala.— Peebles  v.  Weir,  60  Ala. 
413;  Johnson  v.  King,  20  Ala.  270; 
Sawyer  v.  Price,  6  Ala.  285.  Fla. 
Guarantee  Trust  &  Safe  Deposit  Co. 
V.  Buddington,  23  Fla.  514,  2  So.  885. 
lU.— Fonville  v.  Monroe,  74  III.  126. 
Ean. — Dusenberry  v.  Bennett,  7  Kan. 
App.  123,  53  Pae.  82.  Mass. — Brewer 
V.  Sibley,  13  Mete.  175;  Cooke  v.  Gibbs, 
3  Mass.  193.  Ohio. — Kious  v.  Kious, 
2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  318.  Ore. 
North  Pacific  Cycle  Co.  v.  Thomas,  26 
Ore.  381,  38  Pae.  307,  46  Am.  St.  Eep. 
636.  W.  Va. — Fisher,  Sons  &  Co.  v. 
Crowley,  57  W.  Va.  312,  50  S.  E. 
422. 

[a]  Where  Not  Part  of  the  Record. 
"Process  in  England,  and  our  writs 
answering  to  those  called  process  in 
England,  form  no  part  of  the  record; 
errors  in  them  cannot  be  assigned  for 
error:  hence  the  only  remedy  is  to 
move  to  set  aside  the  proceedings; 
and  that  should  be  done  before  ap- 
pearance unless  the  writ  is  wholly 
void."  Wibright  v.  Wise,  4  Blackf. 
(IndO   137. 

[bj  Motion  cannot  be  made  in  one 
action  (1)  to  set  aside  a  process  In 
another  action.      Toiaa  r.  Foundation 


Co.,  119  App.  Div.  151,  104  N.  Y. 
Supp.  263;  West's  Exrs.  v.  Nixon's 
Exrs.,  3  Grant  Cas.  (Pa.)  236.  (2) 
But  it  is  not  error  to  suspend  the  trial 
of  an  action  in  ,  order  to  consider  a 
motion  to  amend  process  in  another  ■ 
case  affecting  the  action  on  trial.  Phil- 
lips  V.    Holland,    78    N.    C.    31. 

43.  See  titles  dealing  with  par- 
ticular  process. 

44.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Perry,  4  Stew. 
&  P.  45.  Fla. — Guarantee  Trust  &  Safe 
Deposit  Co.  V.  Buddington,  23  Fla. 
514,  2  So.  885.  Ga.— Beutell  v.  Oliver, 
89  Ga.  246,  15  S.  E.  307;  Atlanta  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Douglass,  51  Ga.  205,  21  Am. 
Eep.  234.  111. — Eaton  v.  Graham,  11 
111.  619.  Ind.— Swift  V.  Woods,  5 
Blackf.  97.  La.— State  v.  Webster 
Parish  Police  Jury,  120  La.  163,  45 
So.  47,  124  Am.  St.  Eep.  430,  14  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  794.  Me.— White  v. 
Wall,  40  Me.  574;  Traftou  v.  Eogers, 
13  Me.  315.  Mass. — Eipley  v.  Warren, 
2  Pick.  592.  Minn. — Hanna  v.  Eussell, 
12  Minn.  80.  N.  H.— Eevnolds  v.  Dam- 
rell,  19  N.  H.  394.  N.  Y.— Pollard  v. 
Union  Pae.  E.  Co.,  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
70.  Pa. — Williamson  v.  McCormiok, 
126  P,a.  274,  17  Atl.  591.  Vt.— Wheel- 
ock  V.  Sears,  19  Vt.  559;  Pollard  v. 
Wilder,  17  Vt.  48.  Wis.— Ilsley  v. 
Harris,  10  Wis.  95. 

[a]  After  revival  of  a  judgment  by 
scire  facias,  it  is  too  late  to  question 
the  sufficiency  of  process  in  the  orig- 
inal Suit.  Heighway  v.  Pendleton,  15 
Ohio   735,   753. 

[b]  Too  late  (1)  after  amendment 
(Nashville  &  C.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Wade,  2 
Baxt.  [Tenn.]  444),  (2)  but  objection 
may  be  renewed  after  an  amendment 
which  fails  to  cure  the  defect.  Mills 
V.   Bishop,   Kirby    (Conn.)    4. 

45.  See  the  title  "Appearances;" 
also  17  Standard  Peoc.  702. 

46.  Ala.— -Peebles  v.  Weir,  60  Ala. 
413;  Tankersley  v.  Eichardson,  2  Stew. 
130.  111.— Grand  Lodge  B.  of  L.  F. 
V.  Cramer,  60  111.  App.  212.  Ind. 
Wibright  v.  Wise,  4  Blaekf.  137.  Me. 
Bray  V.   Libby,   71   Me.   276;    Stevens 
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in  abatement,  or  motions  based  on  matter  in  abatement*'  are  gen- 
erally required  to  be  presented  at  the  first  term  of  court;  and  the 
right  to  make  such  objections  comes  too  late  after  demurrer,**  answer 
or  plea  to  merits,*'  trial,^"  default,^^  or  judgment.^^  '  If  process  is 
void,  it  is  subject  to  the  consequences  of  its  imperfection,  if  not 
waived,^^  at  any  time.^* 

3.    Form  of  Objection.  —  A  plea  in  abatement  is  the  proper  means 
of  attacking  a  process  when  the  defects  are  not  apparent  on  its  face,^^ 


V.  Getehell,  11  Me.  443.  Md.— Bitter 
V.  Offutt,  40  Md.  207.  Mass.— Joyner 
V.  Inhabitants,  of  School  Di'st.,  3  Cuah. 
567;  Stevens  v.  Ewer,  2  Mete.  74; 
Eipley  ■;;.  Warren,  2  Pick.  592;  Gil- 
bert V.  Nantucket  Bank,  5  Mass.  97. 
N.  Y.— Bronson  v.  Earl,  17  Johns.  63; 
Hunter  v.  Lester,  10  Abb.  Pr,  260,  18 
How.  Pr.  347;  Lederer  v.  Adams,  58 
Hun  603,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  481,  19  Civ. 
Proc.  294,  33  N.  Y.  St.  799.  Ohio. 
Kious  V.  Kious,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 318;  Kerns  V.  Roberts,  2  Ohio 
Dec.  (Reprint)  537.  S.  0. — Hanks  v. 
Ingram,  2  Bailey  440.  Vt. — Hill  v. 
Morey;  26  Vt.  178;  Wheelock  v.  Sears, 
19  Vt.  559. 

See  generally  the  title  "Abatement, 
Pleas  of." 

47.  Me.— Nickerson  v.  Nickerson,  36 
Me.  417;  Shorey  v.  Hussey,  32  Me. 
579;  Trafton  v.  Rogers,  13  Me.  315. 
Mass. — Simonds  v.  Parker,  1  Mete. 
508.  N.  H.— Parsons  v.  Swett,  32  N.'fi. 
87,  64  Am.  Dec.  352. 

48.  Beard  v.  Smith,  9  Iowa  50; 
Eipley  v.  Warren,  2  Pick.  (Mass.) 
592. 

49.  Miss. — Wooten  v.  Wingate,  6 
Smed.  &  M.  271.  N.  H.— Lovell  v. 
Sabin,  15  N.  H.  29,  37.  N.  Y.— Bron- 
son V.  Earl,  17  Johns.  63. 

50.  Ga.— Gay  v.  Cheney,  58  Ga.  304. 
Miss. — Wooten  v.  Wingate,  6  Smed.  & 
M.  271.  N.  C— McBride  v.  Welborn, 
119  N.  C.  508,  26  S.  E.  125;  Worthing- 
ton  V.  Arnold,  13  N.  C.  363. 

51.  Benedict  v.  Hadlow  Co.,  52  Tla. 
188,  42  So.  239. 

52.  Reynolds  v.  Atlanta  Nat.  B.  & 
L.  Assn.,  104  Ga.  703,  30  S,  E.  942. 

53.  Pollard  v.  Wilder,  17  Vt.  48. 
Waiver  by  appearance,  see  the  title 

"Appearances,"  and  17  Standaed  Proc. 
702. 

54.  Ga.— Brady  v.  Hardeman,  17  Ga. 
67.  Me.— Tibbetts  v.  Shaw,  19  Me. 
204;  Bailey  v.  Smith,  12  Me.  196.  Mich. 
Turrill  v.  Walker,  4  Mich.  177.  Miss. 
McLeod  V.  Harper,  43  Miss.  42.  S.  0. 
Wood   V.    Crosby,     2     Hill    520.       Vt. 
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Pollard  V.  Wilder,  17  Vt.  48. 

[a]  For  prohibited  practice  process 
will  be  dismissed  on  motion  ,at  any 
time.     Wiuchell  v.  Pond,  19  Vt.  198. 

55.  U.  S. — Wall  V.  Chesapeake  &  O. 
By.  Co.,  95  Fed.  398,  37  C.  C.  A.  12»; 
Electric  Vehicle  Co.  v.  Craig  Toleao 
Motor  Co.,  157  Fed.  316.  Ark.— Powers 
V.  Swigart,  8  Ark.  363.  Conn. — Cady 
V.  Gay,  31  Conn.  395.  Fla. — Putnam 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Ellis- Young  Co.,  50  Fla. 
251,  39   So.   193;    Campbell  v.   Chaffee, 

6  Fla.  724.  111.— Willard  v.  Zehr,  215  • 
111.  148,  74  N.  E.  107;  Greer  v.  Young, 
120  111.  184,  11  N.  E.  167;  Montana 
Columbian  Club  v.  Ketehum,  54  111. 
App.  334.  Ky. — Owings  v.  Baall,  3  Litt. 
103.  Me.— Doherty  v.  Bird,  102  Atl. 
229;  Mahan  v.  Sutherland,  73  Me.  158; 
Hall  V.  Gilmore,  40  Me.  578;  Chamber- 
lain V.  Lake,  36  Me.  388;  Cook  v. 
Lothrop,  18  Me.  260.  Mass. — Hayues 
V.  Saunders,  11  Cush.  537;  Stevens  v. 
Ewer,   2   Mete.  74;    Prescott  v.   Tufts, 

7  Mass.  209.  Miss. — Lamb  v.  Russell, 
81  Miss.  382,  32  So.  916;  Mayfield  v. 
Barnard,  43  Miss.  270;  Foster  v.  Col-' 
lins,  5  Smed.  &  M.  259,  267.  N.  H. 
Rogers  v.  Odell,  39  N.  H.  417;  Haver- 
hill Ins.  Co.  V.  PreBCott,  38  N.  H.  398; 
Scruton  v.  Deming,  36  N.  H.  432.  N.  Y. 
Miller  v.  Stettiner,  22  How.  Pr.  518,  7 
Eosw.  692.  S.  C— Smith  v.  Alston,  1 
Mill  104.  Vt.— Johnson  v.  Nash,  20 
Vt.   40. 

[a]  Failure  to  comply  with  condi- 
tions precedent  should  be  objected  to 
by  plea  in  abatement.  Ind. — Hust  v. 
Conn,  12  Ind.  257.  Ky. — Gearhart  v. 
Olmstead,  7  Dana  441.  Tenn. — Carlisle 
V.  Cowan,  85  Tenn.  165,  2  S.  W.  26; 
Posey  «.  McCubbins,  5  Yerg.  235. 
W.  Va.— Ryan  v.  Piney  Coal  &  Coke 
Co.,  72  W.  Va.  630,  78  S.  E.  789. 

[b]  The  agency  of  the  party  (1) 
recited  in  process,  to  be  such,  should 
be  put  in  issue  by  plea  in  abatement 
(Mineral  Point  E.  Co.  v.  Keep,  22  111. 
9,  74  Am.  Dec.  124;  Lanza  v.  Me- 
Nulta,  46  111.  App.  69),  but  (2)  a 
motion  to-quash  is  sufficient  in  the  fed- 
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but  for  patent  defects,  a  motion  to  quash,^'  or  a  mere  suggestion  to 
the  eourt,"^  is  sufficient,  or  the  plea  in  abatement  may  also  be  used 
as  well.^^  A  motion  to  quash  the  process  is  not  a  sufficient  pleading 
to  attack  irregularities  after  judgment  has  been  rendered,^^  and  whe'-e 
the  statute  requires  the  objection  to  be  made  by  plea  in  abatementj^" 
a  motion  to  quash  should  be  overruled.®^  A  demurrer  is  not  the 
proper  means,  under  modern  practice,  of  testing  the  sufficiency  of 
process,*^  nor  of  objecting  to  a  variance  between  the  process  and 
pleading,^'  though  it  was  formerly  used  to  some  extent,^*  and  may 


eral  court.  Wall  v.  Chesapeake  &  O. 
By.  Co.,  95  Fed.  398,  37  C.  C.  A. 
129. 

56.  IT.  S. — United  States  v.  Banis- 
ter, 70  Fed.  44.  Fla. — Campbell  v. 
Chaffee,  6  Fla.  724.  Dl.— McCullooh  v. 
Ellis,  28  111.  App.  439.  Ky. — Stapp  v. 
Thomason,  2  Litt.  214.  Me. — Pattee  v. 
Lowe,  35  Me.  121;  Cook  v.  Lothrop, 
18  Me.  260.  Mass.^HawkeB  v.  Ken- 
nebeck,  7  Mass.  461.  Miss. — Pharis  v. 
Conner,  3  Smed.  &  M.  87.  Mo. — Curf- 
man  v.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.,  167 
Mo.  App.  507,  152  S.  W.  126.  N.  H. 
Hibbard  v.  Clark,  54  N.  H.  521;  Parker 
V.  Barker,  43  N.  H.  35,  80  Am.  Dec. 
130;  Haverhill  Ins.  Co.  v.  Prescott,  38 
F.  H.  398;  Lyford  v.  Bryant,  38  N.  H. 
88;  Parsons  v.  Swett,  32  N.  H.  87,  64 
Am.  Dec.  352;  Merrill  v.  Palmer,  13 
N.  H.  184;  Tilton  v.  Parker,  4  N.  H. 
142.  N.  Y. — Nellis  ti.  Bowles,  41  Misc. 
313,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  753.  N.  C— Thom- 
as V.  Womaek,  64  N.  G.  657.  Tenn. 
Padgett  V.  Ducktown  Sulphur,  C.  & 
I.  Co.,  97  Tenn.  690,  37  S.  "W.  698; 
Armstrong  v.  Harrison,  1  Head  379. 
Vt.— Barrows  v.  McGowan,  39  Vt.  238; 
Washburn  v.  Hammond,  25  Vt.  648; 
Culver  V.  Balch,  23  Vt.  618, 

[a]  "Where  the  facts  are  undis- 
puted and  the  law  certain,  the  service 
of  summons  and  complaint  may  be 
vacated,  on  motion,  for  want  of  juris- 
diction. Crowley  v.  Boyal  Exch.  Ship- 
ping Co.,  10  Daly  (N.  Y.)  409,  2  Civ. 
Proc.  174. 

57.  Elliott  V.  Holmes,  1  McLean 
466,  8  Fed.   Gas.  No.  4,392. 

[a]  A  suggestion  to  the  court,  by 
counsel  without  appearance,  has  been 
held  sufScient  to  bring  before  the  court 
a  variance  between  the  declaration 
and  the  '  process  as  to  the  name  of 
the  party  served  as  defendant.  Elliott 
V.  Holmes,  1  McLean  466,  8  Fed.  Cas. 
No.   4,392. 

58.  XJ.  S. — Miller  v.  Gages,  4  Mc- 
Lean 436,  17  Fed.  Gas.  No.  9,571.  Me. 
Bray  v.  Libby,   71   Me.   276.     N.   K. 


Lyford  v.  Bryant,  38  N.  H.  88.  Vt. 
Boright'  V.  William's,  87  Vt.  245,  88 
Atl.  735.  Va. — Lane  Bros.  &  Co..  v. 
Bauserman,  103  Va.  146,  48  S.  E.  857, 
106  Am.  St.  Eep.  872. 

[a]  -Contra. — Patent  defects  are  not 
subject  to  plea  in  abatement  (Camp- 
bell V.  ChafEee,  6  Fla.  724),  (2)  where 
the  process  is  part  of  the  record.  Arm- 
strong V.  Harrison,  1  Head  (Tenn.) 
379. 

59.  Bridewell  v.  Mooney,  25  Ark. 
524;  Baldwin  v.  Burt,  54  Neb.  287,  74 
N.   W.   594. 

60.  Waddill  v.  John,  48  Ala.  232; 
Yonge  V.  Broxon,  23  Ala.  684;  Ware  V. 
Todd,  1  Ala.  199. 

61.  Waddill  v.  John,  48  Ala.  232; 
Nabors  v.   Thomason,   1   Ala.   590. 

62.  Ind. — Huat  v.  Conn,  12  Ind.  257. 
Me. — Marcus  v.  Eovinsky,  95  Me.  106, 
49  Atl.  420.  Mass. — Cooke  v.  Gibbs, 
3  Mass.  193.  N.  Y. — Cochran  v.  Amer- 
ican Opera  Co.,  20  Abb.  N.  C.  114, 
120. 

[a]  A  statute  authorizing  a  demur- 
rer as  a  proper  mode  of  questioning 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  does  not 
apply  to  questions  of  the  regularity  of 
a  summons.  Heney  v.  Chartered  Co., 
71   Misc.  237,  128  >N.  Y.   Supp.   436. 

63.  Wilkinson  v.  Pomeroy,  10 
Blatchf.  534,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,675; 
Culver  V.  Whipple,  2  G.  Gr.  (Iowa) 
365. 

64.  Miss. — ^Poster  v.  Collins,  5  Smed. 
&  M.  259,  267.  N.  C— Thomas  v. 
Womaek,  64  N.  C.  657.  S.  C— Bull  v. 
Traynham,  3  Bich.  L.  433. 

[a]  "The  writ  is  part  of  the  rec- 
ord and  a  variance  between  it  and 
the  declaration  may  be  pleaded  in 
abatement,  or  made  the  subject  of  a 
special  demurrer."  Bull  v.  Traynham, 
3  Bich.  L.  (S.  G.)  433. 

fb]  "Under  the  old  English  prac- 
tice, the  whole  original  writ  was  re- 
peated in  the  declaration,"  and  a 
material  variance  might  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  by  arrest  of  judgment,  writ 
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still  be  used  where  the  writ  is  both  pleading  and  process,  as  in  scire 
facias.^^  But  if  the  process  is  totally  void,  it  is  immaterial  that  the 
regular  practice  was  not  followed  in  bringing  the  defect  to  the  court's 
notice.** 

4.  Collateral  Attack."  —  Mere  irregularities  in  process  cannot  be 
taken  advantage  of  in  a  collateral  attack  on  the  judgment,*'  but  if 
the  process  is  void  it  may  be  attacked  collaterally  as  well  as  directly.*' 

5.  Who  May  Attack  Process.  —  A  party  may  move  to  quash  his 
own  writ,'"  but  irregularities  in  process  against  a  codefendant  are  not 
available  to  any  other  party.''^  Persons  who  subsequently  acquire 
rights  in  property  may,  by  proper  proceedings,  question  the  sufficiency 
of  process  involved  in  the  title  thereto.'^ 

6.  Sufficiency  of  Plea  in  Abatement.  —  The  plea  in  abatement  must 
be  stated  with  the  greatest  certainty,'^  and  all  defects  relied  on  as 
grounds  for  relief  must  be  distinctly  pointed  out,'*  excluding  alterna- 
tives and  such  supposable  matter  as  would  defeat  the  plea.'''    It  must 


of  error,  plea  in  abatement  or  de- 
murrer. Wilkinson  v.  Pomeroy,  10 
Blatchf.  524,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,675. 

65.  MeFadden  v.  Fortier,  20  111. 
509;  Farnum  v.  Bell,  3  N.  H.  72. 

66.  Winchell  v.  Pond,  19  Vt.  198. 
See  the  following  section. 

67.  Collateral  attack  on  judgment, 
see  15  Standard  Pkoc.  377,  662,  693. 

Fiesumption  as  to  process  on  col- 
lateral attack,  see  15  Standard  Peoc. 
428,  664,  695. 

68.  Cal. — Hunt  v.  Loucks,  28  Cal. 
372,  99  Am.  Dec.  404;  Peck  v.  Strauss, 
33  Cal.  678.  lU.— Hogue  v.  Corbit,  156 
111.  540,  41  N.  E.  219,  47  Am.  St.  Eep. 
232;  Durham  v.  Heaton,  28  111.  264,  81 
Am.  Dec.  275.  Mich. — Lyon  v.  Bald- 
win, 194  Mich.  118,  160  N.  W.  428, 
L.  E.  A.  1917C,  148.  IMlss.— McLeod 
V.  Harper,  43  Miss.  42.  Ore. — North 
Pacific  Cycle  Co.  v.  Thomas,  26  Ore. 
381,  38  Pac.  307,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  636. 
Vt. — Spaulding  v.  Chamberlin,  12  Vt. 
538,  36  Am.  Dee.  358. 

See   15    Standabd   Proc.   441,    669. 

[a]  Alteration  of  process  which 
does  not  render  it  void  may  not  be 
shown  on  collateral  attack.  Spaulding 
V.  Chamberlin,  12  Vt.  538,  36  Am.  Dec. 
358. 

[b]  Plea  of  irregularities  in  a  scire 
facias  to  revive  the  judgment  is  a  col- 
lateral attack.  McLeod  v.  Harper,  43 
Miss.   42. 

69.  Kelso  V.  Norton,  74  Kan.  442,  87 
Pac.  184;  Staunton  P.  B.  &  L.  Co.  v. 
Haden,  92  Va.  201,  23  S.  E.  285.  See 
15  Standard  Proc.  441. 

70.  Womsley  v.  Cummins,  1  Ark. 
125.  ' 
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71.  Tinney  v.  Vittur,  134  La.  549, 
64  So.  407. 

72.  Cal. — See  Newmark  &  Co.  v. 
Chapman,  53  Cal.  557.  Nev. — Coffin  v. 
Bell,  22  Nev.  169,  37  Pac.  240,  58  Am. 
St.  Eep.  738.  N.  Y.— Deimel  v.  Scheve- 
land,  16  Daly  34,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  482. 

73.  Ark. — Powers  v.  Swigart,  8  Ark. 
363.  Conn.— Colburn  v.  ToUes,  13 
Conn.' 524;  Parsons  v.  Ely,  2  Conn. 
377.  111.— Cheney  v.  City  Nat.  :Bank, 
77  111.  562.  Me.— Southard  v.  Hill,  44 
Me.  92,  69  Am.  Dec.  85.  Miss.— Hurst 
V.  Strong,  1  How.  123.  Neb. — ^Forbes 
V.  McHaffie,  32  Neb.  742,  49  N.  W. 
721;  Smelt  v.  Knapp,  16  Neb.  53,  20 
N.  W.  20;  Crowell  v.  Galloway,  3  Neb. 
215.  Vt. — Bowman  v.  Stowell,  21  Vt. 
309;  Pearson  v.  French,  9  Vt.  349. 

See  generally  the  titles  "Abatement, 
Pleas  of;"   "Certainty  in  Pleading." 

[a]  The  rule  does  not  require  the 
court  to  misunderstand  or  refuse  to 
comprehend  the  ordinary  import  of  the 
language  used.  Colburn  v.  Tolles,  13 
Conn.   524. 

74.  Conn. — Gould  v.  Smith,  30  Conn. 
88.  Neb.— Bucklin  v.  Strickler,  32  Neb. 
602,  49  N.  W.  371;  Brown  v.  Goodyear, 
29  Neb.  376,  45  N.  W.  618;  Freeman 
V.  Burks,  16  Neb.  328,  20  N.  W.  207. 
N.  Y. — Perkins  v.  Mead,  22  How.  Pr. 
476;  Delisser  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  & 
H.  E.  Co.,  27  Jones  &  S.  233,  14  N. 
Y.  Supp.  382,  39  N.  Y.  St.  242.  Tenn. 
Nelson  v.  Cummins,  1  Overt.  436.  Vt. 
Thibault  v.  Connecticut  Val.  Lumb. 
Co.,  80  Vt.  333,  67  Atl.  819. 

75.  Conn. — Parsons  v.  Ely,  2  Conn. 
377,  381.  Me.— Tweed  v.  Libbey,  37 
Me.    49;    Patten    v.    Starrett,    20    Me. 
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be  in  due  form,'"  and  pray  for  the  proper  relief/'  Under  the  practice 
in  some  states  the  original  process  should  be  attached  as  an  ex- 
hibit;'* if  new  matter  not  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  writ  is  added, 
it  should  be  verified.'^  If  made  after  the  usual  time  for  such  pleas, 
sufficient  reasons  for  the  delay  should  be  assigned.*"  The  rule  that 
a  plea  in  abatem.ent  should  give  the  plaintiff  a  better  writ,*^  does  not 
apply  to  process  in  all  cases.*^ 

A  demurrer  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea  is  proper.*^ 
7.    Issues  on  Proceedings  To  Abate.  —  An  issue  of  fact  ma,y  be 
formed  and  tried  upon  the  plea  in  abateraent,**  or  motion  to  set 


145.     Vt. — Bowman  v.  Stowell,  21  Vt.  | 
309;   Pearson  v.  French,  9  Vt.   349.        I 
[a]    Degree  of  Certainty.—' '  In  pleas 
in  abatement,  it  is  required,  not  only 
that  they  contain  the  utmost  certainty, 
precision,  and  technical  accuracy;  but,  | 
in  general,  that   they   even   anticipate 
and    exclude,   what,    according    to    the 
rules   that    govern    other   pleadings,   it 
would  be  incumbent  upon  the  adverse 
party,   to   reply."     Parsons  v.   Ely,   2 
Conn.  377,  381. 

76.  Grand  Lodge  B.  of  L.  F.  v. 
Cramer,  60  111.  App.  212;  Bobbins  v. 
Hill,  12  Pick.  (Mass.)  569.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Abatement,  Pleas 
of." 

[a]  The  Plea  May  Be  Both  to  Writ 
and  Declaration. — Southard  v.  Hill,  44 
Me.  92,  69  Am.  Dec.  85.  I 

77.  Conn. — Colburn  v.  ToUes,  13 
Conn.  524.  Kan. — Poster  v.  Markland, 
37  Kan.  32,  14  Pac.  452.  Mass. — Brig- 
ham  V.  Este,  2  Pick.  420.  Neb. — Buck- 
lin  V.  Strickler,  32  Neb.  602,  49  N.  W. 
371. 

[a]  The  plea  concludes  properly  by 
praying  judgment  of  the  process.  Col- 
burn V.  Tolles,  13  Conn.  524. 

78.  Medley  v.  Voris,  2  La.  Ann. 
140;    Stone  v.   Sprague,   24  N.   H.   309. 

[a]  Unless  referred  to  in  the  plea, 
the  court  will  not  examine  the  writ. 
Pearson  v.  French,  9  Vt.  349. 

79.  Ark. — Powers  v.  Swigart,  8 
Ark.  363.  Mass. — Hooper  v.  Jellison, 
22  Pick.  250.  N.  J. — Missell  v.  Hayes, 
86  N.  J.  L.  348,  91  Atl.  322.  Tenn. 
Carlisle  v.  Cowan,  85  Tenn.  165,  2  S.  W. 
26. 

[a]  The  proper  practice  is  to  sup- 
port the  plea  by  deposition,  not  by  ex 
parte  afBdavit.  Missell  v.  Hayes,  86 
N.  J.  L.  348,  91  Atl.  322. 

80.  Grand  Lodge  B.  of  L.  P.  v. 
Cramer,  60  111.  App.  212;  Bray  v. 
Libby,  71  Me.  276. 


81.  See  the  title  "Abatement, 
Pleas  of." 

82.  Me. — ^Brown  v.  Gordon,  1  Greenl. 
165.  Mass. — Wilson  v.  Nevers,  20  Pick. 
20;  Guild  V.  Eichardson,  6  Pick.  364, 
369.  Va. — Warren  v.  Saunders,  27 
Gratt.  (68  Va.)  259. 

83.  Conn. — Denison  v.  Crofts,  74 
Conn.  38,  49  Atl.  851.  Ky.— Stapp  v. 
Thomason,  2  Litt.  214.  N.  C— Buchan- 
nan,  Dunlap  &  Co.  v.  Kennon,  1  N.  C. 
530.    , 

[a]  Matter  not  pleadable  in  abate- 
ment may  be  ignored.  Stapp  v.  Thom- 
son, 2  Litt.  (Ky.)  214. 

[b]  On  overruling  demurrer  to  plea, 
defendant  should  be  allowed  to  plead. 
Eenner  v.  Heed,  3  Ark.  339. 

84.  Ga. — ^Dozier  v.  Lamb,  59  Ga. 
461.  La. — Ponder  v.  Boone,  134  La. 
583,  64  So.  476.  Mass. — Stevens  v. 
Ewer,  2  Mete.  74.  N.  J. — Schenck  v. 
Sehenck's  Exrs.,  10  N.  J.  L.  274.  Pa. 
Briggs  V.  Garrett,  111  Pa.  404,  2  Atl. 
513,   56   Am.   Kep.   274. 

[a]  The  writ  will  be  presumed  to 
have  been  duly  issued  and  duly  served, 
until  the  contrary  is  shown.  Parsons 
V.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)   532. 

[b]  "The  constitutional  right  to  a 
jury  trial  obtains  whenever  there  is 
any  question  at  issue  involving  the 
life,  liberty,  or  property  of  the  cit- 
izen. But  a  motion  to  quash  a  service 
of  summons,  or  any  pther  process  or 
order,  for  insufficiency  in  the  service, 
involves  no  such  substantial  right." 
Wall  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ey.  Co.,  95 
Fed.  398,  37  C.  C.  A.  129. 

[c]  The  court  takes  judicial  notice 
(1)  of  the  process  by  which  it  ac- 
quired jurisdiction.  Penney  v.  Bryant, 
70  Neb.  127,  96  N.  W.  1033;  Stewart 
V.  Eosengren,  66  Neb.  445,  92  N.  W. 
586.  (2)  The  writ  is  a  matter  of  rec- 
ord, and  oyer  need  not  be  craved. 
Eenner  v.  Eeed,  3  Ark.  339. 

[d]  If  only  one  defendant  files  plea 
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aside.^^     The  court,  however,  cannot  properly  determine  the  merits 
of  the  case  upon  such  a  hearing.^" 

8.  Ruling  Upon  Objection.  —  The  court  may  properly  refuse  to 
set  aside  process  for  inaccuracies  which  could  not  have  misled,*'  and 
it  is  made  a  rule  by  statute  in  many  states  that  technical  objections,** 
or  those  which  do  not  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  the  parties*' 
shall  be  disregarded.  A  process  may  be  valid  as  to  one  defendant 
and  void  as  to  another,  though  they  are  sued  jointly.'"    When  the 


in  abatement,  it  is  error  to  abate  as 
to  the  other  who  tendered  no  issue 
on  the  facts.  Foster  v.  Collins,  5 
Smed.  &  M.   (Miss.)  259. 

85.  Lyon  v.  Baldwin,  194  Mich.  118, 
160  N.  W.  428,  L.  K.  A.  1917C,  148; 
Caille  Bros.  Co.  v.  Saginaw  Cire.  Judge, 
155  Mich.  480,  483,  120  N.  W.  6; 
Stringer  v.  Dean,  61  Mich.  196,  201,  27 
N.  W.  886. 

[a]  The  Court  Should  Try.— Such 
motions  should  not  ordinarily  be  sent 
to  the  referee.  Buchholtz  v.  Florida 
East  Coast  Ey.  Co.,  59  App.  Div.  566, 
69  N.  Y.  Supp.  682. 

86.  Atlantic  &  P.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Balti- 
more  &  O.   E.   E.   Co.,   87   N.  Y.   355. 

87.  TJ.  S. — ^Emmons  v.  Marbelite 
Plaster  Co.,  193  Fed.  181.  Cal. 
Shinn  v.  Cummins,  65  Cal.  97,  3  Pac. 
133;  King  v.  Blood,  41  Cal.  314.  Ga. 
Lamb  v.  McElwaney,  143  Ga.  490,  85 
S.  E.  705.  Kan.— Goff  v.  Eussell,  3 
Kan.  206.  La. — State  ex  rel.  Davis  v. 
Police  Jury,  120  La.  163,  45  So.  47, 
124  Am.  St.  Eep.  430,  14  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  794.  Neb. — Davis  v.  Jennings, 
78  Neb.  462,  111  N.  W.  128.  Nev. 
Higley  v.  Pollock,  21  Nev.  198,  27  Pac. 
895.  N.  J.— Titus  v.  Whitney,  16  N. 
J.  L.  85,  31  Am.  Dec.  228.  N.  Y. — Mac- 
coun  V.  New  York,  etc.  E.  Co.,  50  N. 
Y.  176;  Brown  v.  Eaton,  37  How.  Pr. 
325.  N.  0. — Redmond  v.  Mullenax, 
113  N.  C.  505,  18  S,  E.  708;  Jaekson  v. 
McLean,  90  N.  C.  64;  Henderson  v. 
Graham,  84  N.  C.  496.  Pa. — Com.  v. 
Warfel,  157  Pa.  444,  27  Atl  763.  Wash. 
Ralph  V.  Lomer,  3  Wash.  401,  28  Pac. 
760.  W.  Va. — ^Moore  v.  Moore,  93  S. 
E.  937;  Keen  v.  Fairmont  Brew.  Co., 
69  W.  Va.  94,  70  S.  E.  1098;  White'  v. 
Sydenstricker,  6  W.  Va,  46.  Wis. 
Warren  v.  Gordon,  10  Wig.  499. 

[a]  Mere  dilatory  motions,  (1) 
based  upon  special  appearances  are  not 
favored  under  the  present  practice.  It 
is  the  policy  of  the  code  that  all  of 
its  provisions  shall  be  liberally  con- 
strued with  the  view  to  assist  parties 
in   obtaining  justice,  and  that  errors 
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and  defects  in  pleadings  or  proceed- 
ings, not  affecting  the  substantial 
rights  of  the  parties  shall  be  disre- 
garded by  the  courts  on  appeal  or 
error  "  as  well  as  at  nisi  prius.  Grif - 
fing  V.  Smith,  26  Colo.  App.  220,  142 
Pac.  202;  Higley  v.  Pollock,  21  Nev. 
198,  27  Pac.  895.  (2)  "A  writ  should 
not  be  quashed  for  a  mere  formal  de- 
fect, unless  violative  of  9  mandatory 
provision  of  positive  law,  or  such  as 
might  reasonably  mislead  the  defen- 
dant to  his  prejudice."  Koen  v.  Fair- 
mount  Brew.  Co.,  69  W.  Va.  94,  70 
S.  W.  1098. 

[b]  The  power  of  quashing  'writs 
(1)  should  be  confined  to  proceedings 
that  .are  irregular,  defective  or  im- 
proper. Crawford  v.  Stewart,  38  Pa. 
34.  (2)  It  rests  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  process  is  void.  Lane  v.  Ball, 
83  Ore.  404,  160  Pac.  144,  163  Pac.  975. 

88.  Ga. — Richmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Benson,  86  Ga.  203,  12  S.  E.  357,  22 
Am.  St.  Eep.  446;  Mitchell  v.  Long, 
74  Ga.  94.  Ind.— Southern  Ind.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Indianapolis  &  L.  Ey.  Co.,  168 
Ind.  360,  81  N.  E.  65,  13  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  197;  Ind.— State  v.  Davis,  73  Ind. 
359.  Minn. — Hanna  v.  Eussell,  12 
Minn.  80.  Miss. — ^Brandt  Merc.  Co.  v. 
Lang,  .100  Miss.  328,  56  So.  447.  N.  H. 
Garvin  v.  Legery,  61  N.  H.  153;  Le- 
banon V.  Griffin,  45  N.  H.  558;  Eey- 
nolds  V.  Damrell,  19  N.  H.  394.  Pa. 
Benjamin  v.  Armstrong,  2  Serg.  &  E. 
392. 

89.  Colo. — Sage  Inv.  Co.  v.  Haley, 
59  Colo.  504,  149  Pac.  437;  Burkhardt 
V.  Haycox,  19  Colo.  339,  35  Pac.  730; 
Griffing  v.  Smith,  26  Colo.  App.  220, 
142  Pac.  202;  Eich  v.  Collins,  12  Colo. 
App.  511,  56  Pac.  207.  Neb.— Ensign 
V.  Eoggencamp,  13  Neb.  30,  12  N.  W. 
811.  Nev.— Higley  v.  Pollock,  21  Nev. 
198,  27  Pac.  895.  N.  Y.— Loring  v. 
Binney,  38  Hun  152,  8  Civ.  Proe.  297, 
3   How.  Pr.   120. 

90.  Neal-Millard  Co.  v.  Owens,  115 
Ga.  959,  42  S.  E.  266.  See  also  Stan- 
ford V.  Bradford,  45  Ga.  97, 
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wrong  kind  of  process  is  issued,  it  should  be  quashed  upon  objection.*^ 
Upon  defendant's  filing  a  motion  to  quash  a  process,"^  or  a  plea  in 
abatement  thereto,"^  or  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  for  insufB- 
eieney  of  process,^*  the  plaintiff  may  move  to  amend;  and  if  the 
latter  motion  be  sustained,  the  objection  to  the  process  is  properly 
overruled.®^  Even  after  a  process  has  been  quashed,  it  is  not  error 
to  set  aside  the  order  and  permit  an  amendment  curing  the  defect."" 
In  some  instances  the  writ  itself  is  quashed  for  defects  in  the 
service,"^  while  in  others  only  the  service  and  return  are  set  aside.®' 
9.  Effect  of  Ruling  on  the  Action.  —  When  a  writ  is  quashed,  the 
case  stands  as  though  no  writ  had  issued,  and  defendant  is  not  bound 
to  appear  until  served  with  a  valid  writ,^°  except  where  the  motion 


[a]  If  there  is  error  in  the  counter- 
part, both  it  and  the  original  should 
be  quashed.  Womsley  v.  Cummins,  1 
Ark.  125. 

91.  TJ.  S. — See  Barnard  v.  Field,  1 
Dall.  348,  1  L.  ed.  170.  Me.— Richard- 
son V.  Rich,  66  Me.  249;  White  v.  Wall, 
40  Me.  574.  Tenn. — Posey  v.  McCub- 
bins,  5  Yerg.  235.  Vt. — Bowman  v. 
Stowell,  21  Vt.  309. 

92.  Ark. — ^Fisher  v.  Collins,  25  Ark. 
97.  Ga. — Lassiter  v.  Carroll,  87  Ga. 
731,  13  S.  E.  825.  Mass. — Hamilton  v. 
Ingraham,  121  Mass.  562.  Mich.— Kidd 
V.  Dougherty,  59  Mich.  240,  26  N.  W. 
510.  Miss. — Brandt  Merc.  Co.  v.  Lang, 
lOO  Miss.  328,  56  So.  447;  Maxey  v. 
Strong,  53  Miss.  280.  Neb. — Dobry  v. 
Western  Mfg.  Co.,  57  Neb.  228,  77 
N.  W.  656;  Rathman  v.  Peycke,  37 
Neb.  384,  55  N.  "W.  1070;  Struthers  v. 
McDowell,  5  Neb.  491.  N.  H.— Parker  v. 
Barker,  43  N.  H.  35,  80  Am.  Dec.  130. 
N.  Y.  —  Wohlfarth  v.  Nat.  Export 
Assn.,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  540.  Tex. 
Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Coker, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.)   135  S.  W.  179. 

93.  Ala. — Herring  v.  Kelly,  96  Ala. 
559,  11  So.  600.  Ark. — Mitchell  v.  Con- 
ley,  13  Ark.  414.  Vt.— Chadwick  & 
Co.  V.  Divol,  12  Vt.  499. 

94.  Dusenberry  v.  Bennett,  7  Kan. 
App.  123,  53  Pac.   82. 

95.  U.  S.— Gulf  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  James,  48  Fed.  148,  1  C.  C.  A.  53. 
Ala.— Lewis  v.  Collier,  157  Ala.  533,  47 
So.  790.  m. — Shepard  v.  Ogden,  3  111. 
257.  Mo. — Jump  v.  Batten's  Cred- 
itors, 35  Mo.  193,  86  Am.  Dee.  146. 
N.  H.  — Parker  v.  Barker,  43  N. 
H.  35,  80  Am.  Dec.  130.  N".  Y.— Thur- 
ber-Whyland  Co.  v.  Klittner,  62  Hun 
620,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  828,  42  N.  Y.  St. 
157.  Pa. — ^Paul  V.  Johnson,  9  Phila. 
32.    Tex. — Galveston,  H.  &  S,  A.  Ry. 


Co.  V.  Coker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S. 
W.  179;  Texas  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Trues- 
dell,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  125,  51  S.  W. 
272. 

But  see  Witherell  ».  Randall,  30  Me. 
168;  Tibbetts  v.  Shaw,  19  Me.  204; 
Hall  V.  Jones,  9  Pick.  (Mass.)  446. 

Aa  to  amendment,  see  infra,  VIII,  B. 

96.  Whittenberg  v.  Lloyd,  49  Tex. 
633. 

[a]  Mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  a 
court  to  vacate  an  order  quashing  a 
summons,  where  the  order  is  not  sub- 
ject to  revision  on  appeal,  and  sub- 
stantial injury  has  been  worked  by  it. 
Ex  parte  Hill,  165  Ala.  365,  51  So.  786. 

97.  Cal. — Roberts  v.  Superior  Court, 
30  Gal.  App.  714,  159  Pac.  465.  Mich. 
Lyon  V.  Baldwin,  194  Mich.  118,  160 
N.  W.  428,  L.  R.  A.  1917C,  148.  Ohio. 
Smith  V.  Johnson,  57  Ohio  St.  486, 
49  N.  E.  693. 

See  the  title  "Service  of  Process  and 
Papers." 

98.  U.  S.— "Wall  V.  Chesapeake  &  O. 
R.  Co.,  95  Fed.  398,  37  C.  C.  A.  129. 
Cal. — Hancock  v.  Preuss,  40  Cal.  572. 
N.  Y. — Delisser  v.  New  York,  N.  H. 
&  H.  R.  Co.,  27  Jones  &  S.  233,  20 
Civ.  Proe.  312,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  382,  39 
N.  Y.  St.  242. 

See  Lane  v.  Ball,  83  Ore.  404,  160 
Pac.  144,  163  Pac.  975,  and  the  title 
"Service  of  Process  and  Papers." 

[,a]  A  defect  in  the  return  cannot 
be  the  basis  of  a  motion  to  quash 
both  the  summons  and  return.  Hop- 
kins V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.,  42  W. 
Va.  535,  26  8.  B.  187. 

99.  Ark.— Bird  v.  Mathis,  6  Ark. 
379.  Mich.— Ricaby  v.  Gentle,  122 
Mich.  336,  80  N.  W.  1093.  N.  Y.— De- 
lisser V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co., 
27  Jones  &  S.  233,  20  Civ.  Proc.  312, 
14  N.  Y.  Supp.  382,  39  N.  Y.  St.  242. 
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to  quash  is  regarded  as  an  entrance  of  appearance.^  The  suit  itself 
is  not  abated  by  reason  of  the  setting  aside  of  the  process.^  The  same 
issues  once  tried  cannot  be  raised  in  a  different  form.* 

10.  Waiver  of  Objections.  —  Where  the  filing  of  the  plaintiff's 
pleading  gives  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  action,  the  defendant  may 
waive  summons  entirely.*  Objections  to  process  by  which  a  party 
is  brought  before  the  court  are  waived  by  any  act  which  would  be 
construed  to  be  a  general  appearance,^  or  by  delay  in  objecting.®    Ac- 


1.  See  Colo. — Erdman  v.  Hardesty, 
14  Colo.  App.  395,  60  Pae.  360.  Ky. 
Stapp  V.  Thomason,  2  Litt.  214.  Tex. 
Feibleman  v.  Edmonds,  69  Tex.  334, 
6  S.  W.  417. 

2.  la. — Minott  v.  Vineyard,  11  Iowa 
90;  Beard  v.  Smith,  9  Iowa  50.  Mass. 
Bean  v.  Green,  4  Cush.  279.  N.  Y.— De- 
lisser  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co., 
27  Jones  &  S.  233,  20  Civ.  Proc.  312, 
14  N.  Y.  Supp.  382,  39  N.  Y.  StT  242. 
Wash. — Embree  v.  McLennan,  18  Wash. 

651,  52  Pac.  241. 

[a]  "Another  service  can  he  made 
and  the  action  proceed.  If  the  origin- 
al process  were  exhausted,  a  new  sum- 
mons could  be  issued."  Wall  v.  Ches- 
apeake &  O.  Ey.  Co.,  95  Ted.  398,  37 
C.  C.  A.  129. 

3.  Foye  v.  Guardian  Print.  &  Pub. 
Co.,  109  Fed.  368;  Grand  Lodge  B.  of 
L.  F.  V.  Cramer,  60  111.  App.   212. 

4.  See  supra,  II,  A;  III,  A. 

[a]  A  codefendant  may  waive  the 
issuance  of  a  second  original  process. 
Humphries  v.  McWhorter,  25  Ga.  37; 
James  v.  Edw.  Thompson  Co.,  17  Ga. 
App.  578,  87  S.  E.  842. 

5.  U.  S.— "Wolf  V.  Cook,  40  Fed. 
432.  Ala. — Peebles  v.  Weir,  60  Ala. 
413;   Stanley  v.  Mobile  Bank,  23  Ala. 

652.  Ark. — Grider  v.  Apperson  &  Co., 
38  Ark.  388.  OaJ.— Hayes  v.  Shat- 
tuck,  21  Cal.  51.  Coim. — Denisou  v. 
Crafts,  74  Conn.  38,  49  Atl.  353;  In  re 
Hotchkiss'  Appeal,  32  Conn.  353.  D.  C. 
Hutchins  v.  Munn,  28  App.  Cas.  271. 
Fla. — Benedict  v.  Hadlow  Co.,  52  Fla. 
188,  42  So.  239;  Pearce  «.  Thackery, 
13  Fla.  574.  Ga.— Stallings  v.  Stall- 
ings,,127  Ga.  464,  56  S.  E.  469,  9  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  593;  Lyons  v.  Planters' 
Loan  &  Sav.  Bank,  86  Ga.  485,  12  S. 
E.  882,  12  L.  E.  A.  155;  Sapp  v.  Par- 
rish,  3  Ga.  App.  234,  59  S.  E.  821.  lU. 
Tewalt  V.  Irwin,  164  111.  592,  46  N.  E. 
13;  Mineral  Point  B.  Co.  v.  Keep,  22 
111.  9,  74  Am.  Dec.  124.  Ind.— Hays  v. 
McKee,  2  Blackf.  11.  Mass.— Day  v. 
Floyd,  130  Mass.  488.  Mich.— Eeed  v. 
McCready,   170   Mich.   532,-136   N.  W. 
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488;  Goodspeed  v.  Smith,  161  Mich. 
688,  126  N.  W.  975.  Minn.— Hinkley 
V.  St.  Anthony  Falls  W.  Power  Co.,  9 
Minn.  55.  Mo. — Williams  v.  Browning, 
45  Mo.  475.  Neh.— Crowell  v.  Gallo- 
way, 3  Neb.  215.  N.  J. — Logan  « 
Lawshe,  62  N.  J.  L.  567,  41  Atl.  751. 
N.  Y.— Eeed  v.  Chilson,  142  N.  Y.  152, 
36  N.  E.  884;  Italian  Imp.  Co.  v.  Spo- 
daro,  63  Misc.  320,  117  N.  Y.  Supp. 
135;  People  ex  rel.  Jenkins  v.  Kuhne, 
57  Misc.  30,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  1020; 
Jaworower  v.  Eovere,  162  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1075.  Ore.— North  Pac.  Cycle  Co.  v. 
Thomas,  26  Ore.  381,  38  Pae.  307,  46 
Am.  St.  Eep.  636.  Pa.— Loeb  v.  Allen, 
32  Pa.  Super.  137.  Tex.— Feibleman  v. 
Edmonds,  69  Tex.  334,  6  S.  W.  417; 
Mecca  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  First  State 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S.  W.  1083. 
Va. — Lane  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Bauserman, 
103  Va.  146,  48  S.  E.  857,  106  Am.  St. 
Eep.  872.  Wis. — Ilsley  v.  Harris,  10 
Wis.  95. 
See  the  title  "Appearances." 

[a]  The  motion  to  quash  must  he 
disposed  of  before  appearing  to  the 
action  or  it  is  waived.  Lane  Bros.  & 
Co.  V.  Bauserman,  103  Va.  146,  48  S. 
E.  857,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  872. 

[b]  A  confession  of  judgment  on 
an  interplea  does  not  waive  the  error 
in  overruling  a  motion  to  quash,  as 
against  the  original  plaintiff.  State 
ex  rel.  Collins  v.  Parks,  34  Okla.  335, 
126  Pac.  242. 

[c]  Under  a  statute  requiring  ap- 
pearance to  be  by  serving  a  notice  of 
appearance  or  a  copy  of  a  pleading, 
the  filing  of  motions  does  not  waive 
defects  in  the  summons.  Jaworower  v. 
Eovere,  162  N.  Y.  Supp.  1075. 

[d]  After  appearing  and  moving 
for  a  restraining  order,  an  irregularity 
in  process  cannot  be  availed  of.  Mc- 
Dowell V.  Justice,  167  N.  C.  493,  83  S. 
E.  803. 

6.  Me.— Bray  v.  Libby,  71  Me.  276; 
Eichardson  v.  Eich,  66  Me.  249.  Mass. 
Brewer  v.  Sibley,  13  Mete.  175.  Miss. 
McLeod  V.  Harper,  43  Miss.  42.     Mo. 
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ceptance  of  service  of  a  void  process  does  not  waive  the  right  to  ques- 
tion the  validity  of  the  process,^  but  mere  irregularities  are  usually 
waived.*  Answering  to  the  merits,  after  the  overruling,  of  objection 
to  process,  generally  does  not  waive  the  objection,^  but  in  some 
jurisdictions  the  contrary  rule  prevails.^" 

B.  Amendments.  —  1.  In  General.^^  —  Process  is  generally  re- 
garded as  amendable.^^  While  a  court  has  inherent  power  to  amend 
its  process,^^  this  power  is  generally  specially  conferred  by  statute.^* 


Eelkin  v.  Ehodes,  -76  Mo.  643.  N.  H. 
Parsons  v.  Swett,  32  N.  H,  87,  64  Am. 
Dec.  352. 

See  supra,  VIII,  A,  2. 

[a]  By  failure  to  attend  and  ob- 
ject, on  the  day  fixed  for  trial,  the  de- 
fendant waived  the  right  to  interpose 
the  objection  that  the  court  obtained 
no  jurisdiction  over  hia  person  by 
service  of  a  process  which  gave  less 
than  the  statutory  number  of  days' 
notice  before  the  date  therein  fixed  for 
trial.  McDonald  v.  Floyd,  91  S.  C.  118, 
73  8.  E.  769.  Compar^e  Adkins  v.  Moore, 
43  S.  C.  173,  20  S.  E.  985. 

7.  White  V.  Brown,  10  Ga.  App.  530, 
73  S.  E.  853;  Sexton  ».  Brooks'  Heirs, 
12  La.   596. 

8.  Ga. — Penn  Tobacco  Co.  v.  Leman, 
109  Ga.  428,  34  S.  E.  679.  KT.  C— Bat- 
tle V.  Baird,  118  N.  C.  854,  24  S.  E. 
668.  S.  C. — Wicker  v.  Pope,  6  Eich.  L. 
366. 

[a]  A  stipulation  waiving  all  ir- 
regularities estops  one  to  object  there- 
afterwards.  Ayres  v.  Hill,  82  Ala.  401, 
2  So.  892;  Ammons  v.  Brunswick- 
Balke-Collender  Co.,  5  Ind.  Ter.  636, 
82  S.  W.  937. 

9.  U.  S. — Harkness  ».  Hyde,  98  U. 
S.  476,  25  L.  ed.  237.  Conn. — Morse 
V.  Eankin,  51  Conn.  326.  la. — Converse 
V.  Warren,  4  Iowa  158.  Ky. — Muir  v. 
Edelen,  156  Ky.  212,  160  S.  W.  1048; 
Chesapeake,  O.  &  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Heath's  Adm.,  87  Ky.  651,  9  S.  W. 
832.  Mass. — Ames  v.  Winsor,  19  Pick. 
247.  N.  Y. — Dewey  v.  Greene,  4  Denio 
93;  Avery  v.  Slack,  17  Wend.  85.  N.  C. 
Mullen  V.  Norfolk,  etc.  Canal  Co.,  114 
N.  C.  8,  19  S.  E.  106.  Okla. — Bes  Line 
Const.  Co.  V.  Schmidt,  16  Okla.  429,  85 
Pac.  711,  713.  S.  C— McDonald  v. 
Eloyd,  91  S.  C.  118,  73  S.  E.  769.  W. 
Va.— Fisher  v.  Crowley,  57  W.  Va.  312, 
50  S.  E.  422;  Quesenberry  v.  People's 
Bldg.,  etc.  Assn.,  44  W.  Va.  512,  30 
S.  E.  73. 

See  2  Standard  Peoc.  533. 

10.  Improved  Match  Co.  v.  Michi- 


gan Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  122  Mich.  256, 
80  N.  W.  1088;  Webster  v.  Wheeler, 
119  Mich.  601,  78  N.  W.  657;  Stelling 
■V.  Peddicord,  78  Neb.  779,  111  N.  W. 
793;  Baker  v.  Union  Stock  Yards  Nat. 
Bank,  63  Neb.  801,  89  N.  W.  269,  93 
Am.  St.  Eep.  484.  See  2  Standabd 
Proc.  534. 

11.  Amendment  of  return,  see  the 
title  "Returns." 

12.  Colo. — Erdman  v.  Hardesty,  14 
Colo.  App.  395,  60  Pac.  360.  Ga. — Las- 
siter  V.  Carroll,  87  Ga.  731,  13  S.  E. 
825;  Baldwin  v.  McMichael,  68  Ga. 
828;  Kelly  v.  Fudge,  2  Ga.  App.  759,  59 
S.  E.  19.  Ind.— Beck  v.  Williams,  5 
Blackf.  374.  Mass. — ^Drew  v.  Farns- 
worth,  186  Mass.  365,  71  N.  E.  783. 
Mich. — Goodspeed  v.  Smith,  161  Mich. 
688,  126  N.  W.  975.  N.  Y.— Bronson 
V.  Earl,  17  Johns.  63.  N.  C. — Eedmond 
V.  Mullenax,  113  N.  C.  505,  18  S.  E. 
708;  Cheatham  v.  Crews,  81  N.  C.  343; 
Thomas  v.  Womack,  64  N.  C.  657.  R.  I. 
Quaglieri  v.  Venditti,  102  Atl.  177. 

13.  Ark. — Fisher  v.  Collins,  25  Ark. 
97;  King  v.  State  Bank,  9  Ark.  185, 
47  Am.  Dec.  739.  N.  Y.— Gribbon  v. 
Freel,  93  N.  Y.  93,  65  How.  Pr.  273, 
2  McCarty  Civ.  Proc.  482.  W.  Va. 
Fi'sher  v.  Crowley,  57  W.  Va.  312,  50 
S.  E.  422. 

•'For  correction  by  writ  of  error  coram 
nobis,  see  15  Standard  Proc.  133  and 
371. 

[a]  At  the  Common  Law. 
"Though  by  the  common  law,  some 
writs  were  amendable,  the  power  of 
.amendment  only  exists  as  to  slight  and 
formal  defects.  Even  in  this  respect, 
some  writs  were  not  amendable  by  the 
common  law  courts."  .  .  .  "as  our 
summons  corresponds  to  the  com- 
mon law  judicial  writs,  it  is  amendable 
to  the  same  extent,  without  the  aid  of 
any  statute."  Fisher,  Sons  &  Co.  v. 
Crowley,  57  W.  Va.  312,  50  S.  B.  422. 

14.  IT.  S. — Armstrong  v.  Kansas 
City  S.  Ey.  Co.,  192  Fed.  608  (citing 
the  Arkansas  statute);   Wolf  v.  Cook, 
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They  are  remedial  and  should  be  construed  liberally."     Matters  of 
forin,^°  mere  clerical  errors,^'  and  defects  which  have  not  misled  any- 


40  Fed.  432;  Brown  v.  Pond,  5  Fed.  31, 
construing  the  New  Tork  code.  Ark. 
Anthony  v.  Beebe,  7  Ark.  447.  Cal. 
Baldwin  v.  Foster,  157  Cal.  643,  108 
Pac.  714.  Conn. — Mills  v.  Bishop,  Kif- 
by  4.  Fla. — Gilmer  v.  Bird,  15  Fla. 
410.  Idaho. — Empire  Mill  Co.  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  26  Idaho  383,  149  Pac.  499; 
Itidenbaugh  v.  Sandlin,  14  Idaho  472, 
94  Pac.  827,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  175.  Kan. 
Taylor  v.  Buck,  61  Kan.  694,  60  Pac. 
736,  78.  Am.  St.  Eep.  346.  Me.— Eipley 
V.  Inhabitants  of  Harmony,  111  ]\te.  91, 
88  Atl.  161.  Mass.— Nash  v.  Brophy, 
13  Mete.  476.  Mich. — Groat  v.  Detroit 
United  Ey.,  153  Mich.  165,  116  N.  W. 
1081;  Pinal  v.  Backus,  18  Mich.  218, 
229.  Miss.— Brandt  Merc.  Co.  v.  Lang, 
100  Miss.  328,  56  So.  447.  Mo.— Me 
Menamy  Inv.  &  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Stillwell 
C.  Co.,  175  Mo.  App.  668,  158  S.  W. 
427.  Mont. — Choate  v.  Spencer,  13 
Mont.  127,  32  Pac.  651,  40  Am.  St. 
Eep.  425,  20  L.  E.  A.  424.  Neb.— Bark- 
er Co.  V.  Central  West  Inv.  Co.,  75 
Neb.  43,  105  N.  W.  985.  N.  H.— Eey- 
nolds  V.  Damrell,  19  N.  H.  394.  N.  Y. 
Taleott  V.  Eozenberg,  3  Daly  203,  8 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  287;  Jones  v.  Conlon, 
48  Misc.  172-,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  255.  N.  C. 
Fountain  v.  Pitt  County,  171  N.  C. 
113,  87  S.  E.  990;  McBride  v.  Welborn, 
119  N.  C.  508,  26  S.  B.  125.  W.  Va. 
Eyan  v.  Piney  Coal  &  Coke  Co.,  72  W. 
Va.  630,  78  S,  E.  789.  Wis. — Ham- 
mond-Chandler Lumb.  Co.  V.  Industrial 
Com.,  163  Wis.  596,  158  N.  W.  292. 

[a]  By  statute  the  plaintiff  may 
always  amend,  upon  payment  of  coats, 
if  the  plea  in  abatement  be  ruled  in 
favor  of  the  defendant.  Mills  v.  Bishop, 
Kirby   (Conn.)   4. 

[b]  In  the  federal  court  (1)  amend- 
ments have  been  allowed,  although  un- 
der the  statutes  of  the  state  in  which 
the  court  is  held,  the  state  court  could 
have  no  power  to  allow  such  aa  amend- 
ment. Wall  V.  Chesapeake  &  0.  Ey. 
Co.,  95  Fed.  398,  37  C.  C.  A.  129; 
Ersteiu  v.  Eothschild,  22  Fed.  61.  (2) 
State  practice  may  enlarge  but  not 
diminish  those  powers  of  amendment 
conferred  on  federal  courts  by  the  acts 
of  congress.  Norton  v.  Dover,  14  Fed. 
106.  (3)  If  amendable  under  the  state 
law,  the  federal  court  will  allow 
amendments  to  process  in  removed 
causes.     Wolf  v.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432. 
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[c]  Statute  of  Henry  VI.  —  (1) 
"As  early  as  the  time  of  Henry  VI, 
parliament  intervened  to  mitigate  the 
rigor  of  the  law,  and  to  prevent  mis- 
carriage of  justice  arising  from  the 
subtleties  ot  the  common-law  lawyers 
and  the  mischievous  errors  of  the 
clerks  of  courts,  and.by  statute  (8  Hen. 
VI,  c.  12),  authorized  the  courts  to 
amend  writs  and  process  issued  by 
them,  and  to  reform  all  therein  arising 
from  misprision  of  the  clerk."  WoJJE 
V.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432.  See  also  Fisher 
Sons  &  Co.  V.  Crowley,  57  W.  Va.  312, 
50  S.  E.  422.  (2)  This  statute  is  in 
force  in  Indiana.  Hunter  v.  Burns- 
ville  Tpk.  Co.,  56  lud.  213,  222. 

15.  Ala. — Peebles  v.  Woir,  60  Ala. 
413.  Mass. — Meszery  v.  Beard,  226 
Mass.  332,  115  N.  E.  420;  McLaughlin 
V.  West  End  St.  E.  Co.,  186  Mass.  150, 
71  N.  E.  317.  Tenn. — Jones  v.  Miller, 
1  Swan  319.  Wis. — Hammond-Chand- 
ler Lumb.  Co.  V.  Industrial  Com.,  163 
Wis.  596,  158  N.  W.   292. 

[a]  Remedial  to  Both  Parties. 
These  statutes  are  intended  to  be 
remedial  to  the  defendant  as  well  as 
the  plaintiff."  Gearhart  v.  Olmstead, 
7  Dana  (Ky.)  441. 

[b]  The  statutes  of  some  states  are 
merely  declaratory  of  the  common  law 
and  add  nothing  to  it.  Fisher  v.  Crow- 
ley, 57  W.  Va.  312,  50  S.  E.  422. 

16.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Whitfield,  124 
Ala.  508,  27  So.  406,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
196;  Lewis  V.  Grace,  44  Ala.  307.  Ark. 
Woolford  V.  Dugan,  2  Ark.  131,  35  Am. 
Dec.  52.  Cal. — Newmark  &  Co.  v. 
Chapman,  53  Cal.  557.  Ind. — Dunkle  v. 
Elston,  71  Ind.  585.  Mass. — Nash  v. 
Brophy,  13  Mete.  476.  N.  H.— Eey- 
nolds  V.  Damrell,  19  N.  H.  394.  N.  Y. 
McDonald  v.  Walsh,  5  Abb.  Pr.  68. 
N.  C. — Jackson  v.  McLean,  90  N.  C. 
64.  Tex. — Graves  v.  Hall,  13  Tex.  379. 
Vt.— Hoyt.  V.  Smith,  83  Vt.  412;  76 
Atl.  107.  W.  Va.— Fisher  v.  Crowley, 
57  W.  Va.  312,  50  S.  E.  422.  Wis. 
Kentzler  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey. 
Co.,  47  Wis.  641,  3  N.  W.  369. 

17.  XT.  S. — Furniss  v.  Ellis,  2  Brock. 
14,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,162.  Ark.— Haines 
V.  McCormick,  5  Ark.  663.  Ga. — Eich- 
mond  &  D.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Benson  &  Co., 
86  Ga.  203,  12  S.  E.  357,  22  Am.  St. 
Eep.  446.  Ind. — State  v.  Hood,  6 
Blackf.  260;   Doe  .ea;  dem.    Wilkins  v. 
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one,^'  are  amendable ;  and  corrections  may  be  made  either  by  inserting 
matter  omitted,^'  or  by  striking  out  objectionable  matter.^"  But 
amendments  are  not  usually  permissible  where  the  defect  is  one  of 
substance/^  unless  by  express  or  implied  authority  of  statute."  How- 
ever, absolute  general  rules  as  to  such  matters  are  difficult  if  not 
impossible  to  formulate,  and  the  propriety  of  particular  amendments 
has  therefore  been  treated  in  connection  with  the  appropriate  phases 
of  the  form  and  contents  of  the  process.^^ 
Before  a  court  can  allow  amendment  it  must  have  acquired^*  juris- 


Eue,  4  Blackf.  263,  29  Am.  Dec.  368. 
Me. — Griffin  v.  Pinkham,  60  Me.  123. 
Mass. — Blanchard  v.  Waters,  10  Mete. 
185. 

For  amendment  of  particular  defects, 
see  supra,  the  Various  su"btitleB  under 
IV. 

18.  Ames  v.  Weston,  16  Me.  266; 
Fountain  v.  Pitt  County,  171  N.  C.  113, 
87  S.  E.  990. 

19.  Brown  v.  Cook,  77  W.  Va.  356, 
87  S.  E.  454,  L.  E.   A.   1916D,  220.     ' 

20.  Ark.-^Lowenstein  v.  Gaines,  64 
Ark.  499,  43  S.  W.  762.  Del.— Bnnis 
V.  Ennis,  5  Harr.  390.  Ga. — Lamb  v. 
McElwaney,  143  Ga.  490,  85  S.  E.  705. 
Me. — Eipley  v.  Inhabitants  of  Har- 
mony, 111  Me.  91,  88  Atl.  161;  Eieh- 
ardaon  v.  Eich,  66  Me.  249;  Harvey  v. 
Cutts,  51  Me.  604.  Pa. — Herring  v. 
Eeade,  13   Phila.   67. 

[a]  Process  desigaed  for  the  recov- 
ery of  real  estate  only,  if  it  contains 
a  command  relating  to  personal  prop- 
erty, may  be  amended  by  striking  out 
the  objectionable  matter.  Herring  v. 
Eeade,  13  Phila.   (Pa.)  67. 

21.  Ark. — Blanks  v.  Eector,  24  Ark. 
496,  88  Am.  Dec.  780.  Me. — Bailey  v. 
Smith,  12  Me.  196.  Mont. — Sharman 
V.  Huot,  20  Mont.  555,  52  Pac.  558,  63 
Am.  St.  Eep.  645.  Tex. — McKay  v. 
Paris  Exch.  Bank,  75  Tex.  181,  12  S. 
W.  529,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  884;  Morris 
V.  Balkham,  75  Tex.  Ill,  12  S.  W. 
970,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  874;  Battle  fc 
Guedry,  58  Tex.  111.  Vt. — Pollard  v. 
Wilder,  17  Vt.  48. 

22.  Ark.  —  Anthony  v.  Beebe,  7 
Ark.  447.  Mich. — Final  v.  Backus,  18 
Mich.  218,  229.  N.  Y.— Leetch  v.  At- 
lantic Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  4  Daly  SIS;  Tal- 
cott  V.  Eozenberg,  3  Daly  203,  8  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  287. 

fa]  Amendment  Statutes  Do  Not 
Authorize  Manufacture  of  'New  Pro- 
cess.— A  statute  giving  the  court  pow- 
er to  amend  any  process,  pleading  or 
proceeding  in  a  pending  action,  either 


;  in  form  or  in  substance,  for  the  furth- 
erance of  justice,    on    such    terms    as 

'  may  be  just,  at  ainy  time  before  final 

I  judgment,   "though   broad   and   sweep- 

'  ing  in  its  terms,  never  was  designed 
to  enable  the  court  to  manufacture  a 

I  process  or  pleading  anew."  Anthony 
V.  Beebe,  7  Ark.  447. 

[b]     Omissions  May  Be  Supplied  by 

!  Amendment. — (1)  Leetch  v.  Atlantic 
Mut.    Ins._   Co.,    4    Daly    (N.    Y.)    518. 

1  (2)  But  jurisdictional  omissions  work 
a  destruction  of  the  process.  See  Mo- 
jariet  v.  Saenz,  80  N.  Y.  547,  78  How. 
Pr.  505;  Blossom  v.  Estes,  22  Hun  472, 
59  How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   381. 

23.  See  supra,  IV. 

[a]  Limits  of  Power  Are  Difficult 
To  Prescribe. — "The  power  to  amend 
process,  so  as  to  correct  clerical  mis- 
prisions and  supply  omissions  of  mat- 

I  ters   of  form,   is     almost     universally 

j  conceded;  rand  in  view  of  the  numer- 
ous amendments,  both  of  form  and  of 
substance,  allowed  by  the  courts,  it  is 

j  difficult"  to  prescribe  limits  to  this 
salutary  power."     Newmark  &   Co.  v. 

\  Chapman,  53  Cal.   557. 

j  [b]  The  tendency  of  modem  de- 
cisions is  to  favor  amendments  when 
the  spirit  of  justice  can  be  advanced 
and  promoted.  Archibald  v.  Thomp- 
son, 2  Colo.  388. 

24.  HI. — Durham  v.  Heaton,  28  111. 
264,  81  Am.  Dec.  275.  Ind.— Goodwine 
V.  Barnett,  2  Ind.  App.  16,  28  N.  E. 
115.  Mont. — Choate  v.  Spencer,  13 
Mont.  127,  32  Pac.  651,  40  Am.  St.  Eep. 
425,  20  L.  E.  A.  424.  Ore.— Starkey  v. 
Lunz,  57  Ore.  147,  110  Pac.  702,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912D,  783.  Vt.— Eoy  v.  Phelps, 
83  Vt.  174,  75  Atl.  13. 

[a]  After  removal,  the  federal 
court  has  the  power  to  permit  amend- 
ments of  process.  Stone  v.  Speare,  175 
Fed.  584. 

[b]  Amendment  stajtutes  presup- 
pose the  pendency  of  an  action  of 
which  the  court  has  acquired  jurisdic- 
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diction  of  the  action.  An  dthere  must  first  be  a  process  to  amend,^^ 
one  -with  at  least  sufficient  of  the  elements  of  a  good  process  to  give 
jurisdiction.^^  It  is.  also  frequently  stated  as  a  corollary  to  this  rule 
that  there  must  be  something  to  amend  by,"  but  the  rule  is  not 


tion.  Mont. — Choate  v.  Spencer,  13 
Mont.  127,  32  P.ac.  651,  40  Am.  St. 
Eep.  425,  20  L.  E.  A.  424.  N.  Y. 
Leetch  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  4 
Daly  518.  Ore. — See  Starkey  v.  Lunz, 
57  Ore.  147,  110  Pac.  702,  Ann.  Oas. 
1912D,   783. 

25.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Turner, 
50  Fed.  734;  Dwight  v.  Merritt,  4  Fed. 
614,  18  Blatch.  305,  59  How.  Pr.  320. 
Ga. — Laasiter  v.  Carroll,  87  Ga.  731,  13 
S.  E.  825.  Mass. — Brigham  v.  Este, 
2  Pick.  420. 

[a]  "Entire  absence  of  process 
cannot  be  supplied  by  amendment; 
but  where  there  is  original  process,  as 
in  the  present  instance,  it  is  in  the  pow- 
er of  the  court  to  retain  the  case,  al- 
lowing such  amendment  and  granting 
such  further  time  for  service  as  may 
be  required  to  give  due  notice  to  the 
defendant."  Lassiter  v.  Carroll,  87 
Ga.  731,  13  S.  B.  825. 

26.  IT.  S.— Middleton  Paper  Co.  v. 
Eock  Eiver  Paper  Co.,  19  Fed.  252. 
Ga. — Neal-Millard    Co.    v.    Owens,    115 

,  Ga.  959,  42  S.  E.  266;  Lowrey  v.  Eich- 
mond  &  D.  E.  Co.,  83  Ga.  504,  10  S. 
E.  123.  Mass. — Brigham  v.  Este,  2 
Pick.  420.  Mont. — Sharman  v.  Huot, 
20  Mont.  555,  52  Pac.  558,  63  Am.  St. 
Eep.  645. 

[a]  In  the  absenro  nt  an  appear- 
ance, an  amendment  after  service  may 
be  made  only  when  the  jpf ocess  served 
was  sufficient  to  give  jurisdiction  over 
the  defendant.  U.  S. — ^United  States 
V.  Turner,  50  Fed.  734;  Brown  v.  Pond, 
5  Fed.  41.  Ind.— Dunkle  v.  Elston,  71 
Ind.  585.  Kan. — Dusenberry  v.  Ben- 
nett, 7  Kan.  App.  123,  53  Pac.  82.  N. 
Y.— McGill  V.  Weil,  19  Civ.  Proc.  43, 
10  N.  Y.  Supp.  246. 

[b]  "You  can't  amend  a  party  in- 
,to  court,  after  judgment  by  default." 
Dusenberry  v.  Bennett,  7  Kan.  App. 
123,  53  Pac.  82. 

27.  U.  S.i— United  States  v.  Turner, 
50  Fed.  734;  Middleton  Paper  Co.  v. 
Eock  Eiver  Paper  Co.,  19  Fed.  252; 
Dwight  V.  Merritt,  4  Fed.  614,  18 
Blatchf.  305,  59  How.  Pr.  320:  Fur- 
niss  V.  Ellis,  2  Brock.  14,  9  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  5,162.  Ga. — Fitzgerald  v.  Gar- 
vin, Charlt.  281.  Ind. — Makepeace  v. 
Lukens,  27  Ind.  435,  92  Am.  Dec.  263; 
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state  V.  Hood,  6  Blackf.  260.  Ky. 
Johnson  v.  Bank  of  Kentucky,  5  Mon. 
119;  Stapp  V.  Thomason,  2  Litt.  214; 
Bridges  v.  Eidgley,  2  Litt.  (Ky.)  395. 
Me. — Witherel  v.  Eandall,  30  Me.  168; 
Porter  v.  Haskell,  11  Me.  177.  Miss. 
Joiner  v.  Delta  Bank,  71  Miss,  382, 
14  So.  464.  Mont. — Sharman  v.  Huot, 
20  Mont.  555,  52  Pae.  558,  63  Am.  St. 
Eep.  645.  N.  J. — Van  Ness  v.  Harri- 
son, 3  N.  J.  L.  214.  N.  Y.— Cramer 
V.  Van  Alstyne,  9  Johns.  386;  Bunn  v. 
Thomas,  2  Johns.  190.     S.  C— Hubbell 

V.  Fogartie,  1  Hill  167,  26  Am.  Dee. 
163.  Tex. — Graves  v.  Hall,  13  Tex. 
379.  Vt.— Dean  v.  Swift,  11  Vt.  331. 
Wis. — Whitney  v.  Brunette,  15  Wis.  61, 
68. 

[a]    Origin  and     Meaning     of    the 
Phrase. — (1)    The   statute  of   8   Henry 

VI,  ch.  12,  provides  that  the  King's 
judges  shall  have  the  power  to  exam- 
ine records,  process,  etc.,  and  to  re- 
form "all  that  which  to  them  in  their 
discretion,  seemeth  to  be  misprision  of 
the  clerks  therein,"  and  declares  that 
the  "variance  Bhall  be  by  the  said 
judges  reformed  and  amended,  accord- 
ing to  the  first  writing."  Under  these 
statutes  (adopted  in  a  number  of 
states)  "it  has  accordingly  been  held 
that  such  amendment  of  the  record 
cannot  be  made  unless  there  be  some- 
thing to  amend  by."  Makepeace  v. 
Lukens,  27  Ind.  435,  92  Am.  Dec.  263. 
See  Albers  v.  Whitney,  1  Story  310,  1 
Fed.    Cas.    No.    137;    1    Tidd    Pr.    713. 

(2)  "In  Wynhe  v.  Thomas,  Wille's  E. 
563,  the  lord  chief  justice  stated  the 
law  thus:  'The  true  rule  is,  that 
original  writs  may  be  amended  by  8 
H.  6,  c.  12,  where  it  is  only  the  mis- 
prision and  negligence  of  the  clerk, 
but  a  mistake  occasioned  by  the  nes- 
cience or  ignorance  of  the  clerk  is  not 
amendable  by  that  statute,  nor  any 
other  mistake,  where  there  is  nothing 
to  .amend  it  by'."  Makepeace  v.  Lu- 
kens,   27    Ind.   435,    92    Am.   Dec.   263. 

(3)  "There  are  two  rules  by  which 
we  are  to  be  governed;  the  one  is,  that 
no  amendments  in  original  writs  can 
be  made,  unless  it  be  the  misprision  of 
the  clerk;  the  other,  that  nothing  can 
be  amended  unless  there  is  something 

.  to  do  it  by."    King  v.  King,  7  Mod. 
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absolutely  adhered  to.^*  It  is  axiomatic^*  that  a  void  process  cannot 
be  amended  so  as  to  relate  back  and  perform  the  functions  of  a 
valid  one.^"    But  a  process  may  be  sufficient  if  not  objected  to,  and 


250,  87  Eng.  Eeprint  1222;  Ray  v. 
Lister,  Andrews  351,  95  Eng.  Reprint 
430.  (4)  "In  every  case  cited  by  Mr. 
Tidd,  in  his  Practice,  where  amend 
ments  have  been  permitted  under  the 
English  statutes,  ,a  subsequent  paper, 
pleading,  order  or  proceeding,  in  the 
progress  of  the  case,  has  been  correct- 
ed by  something  in  the  record  or  pro- 
ceedings of  prior,  or  at  least  equal, 
date,  with  the  matter  in  which  the 
error  is  sought  to  be  amended."  Make- 
peace V.  Lukens,  27  Ind.  435,  441,  92 
Am.  Dee.  263.  (5)  "As  long  a'S  the 
plaintiff  has  anything  by  which  he 
can  amend  his  subsequent  proceedings, 
he  has  the  right  to  do  so,  as  for  in- 
stance he  can  amend  his  declaration 
by  the  writ,  the  replication  by  the  de- 
claration, the  judgment  by  the  verdict 
and  issue,  and  the  execution  by  the 
judg;ment. "  Hubbell  v.  Pogartie,  1 
Hill  (S.  C.)  167,  26  Am.  Dec.  163.  (6) 
"A  summons  can  be  amended  by  the 
precipe — if  a  fi.  fa.,  by  the  judgment." 
Durham  v.  Heaton,  28  111.  264,  81  Am. 
Dec.  275. 

[b]  In  a  more  modem  sense,  it  is 
sometimes  vaguely  used  to  mean 
simply  that  the  process  must  be  only 
.  irregular  and  not  entirely  void.  Mid- 
dleton  Paper  Co.  v.  Rock  River  Paper 
Co.,  19  Fed.  252.  See  1  Standard 
Peoc.  853,  and  15  Standard  Proc.  98. 

[e]  In  the  appellate  court  an 
amendment  of  process  will  not  be  al- 
lowed, though  it  was  probably  due  to 
an  error  of  the  clerk,  where  nothing 
appears  upon  the  record  evidencing 
that  such  is  the  fact.  Ellis  v.  Ewbanks, 
4  111.  190. 

28.  Leeteh  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  Iffs.  Co., 
4  Daly   (N.  T.)    518.   . 

[a]  Exceptions  to  Rule. — "The  old 
rule  was  that  an  amendment  would 
be  allowed  where  there  was  anything 
to  amend  by  (1  Arch.  Practice,  67); 
but  even  this  was  not  adhered  to,  and 
amendments  have  been  allowed  where 
there  was  nothing  to  amend  by.  (Ruth- 
erford V.  Mein  et  al.  2  Smith  (Eng.), 
392;  Carr  v.  Shaw,  7  Term  E.  299;  1 
Tidd  Pr.  130,  9th  Lond.  ed.)  In  the 
first  of  these  cases  it  was  urged  that 
the  writ  being  radically  defective,  T;he 
application  was  not  to  amend,  but  to 
supply;  but  the  court  allowed  it  upon 


the  authority  of  the  case  above  re- 
ferred to  from  the  7th  Term  Reports, 
where  they  said  'the  amendment  was 
allowed  without  anything  dehors  to 
amend  by.'  "  Leeteh  v.  Atlantic  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.,  4  Daly  (N.  Y.)   518. 

29.  State  v.  Davis.  73  Ind.  359; 
Choate  v.  Spencer,  13  Mont.  127,  32 
Pac.  651,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  425,  20  L. 
R.  A.  424. 

30.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Howard  Harrison 
Iron  Co.,  119  Ala.  484,  24  So.  516,  72 
Am.  St.  Rep.  928.  Ark. — Mitchell  v. 
Conley,  13  Ark.  414.  Cal.— Brann  v. 
Blum,  138  Cal.  644,  72  Pac.  168;  New- 
mark  &  Co.  V.  Chapman,  53  Cal.  557. 
Colo. — Archibald  v.  Thompson,  2  Colo. 
388.  Conn. — Eno  v.  Frisbie,  5  Day  122. 
D.  0. — Adriance,  Piatt  &  Co.  v.  Heis- 
kell,  8  App.  Cas.  240.  Ga.— Neal-Mil- 
lard  Co.  v.  Owens,  115  Ga.  959,  42  S.  E. 
266;  Lowrey  v.  Richmond  &  D.  E.  Co., 
83  Ga.  504,  10  S.  E.  123;  Scarborough 
V.  Hall,  67  Ga.  576;  Caldwell  v.  Alex- 
ander Seed  Co.,  17  Ga.  App.  571,  87 
S.  E.  843;  Adam  Elect.  Co.  v.  Wit- 
man,  16  Ga.  App.  574,  85  S.  E.  819; 
Beach  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Baxley  Bank  Co., 
8  Ga.  App.  251,  68  S.  E.  946.  111.— Sid- 
well  V.  Schumacher,  99  111.  426;  Mc- 
Cormick  v.  Wheeler,  36  111.  114,  85  Am. 
Dec.  388;  Durham  v.  Heaton,  28  111. 
264,  81  Am.  Dec.  275.  la.— Barber  v. 
Swan,  4  G.  Gr.  352,  61  Am.  Dec.  124. 
Me.— Porter  v.  Haskell,  11  Me.  177. 
Minn. — See  Oxmon  v.  Modern  Wood- 
men, 124  Minn.  390,  145  N.  W.  171. 
Miss. — Joiner  v.  Delta  Bank,  71  Miss. 
382,  14  So.  464.  Mont.— Sharman  v. 
Huot,  20  Mont.  555,  52  Pac.  558,  63 
Am.  St.  Rep.  645;  Choate  v.  Spencer, 
13  Mont.  127,  32  Pac.  651,  40  Am.  St. 
Rep.  425,  20  L.  R.  A.  424.  N.  J.— Den 
ex  dem.  Inskeep  v.  Lecony,  1  N.  J.  L. 
111.  N.  M. — Tipton  v.  Cordova,  1  N. 
M.  383.  N.  Y.— Leeteh  v.  Atlantic 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  4  Daly  518;  Bartholo- 
mew V.  Chautauque  County  Bank,  19 
Wend.  99;  Burk  v.  Barnard,  4  Johns. 
309.  N.  C— Redmond  v.  Mullenax,  113 
N.  C.  505,  18  S.  E.  708.  Ore.— Brandt 
V.  Brandt,  40  Ore.  477,  67  Pac.  508.  Vt. 
Roy  V.  Phelps,  83  Vt.  174,  75  Atl.  13. 
Wis. — Hammond-Chandler  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Industrial  Com.,  163  Wis.  596,  158 
N.   W.   292. 

[a]    Void  for  matter  contained  in 
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yet  not  amendable  if  the  amendment  is  opposed.'^ 

Where  suram.ons  is  not  process  it  is  nevertheless  amendable  in  the 
sound_diseretion  of  the  court.^^ 

The  amendment  is  usually  made  upon  motion  for  leave.^^ 

On  failure  to  amend  after  leave,  a  party  will  be  deemed  to  have 
elected  to  stand  on  the  original^* 

2.  Changing  Character  of  Process.  —  The  substitution  of  a  totally 
different  process  is  not  an  amendment.^^  To  come  within  the  rule 
allowing  amendments  there  must  have  been  a  misprision,  error,  or 
oversight  in  the  process  as  originally  made;^°  hence  if  a  perfect 
process  is  changed  into  a  different  writ,  this  is  not  an  amendment,^^ 
and  the  court  cannot  allow  such  a  change  as  an  amendment.^^ 


process  though  not  for  omiasions. 
Leetch  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  ,  4 
Daly   (N.  Y.)   518. 

[b]  Process  which  is  amendahle 
is  not  void,  but  will  support  a  judg- 
ment. Ala. — Ex  parte  Howard-Harrison 
Iron  Co.,  119  Ala.  484,  24  So.  516,  72 
Am.  St.  Eep.  928.  Cal. — Newmark  & 
Co.  V.  Chapman,  53  Cal.  557.  Colo. 
Archibald  v.  Thompson,  2  Colo.  388. 
D.-  C. — Adriance,  Piatt  &  Co.  v.  Heis- 
kell,  8  App.  Cas.  240.  Ore.— Brandt  v. 
Brandt,  40  Ore.  477,  67  Pao.  508. 

[c]  "A  void  writ  has  no  vitality, 
and  nothing  exists  by  which  it  can  be 
amended — the  breath  of  life  cannot  be 
infused "  into  it,  and  it  is  a  nullity. 
Not  so  with  a  writ  voidable  only. 
.  .  .  All  voidable  process  can 
made  perfect,  by  proper  amendments 
— void  process  cannot  be."  Durham 
V.  Heaton,  28  111.  264,  81  Am.  Dec.  275. 

[d]  Process  issued  by  an  attorney 
when  it  should  have  been  issued  by  the 
clerk,  is  no  process  at^  all  and  cannot 
be  amended.  Middleton  Paper  Co. 
V.  Eock  Eiver  Paper  Co.,  19  Fed.  252. 

31.  Conn. — Eno  v.  Frisbie,  5  Day 
122.  N.  H. — Pettiugill  c.  McGregor, 
12  N.  H.  179,  190.  Vt.— Pollard  v. 
Wilder,  17  Vt.  48. 

[a]  Distinctions. — ' '  The  difference 
between  the  proceedings  being  void, 
and  being  liable  to  be  dismissed  on 
motion,  cannot  be  disguised.  ...  If 
the  writ  is  void,  it  of  course,  is  sub- 
ject to  the  consequences  of  its  imper- 
fections at  any  stage  of  the  proceed- 
ings. If  the  writ  is  not  necessarily 
'void,  but  possesses  some  imperfection 
that  must  be  met  by  an  introductory 
proceeding,  there  must  be  a  time  in 
which  the  notice  of  the  court  is  to  be 
called  to  the  defect."  Pollard  v. 
Wilder,  17  Vt.  48. 

32.  Morrison  .County  Lumi).   Co.  v. 
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Duclos,  131  Minn.  173,  154  N.  W.  952; 
Lockway  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  116 
Minn.  115,  133  N.  W.  398,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913A,  555. 

33.  Ala. — ^Lewis  v.  Grace,  44  Ala. 
307.  Ga.— Mitchell  v.  Long,  74  Ga. 
94.  Ind. — Kaufman  v.  Sampson,  9  Ind. 
520;  Doe  €x  dem.  Wilkins  v.  Eue,  4 
Blackf.  263,  29  Am.  Dec.  368.  Kan. 
Dusenberry  v.  Bennett,  7  Kan.  App. 
123,  53  Pac.  82.  Me.— Lawrence  v. 
Chase,  54  Me.  196;  McLellan  v.  Crof- 
ton,  6  Greenl.  307.  Miss. — Harrison 
V.  Agricultural  Bank,  2  Smed.  &  M. 
307.  Neb.— Barker  Co.  v.  Central 
West  Inv.  Co.,  75  Neb.  43,  105  N.  W. 
985.  N.  H. — Lebanon  v.  Griffin,  45-  N. 
H.  558.  N.  Y.— Wohlfarth  v.  National 
Export  Assn.,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  540. 
Pa. — Dresher  v.  Williams,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
4.  Mo.— Wheeler  v.  Smith,  18  "Wis. 
651;   Ilsley  v.  Harris,  10  Wis.  95. 

[a]  A  subsequent  purchaser  may 
move  to  amend  a  process.  Doe  ex  dem. 
Wilkins  v.  Eue,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  263, 
29  Am.  Dec.  368. 

Amendment  upon  motiom  to  i^uasli, 
see  supra,  VIII,  A,  8. 

34.  Goldie  v.  Stewart,  76  Neb.  168, 
107  N.  W.  245. 

35.  Brigham  v.  Este,  2  Pick. 
(Mass.)  420;  Leetch  v.  Atlantic  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.,  4  Daly  (N.  Y.)   518. 

36.  Phillips  V.  Holland,  78  N.  C.  31. 

37.  Ark. — Anthony  v.  Beebe,  7  Ark. 
447.  N.  C— Phillips  v.  Holland,  78  N. 
0\  31.  W.  Va.— Fisher  v.  Crowley,  57 
W.  Va.  312,  50  S.  E.  422. 

[a]  "An  amendment  presupposes 
the  existence  of  a  defect  which  it  is 
the  office  of  the  former  to  cure."  Miss. 
Mills  V.  Meyer  83  Tex.  433,  18  S.  "W. 
748. 

38.  Ind. — Eittenour  v.  McCausland, 
5  Blackf.  540.  Me. — Cameron  v.  Tyler, 
71  Me.  27;  Matthews  v.  Blossom,  15 
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3.  Discretion  of  Court.  —  Within  the  limitations  hereinbefore  set 
forth,  the  allowance  of  amendments  is  largely  a  matter  of  discretion 
of  the  court,'^  on  such  terms  as  may  be  proper  under  the  circum- 
stances;*" but  a  party  may  be  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  an 
amendment  to  enable  a  process  to  speak  the  truth,  when  by  an  in- 
advertence it  does  not,*^  and  if  wrongfully  refused,  the  judgment  will 
be  reversed  on  appeal.*^    An  amendment  is  allowable  where  no  sub- 


Me.  400;  Carter  v.  Thompson,  15  Me. 
464.  N.  J. — Kennedy  v.  Chumar,  26 
N.  J.  L.  305.  N.  C. — Anonymous,  2 
N.  C.  401.  R.  I. — Wilcox  v.  Sherman, 
2  E.  I.  540. 

[a]  Court  cannot  manufacture  a 
process  a«new,  under  the  power  of 
amendment.  Anthony  v.  Beebe,  7  Ark. 
447. 

39.  U.  S. — Frank  v.  tJnion  Cent. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  130  Fed.  224;  Gulf,  C. 
&.  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  V.  James,  48  Fed.  148, 
1  C.  C.  A.  53.  Ark. — Thompson  v.  Mc- 
Henry,  18  Ark.  537;  Haines  v.  McCor- 
mick,  5  Ark.  663.  Ga. — Smith  v.  Bell, 
107  Ga.  800,  33  S.  E.  684,  73  Am.  St. 
Eep.  151.  Me. — Gardiner  v.  Gardiner, 
71  Me.  266;  Hayford  v.  Everett,  68  Me. 
505;  White  v.  Wall,  40  Me.  574. 
Mich.— Groat  v.  Detroit  United  Ey., 
153  Mich.  165,  116  N.  W.  1081.  Minn. 
Lockway  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  116 
Minn.  115,  133  N.  W.  398,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913A,  555.  Miss.— Foster  v.  Collins, 
5  Smed.  &  M.  259.  N.  H.— Parker  v. 
Barker,  43  N.  H.  35,  80  Am.  Dee.  130; 
Parsons  v.  Swett,  32  N.  H.  87,  64  Am. 
Dec.  352.  N.  Y. — Weare  v.  Slocum,  3 
How.  Pr.  397,  1  Code  Eep.  105.  N.  C. 
Jackson  v.  McLean,  90  N.  C.  64;  Hen- 
derson V.  Graham,  84  N.  C.  496.  S.  0. 
Wicker  v.  Pope,  6  Rich.  L.  366. 

[a]  Not  am  Arbitrary  Discretion. 
"The  question  whether  amendments 
are  to  be  allowed,  is  in  some  cases 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
*  *  *  if  the  allowance  of  the  motion 
would  work  either  surprise  or  delay, 
the  judge  may,  in  his  discretion,  re- 
fuse it.  But  the  discretion  of  tha 
judge  in  relation  to  amendments  is  not 
a  mere  capricious  exercise  of  power 
and  will,  it  is  a  legal  discretion,  and 
ought  to  be  governed  by,  and  exercised 
according  to  the  rules  of  law."  Hub- 
bell  V.  Fogartie,  I  Hill  (S.  C.)  167, 
26  Am.  Dec.  163. 

fb]  The  power  to  permit  amend- 
ments (1)  should  be  freely  exercised 
in  order  to  attain  the  justice  of  the 
case.  Jones  v.  Miller,  1  Swan  (Tenn.) 
S19.     (2)   It  ig  the  duty  of  the  court 


to  exercise  its  discretion  over  .amend-' 
ments  for  the  full  protection  of  those 
who  a,re  absent  from  the  record,  and 
beyond  the  jurisdiction,  of  the  court. 
Frank  v.  TJnion  Cent.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  130 
Fed.  224. 

[c]  Statutory  Limitations  Must  Be 
Observed.  — ' '  The  motion  to  amend 
could  be  properly  granted  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  only  upon  its  be- 
ing shown  by  affidavit  that  it  might 
rightfully  have  been  so  made  origin' 
ally,  unless  that  appears  on  the,  face 
of  the  writ  and  return," — in  accord- 
ance with  the  statutory  restriction 
governing  amendments.  Parker  v. 
Barker,  43  N.  H.  35,  80  Am.  Dec.  130. 

[d]  On  motion  to  quash,  it  is  with- 
in the  court's  discretion  to  allow  an 
amendment.  Parsons  v.  Swett,  32  N. 
H.  87,  64  Am.  Dec.  352. 

[e]  As  Affected  by  Bar  of  Limita- 
tion.— (1)  An  amendment  should  be 
permitted  to  cure  an  irregularity,  if 
by  setting  aside  the  summons  the 
plaintiff  would  be  barred.  Weare  v. 
Slocum,  3  How.  Pp.  (N.  Y.)  397,  1 
Code  Eep.  105.  (2)  Contra. —  An 
amendment  cannot  be  allowed  to  de- 
feat the  bar  of  limitation  if  complete. 
Flatley  v.  Memphis  &  C.  E.  Co.,  9 
Heisk.   (Tenn.)   230. 

40.  U.  S. — Norton  v.  Dover,  14 
Fed.  106.  Me.— Harvey  v.  Cutts,  51 
Me.  604,  N.  Y. — McElwain  v.  Corning, 
12  Abb.  Pr.  16.  N.  C— Jackson  v. 
McLean,  90  N.  0.  64;  Thomas  v. 
Womack,  64  N.  C.  657.  Tenn. — Jones 
■y.  Miller,  1  Swan  319. 

[a]  Protection  to  the  opposite 
party,  against  costs  and  surprise, 
should  be  afforded  by  affixing  appro- 
priate terms  to  the  leave  to  amend. 
Jones  V.  Miller,  1   Swan    (Tenn.)   319. 

41.  Phillips  V.  Holland,  78  N.  C. 
31. 

42.  Ark. — Lowenstein  v.  Gaines,  64 
Ark.  499,  43  S.  W.  762.  Ga.— Saun- 
ders V.  Smith,  3  Ga.  121.  N.  Y.— Mar- 
tin V.  Johnson,  8  Daly  541. 

[a]  Review  of  Discretion. — Amend- 
ments of  process  "ought  to  rest  in  the 
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stantial  rights  of  other  parties  are  affected.** 

4.  Time  of  Amendment.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Matters  of  mere 
form  are  usually  amendable  at  any  stage  of  the  cause.**  The  time 
when  an  amendment  may  be  allowed  is  often  controlled  by  statute,*' 
a  common  reading  being  that  the  process  may  be  amended  before  or 
after  judgment.*"  Amendments,  however,  will  not  be  permitted  to 
disturb  vested  rights  of  third  persons  which  have  accrued  in  the 
meantime,*^  unless  such  persons  are  charged  with  actual  or  constructive 
notice.*^  Amendments  have  been  allowed  before  entry  of  the  case,** 
before  or  during  trial,°°  after  verdict,''^  after  default,^^  after  judg- 

di'scTetiOn  of  the  court  allowing  or  re- 
fusing them,  and  that  this  discretion, 
if  reviewed  at  all  by  the  appellate 
court,  ought  rather  to  be  revised  where 
the  amendment  is  wrongfully  refused, 
than  where  it  is  erroneously  allowed."' 
Mitchell  V.  Conley,  13  Ark.  414.  See 
Fisher  v.  Collins,  25   Ark.  97. 

43.  U.  S. — Chamberlain  v.  Bitter- 
sohn,  48  Fed.  42;  Norton  v.  Dover,  14 
Fed.  106.  Colo. — Erdman  v.  Hardesty, 
14  Colo.  App.  395,  60  Pae.  360.  Mass. 
Neszery  v.  Beard,  226  Mass.  332,  115 
N.  E.  420.  N.  Y.— Martin  v.  Johnson, 
8  Daly  541.  N.  C— Page  v.  McDon- 
ald, 159  N.  C.  38,  74  S.  B.  642. 

44.  Nash  v.  Brophy,  13  Mete. 
(Mass.)  476;  Purcell  v.  McFarland's 
Heirs,  23  N.  C.  34,  35  Am.  Dec.  734. 

[aj  Especially  before  judgment, 
may  a  correction  in  process  be  made 
by  amendment,  Bince  the  defendant 
has  an  opportunity  to  answer.  Mor- 
rison County  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Duclos,  131 
Minn.  173,  154  N.  W.  952. 

[b]  A  purely  clerical  error  may  be 
amended  at  any  time  before  trial  when 
no  injury  is  shown  to  have  accrued  to 
the  opposite  party.  Irvin  v.  Bevil,  80 
Tex.  332,  16  S.  W.  21:  Oartwright  1>. 
Chabert,  3  Tex.  261,  49  Am.  Dee.  742; 
Galveston  H.  &  S.  A.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Coker. 
(Tex.   Civ.   App.),   135   8.    W.  179. 

[c]  Whenever  attacked  collaterally, 
clerical  errors  may  be  amended.  Lyon 
V.  Baldwin,  194  Mich.  118,  160  N.  W. 
428. 

[d]  Laches  Destroys  Kight  To 
Amend. — If  there  is  no  service  of  the 
petition  and  process,  and  the  plaintiff 
ia  guilty  of  laches,  the  writ  becomes 
abortive,  and  the  court  loses  jurisdic- 
tion to  amend  the  process  and  to  have 
service  perfected.  McClendon  v.  Ward- 
Truitt  Co.,  19  Ga.  App.  495,  91  S.  E. 
1000. 

45.  Ala. — Peebles  v.  Weir,  60  Ala. 
413.  Cal. — Baldwin  v.  Foster,  157  Cal. 
643,   108   Pac.   714.     Ind.— Hunter     v. 


Vol.  XXI 


Burnsville  Turnpike  Co.,  56  Ind.  213, 
223.  Md.— Bitter  v.  Offutt,  40  Md. 
207.  Wis.— Sabin  v.  Austm,  19  Wis. 
421,  at  any  time.  ~ 

46.  Kan. — Taylor  v.  Buck,  61  Kan. 
694,  60  Pae.  736,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  346; 
Dusenberry  v.  Bennett,  7  Kan.  App. 
123,  53  Pac.  82.  Mich.— Final  v.  Baiek- 
U8,  18  Mich.  218,  229.  Mo. — McMehamy 
Inv.  &  R.  E.  Co.  V.  Stillwell  C.  Co., 
175  Mo.  App.  668,  158  S.  W.  427.  N". 
y.— Gribbon  v.  Freel,  93  N.  T.  93,  65 
How.  Pr.  273,  2  McCarty  Civ.  Proe. 
482;  Talcott  v.  Rozenberg,  3  Daly  203, 

8  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  287.  N.  C— Hen- 
derson V.  Graham,  84  N.  C.  496. 

47.  Ala. — Cawthorn  v.  Knight,  11 
Ala.  579,  582.  Cal.— Newmark  &  Co. 
■w.  Chapman,  53  Cal.  557.  Ga.— Saun- 
ders V.  Smith,  3  Ga.  121.  N.  C— Phil- 
lips V.  Holland,  78  N.  C.  31;  Williams 
V.  Sharpe,  70  N.  C.  582;  President,  etc. 
of  Bk.  of  Cape  Fear  v.  Williamson,  24 
N.  C.  147.  Ohio.— Ohio  Life  Ins.  & 
Tr.  Co.  V.  Urbana  Ins.  Co.,  13  Ohio  220. 
Pa. — Leeds  v.  Lockwood,  84  Pa.  70. 
Tenn.— Flatley  v.  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co., 

9  Heisk.  230. 

48.  Rollins  v.  Rich,  27  Me.  557; 
Fairfield  v.  Paine,  23  Me.  498,  41  Am. 
Dec.  357;"Whittier  v.  Varney,  10  N.  H. 
291,  301. 

[a]  Third  persons  "should  stand 
chargeable  with  notice  of  all  facts,  the 
existence  of  which  is  indicated  and 
rendered  probable  by  what  is  stated 
in  the   record."     Whittier  v.   Varney, 

10  N.  H.  291,  301. 

49.  Johnson  v.  Abbott,  60  N.  H. 
150. 

50.  Peebles  v.   Weir,  60  Ala.  413. 

51.  Neszery  v.  Beard,  226  Mass. 
332,  115  N.  E.  420;  Laxton  v.  Hay, 
211  Mass.  463,  98  N.  E.  29,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913B,  709;  Drew  v.  Farnsworth,  186 
Mass.  365,  71  N.  E.  783. 

52.  Sage  Inv.  Co.  v.  Haley,  59  Colo. 
504,    149    Pae.    437. 
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ment,"'  after  levy  or  sale  uhder  execution,"*  and  upon  trial  of  a  sub- 
sequent action  against  the  officer  in  which  the  validity  of  the  writ 
is  involved."" 

b.  Amendment  After  Return.  —  Though  a  summons  which  has 
been  served  has  performed  its  office  and  must  be  returned,""  the  court 
may  order  it  withdrawn  and  corrected,"^  and  re-served,  if  necessary,"' 
provided  that  the  return  day  named  in  the  process  shows  that  sufficient 
time  remains  in  which  to  perfect  service  during  the  life  of  the 
process."^ 

5,  Notice  of  Amendment.  —  Formal  amendments  which  do  not 
affect  the  rights  of  the  parties  ha,ve  been  allowed  without  notice  in 
some  jurisdictions.*"  If  the  defendant  appear,  though  only  to  object 
to  the  process,  this  is  sufficient  to  authorize  an  amendment,  without 
further  notice,"^  but  in  the  absence  of  any  sort  of  appearance,  justice 
may  require  that  notice  of  the  proceeding  to  amend  be  served  on  the 


53.  Ga. — Seudder  v.  Massengill,  88 
Ga.  245,  14  S.  E.  571.  i^an.— Kirk- 
wood  V.  Eeedy,  10  Kan.  453.  N.  Y. 
Thurber-Whyland  Co.  v.  Klittner,  62 
Hun  620,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  828,  42  N.  T. 
ist.  157. 

[a]  The  authority  to  amend  the 
record  after  proceedings  have  ceased 
to  be  in  fieri  is  founded  upon  the  acts 
of  parliament,  which  have  been  de- 
clared to  be  in  force  in  this  state.  Jen- 
kins V.  Long,  23  Ind.  460.  See  also 
Makepeace  v.  Lukens,  27  Ind.  435, 
92  Am.  Dec.  263. 

[b]  Where  neither  the  course  nor 
result  of  the  judgment  would  have  been 
changed,  if  the  amendment  had  been 
made  before  judgment,  it  may  be  made 
as  well  after.  Boudreau  v,  Eastman, 
59  N.  H.  467. 

54.  Fla. — Adams  v.  Higgins,  23  Fla. 
13,  1  So.  321.  HI.— Bybee  v.  Ashby,  7 
111.  151,  43  Am.  Dee.  47.  Ind.— Hunter 
V.  Burnsville  Tpk.  Co.,  56  Ind.  213, 
223;  Doe  -ex  dem.  Wilkins  v.  Eue,  4 
Blackf.  .263,  29  Am.  Dec.  368.  Me. 
Sawyer  v.  Baker,  3  Greenl.  29.  N.  H. 
Vogt  V.  Tieknor,  48  N.  H.  242.  S.  0. 
Giles  V.  Pratt,  1  Hill  239,  26  Am.  Dec. 
170;  Hubbell  v.  Fogartie,  1  Hill  167, 
26  Am.  Dec.  163.  Wis. — Davelaar  v. 
Blue  Mound  Inv,  Co.,  110  Wis.  470, 
86  N.  W.  185. 

[a]  Defect  in  substance  may  not 
be  amenHed  after  sale.  Morris  v.  Balk- 
ham,  75  Tex.  Ill,  T2  S.  W.  970,  16  Am. 
St.  Eep.  874;  McKay  v.  Paris  Exch. 
Bank,  75  Tex.  181,  12  S.  W.  529,  16  Am. 
St.  Eep.  884;  Battle  v.  Guedry,  58 
Tex.  111. 

55.  Hargrave  V.  Penrod,  I'D!.  401, 

to 


12  Am.  Dec.  201;  Dominiek  v.  Eacker, 
3  Barb.  (N.  T.)  17. 

56.  Bray  v.  Libby,  71  Me.  276. 

57.  Bray  v.  Libby,  71  Me.  276. 
Contra,  Parsons  v.  Hill,  15  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)   532,  544. 

[a]  Under  terms  of  the  statute,  a 
summons  may  be  withdrawn,  after 
filed,  on  the  court's  order,  and  after 
being  amended,  may  be  served.  Empire 
Mill  Co.  V.  District  Court,  27  Idaho  . 
383,  149  Pac.  499;  Eidenbaugh  v. 
Sandlin,  14  Idaho  472,  94  Pae.  827,  125' 
Am.  St.  Eep.  175. 

58.  Cal. — Hancock  v.  Preuss,  40  Cal. 
572.  Idaho. — Eidenbaugh  v.  Sandlin, 
14  Idaho  472,  94  Pac.  827,  125  Am. 
St.  Eep.  175.  Nev.— Coffin  v.  Bell,  22 
Nev.  169,  37  Pac.  240,  58  Am.  St.  Eep. 
738. 

59.  See  supra,  TV,  F,  2,  b. 

60.  Cal. — Brock  v.  Martinovitch,  55 
Cal.  516.  HI. — Sidway  v.  Marshall,  83 
111.  438;  Bybee  v.  Ashby,  7  111.  151, 
43  Am.  Dee.  47.  Mass. — Dewey  v. 
Peeler,  161  Mass.  135,  36  N.  E.  800, 
42  Am.  St.  Eep.  399.  N.  Y.— Stuyve- 
sant  V.  Weil,  167  N.  T.  421,  60  N.  E. 
738,  53  L.  E.  A.  562.  S.  C— Giles  v. 
Pratt,  1  Hill  239,  26  Am.  Dec.  170. 
Tex. — ^Morris  v.  Balkham,  75  Tex.  Ill, 
12  S.  W.  970,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  874. 

61.  U.  S. — Norton  v.  Dover,  14  Fed. 
106.  Cal.— Polock  v.  Hunt,  2  Cal.  193. 
Ga. — Lassiter  v.  Carroll,  87  Ga.  731,  13 
8.  E.  825;  Townsend  v.  Stoddard  &  Co., 
26  Ga.  430.  Mass. — Hamilton  v.  In- 
graham,  121  Mass.  562.  Nev. — Sweeney 
V.  Schultes,  19  Nev.  53,  6  Pae.  44,  8 
Pac.  768.  Ohio.— Stone  v.  Cordell,  1 
Ohio  Dee.   (Eeprint)  166. 
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defendant.^^    If  substantial  rights  of  the  defendant  are  to  be  affected 
by  the  change  in  the  process,  there  should  be  notice.*^ 

6.  Effect  of  Amendment.  —  Ordinarily,  process,  when  amended, 
justifies  the  original  service,  or  any  official  action  previously  taken 
under  it.^*  As  a  general  rule  the  amendment  relates  back  to  the 
date  of  original  process/^  but  this  rule  is  not  without  exceptions.*^ 
In  some  instances  the  amendment  has  been  considered  effective  only 
from  its  date,*^  and  is  not  operative  prior  to  the  time  it  is  granted 
so  as  to  affect  the  intervening  rights  of  third  persons,**  or,  in  some 
jurisdictions  to  defeat  limitation,  if  complete.*^  An  alteration  which 
in  effect  makes  a  new  process  is  generally  treated  as  a  reissuance, 
instead  of  an  amendment  of  the  original  process/"  An  amendment 
may,^^  or  may  not,"  entitle  the  other  party  to  a  continuance. 


62.  Frank  v.  Union  Cent.  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  130  Fed.  224;  Morton  v.  Dover, 
14  Fed.  106. 

63.  Ark. — Fisher  v.  Collins,  25  Ark. 
97;  Mitchell  v.  Conley,  13  Ark.  414. 
Colo. — Sage  Inv.  Co.  v.  Kaley,  59  Colo. 
504,  149  Pac.  437.  Neb.— Watson  v. 
McCartney,  1  Neb.  131.  N.  C— Simp- 
son V.  Simpson,  64  N.  C.  427. 

[a]  Amendments  should  always  be 
upon  notice  to  the  opposite  party. 
Fisher  v.   Collins,   25  Ark.  97. 

[b]  "The' reasons  are  obvious.  A 
void  writ  is  not  a  writ,  and  an  amend- 
ment  which   would    give    such    a    writ 

■force  and  effect  would  call  the  process 
into  being  at  the  time  of  the  so-called 
amendment."  Elmen  v.  Chicago  B.  & 
Q.  E.  E.  Co.,  75  Neb.  37,  105  N.  W. 
987. 

64.  Page  v.  McDonald,  159  N.  C. 
38,  74  S.  E.  642;  Elliott  v.  Tyson,  117 
N.  C.  114,  23  S.  E.  102. 

'  65.  Ala. — Ware  v.  Kent,  123  Ala. 
427,  26  So.  208,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  132. 
Aik. — Hall  V.  Lackmond,  50  Ark.  113, 
6  S.  W.  510,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  84. 
Fla. — ^Adama  v.  Higgins,  23  Fla.  13, 
1  So.  321.  Ga.— Cox.  ,  v.  Strickland, 
120  Ga.  104,  47  S.  E.  912;  Jarrett  v. 
City  Elect.  E.  Co.,  120  Ga.  472,  47  S. 
E.  927;  Saunders  v.  Smith,  3  Ga.  121. 
lU. — Durham  v.  Heaton,  28  111.  264,  81 
Am.  Dec.  275;  Lewis  v.  Lindley,  28  111. 
147.  Me.— Heath  v.  Whidden,  29  Me. 
108.  Neb. —  Barker  Co.  v.  Central 
West  Inv.  Co.,  75  Neb.  43,  105  N.  W. 
985;  Taylor  v.  Courtney,  15  Neb.  190, 
198,  16  N.  W.  842.  N.  H.— Morse  v. 
Dewey,  3  N.  H.  535.  N.  J.— Den  ex 
dem.  Inskeep  v.  Leeony,  1  N.  J.  L.  111. 
N.  Y. — Gribbon  v.  Freel,  93  N.  T.  93, 
65  How.  Pr.  273,  2  McCarty  Civ.  Proe. 
482;  Abels  v.  Westervelt,  24  How.  Pr. 
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284.  N.  0. — Leathers  v.  Morris,  101 
N.  C.  184,  7  S.  E.  783;  Phillips  v.  Hol- 
land, 78  N.  C.  31;  Purcell  v.  McFar- 
laud's  Heirs,  23  N.  C.  34,  35  Am.  Dec. 
734.  Pa.— Sickler  v.  Overton,  3  Pa. 
325;  Cluggage  v.  Duncan's  Lessee,  1 
Serg.  &  E.  111.  S.  C— Giles  v.  Pratt, 
1  Hill  239,  26  Am.  Dec.  170.  Tenn. 
Flatley  v.  Memphis  &  C.  E.  Co.,  » 
Heisk,  230.  Tex. — Whittenberg  v. 
Lloyd,  49  Tex.  633.  Wis.— Davelaar  v. 
Blue  Mound  Inv.  Co.,  110  Wis.  470,  86 
N.  W.  185. 

[a]  "It  is  considered  as  issued  in 
the  form  in  which  it  stands  when 
amended."  Giles  v.  Pratt,  1  Hill  (S. 
C.)   239,  26  Am.  Deo.  170. 

66.  Crofford  v.  Cothran,  2  Sneed 
(Tenn.)   492.     See  supra,  VL 

67.  Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Trues- 
dell,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  125,  51  S.  W. 
272. 

68.  Phillips    V.    Holland,    78    N.    C. 

oJ.. 

fa]  "For  some  purposes,  no  doubt, 
the  amendment  does  relate  back  to  the 
issuance  of  the  original  summons,  but 
this  doctrine  of  relation  is  a  mere  fic- 
tion of  law,  and  should  not  be  applied 
so  as  to  affect  the  rights  of  other  par- 
ties." Flatley  v.  Memphis  &  C.  E.  R. 
Co.,   9   Heisk.    (Tenn.)    230. 

69.  Elmen  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  Ry. 
Co.,  75  Neb.  37,  105  N.  W.  987;  Plat- 
ley  V.  Memphis  &  C.  E.  Co.,  9  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  230;  Crofford  v.  Cothran,  2 
Sneed  (Tenn.)  492.  Compare  McCrack- 
en  V.  Eichardson,  46  N.  J.  L.  50. 

70.  See   supra,   VI. 

71.  Jarrett  v.  City  Elect.  E.  Co., 
120  Ga.  472,  47  S.  E.  927. 

72.  Nimmon  v.  Worthington,  1  Ind. 
376  Smith  226;  Beck  v.  Williams,  5 
Blackf.   (Ind.)   374. 
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7.  Necessity  of  Actual  Correction.  —  Generally  the  actual  amend- 
ment should  be  made,'^  but  voidable  process  is  sometimes  considered 
as  amended,  though  no  actual  correction  is  made.'*  Such  process  may 
be  treated  as  amended,  without  a  formal  amendment,  when  attacked 
collaterally,'^  or  in  equity,  where  it  would  be  impracticable  to  make 
a  physical  correction  of  the  imperfection,'*  and  sometimes  on  ap- 
peal." If  the  process,  though  imperfect,  is  validated  by  a  curative 
statute,  no  amendment  is  needed ;''  nor  is  amendment  necessary  where 
the  motion  to  quash  is  such  an  appearance  as  to  waive  the  defect.'^ 

IX.  ABUSE  OP  PROCESS.  — A.  In  Gbneeal.*"  —  The  courts 
will  not  permit  their  process  to  "be  debased  to  the  purpose  of  fraud 
and  oppression,"*^  but  will  promptly  interfere  to  prevent  such  an 
abuse.*^ 

B.  Remedies.  — ■  1.  Generally.  —  Process  is  within  the  court 's  con- 
trol for  the  purpose  of  preventing  an  abuse  thereof.*^  The  process 
may  be  set  aside  upon  application.**    An  action  lies  for  the  malicious 


73.  Goldie  v.  Stewart,  76  Neb.  168, 
107  N.  W.  245. 

74.  Cal. — O'Donnell  v.  Merguire, 
131  Cal.  527,  63  Pae.  847,  82  Am.  St. 
Rep.  389.  Fla. — Campbell  v.  Chaflfee, 
6  Fla.  724.  Me. — Corthell  v.  Egery,  74 
Me.  41.  Tex. — Graves  v.  Hall,  13  Tex. 
379. 

See  supra,  VIII,   A,  8. 

75.  Ark.— Burgett  v.  Williford,  56 
Ark.'  187,  19  S.  W.  750,  35  Am.  St. 
Eep.  96.  Cal. — Newmark  &  Co.  v. 
Chapman,  53  Cal.  557.  111. — Durham 
v.  Heaton,  28  111.  264,  81  Am.  Dee.  275. 
la. — Williams  v.  Brown,  28  Iowa  247. 
Me. — Morrell  v.  ConV.  si  Me.  120. 
Mich. — Lyon  v.  Baldwin,  194  Mieh. 
.118,  160  N.  W.  428.  N.  J.— Den  ex 
dem.  Inskeep  v.  Lecony,  1  N.  J.  Li.  111. 
N.  Y. — Wright  v.  Nostrand,  94  N.  Y. 
31.  N.  C— Sheppard  v.  Bland,  87  N. 
C.  163.  Pa. — Owen  v.  Simpson,  3  Watts 
87.  S.  C— Hubbell  v.  Fogartie,  1  Hill 
167,  26  Am.  Dee.  163.  Tex. — Portis  v. 
Parker,  8  Tex.  23,  58  Am.  Dec.  95. 
Wis. — Sabin  v.  Austin,  19  Wis.  421. 

76.  Wolf  V.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432; 
Graves  v.  Hall,  13  Tex.  379. 

77.  Campbell  v.  Chaffee,  6  Fla.  724; 
Kaufman  v.  Sampson,  9  Ind.  520. 

78.  Kipp  V.  Burton,  29  Mont.  96,  74 
Pac.  85,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  544,  63  L. 
B.   A.   325. 

79.  Spratley  v.  Kitchens,  55  Miss. 
578;  Harrison  v.  Agricultural  Bank,  2 
Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)   307. 

80.  See  the  title  "Malicious  Prose- 
cution." 

81.  ni. — Wanzer  v.  Bright,  52  111. 
35.  Mich. — Rosenthal  v.  Circuit  Judge, 
98  Mich.  208,  57  N.  W.  112,  39  Am. 


St.  Rep.  535,  22  L.  R.  A.  693.  N.  C. 
Sneeden  v.  Harrij,  JOO  N.  C.  349,  13 
S.  E.  920,  14  L.  B.  A.  389.  Eing.— Stein 
V.  Valkenhuysen,  E.  B.  &  E.  65,  27 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  236,  96  E.  C.  L.  65,  4 
Jur.  N.  8.  411,  120  Eng.  Reprint  431. 

82.  Wauzer  v.  Bright,  52  111.  35. 

83.  Ala. — Anniston  Pipe  Works  v. 
Williams,  106  Ala.  324,  18  So.  Ill,  54 
Am.  St.  Rep.  51.  Ga. — Richmond  &  D. 
R.  Co.  V.  Benson,  86  Ga.  203,  12  S.  E. 
357,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  446.  N.  Y.— Walk- 
enshaw  v.  Perzel,  32  How.  Pr.  310. 
Ore.— White  v.  Johnson,  27  Ore.  282, 
40  Pac.   511,  50  Am.   St.  Eep.  726. 

[a]  But  courts  will  mot  Insitruct 
ministerial  oflicers  how  to  perform 
their  ministerial  duty  in  executing  the 
precept  of  the  law.  "For  courts  to 
permit  marshals  or  sheriffs  to  suspend 
the  execution  of  the  law's  command 
every  time  a  private  individual  might 
see  fit  to  protest  to  him,  .and  come 
back  for  'instructions'  would  simply 
lead  to  confusion  worse  confounded." 
Huntington's  Devisees  v.  Taylor,  156 
Fed.  700;  Bowie  v.  Brahe,  4  Duer  (N. 
Y.)    676    2  Abb.  Pr.  161. 

84.  Wanzer  v.  Bright,  52  III.  35. 
[a]    For  Unlawful  Use,  Final  Process 

May  Be  Set  Aside. — (1)  Fairbanks  v. 
Devereaux,  48  Vt.  550;  Hopkins  v. 
Hayward,  34  Vt.  474.  (2)  Upon  the 
hearing  of  a  motion  to  dismiss  a  writ 
on  the  ground  of  abuse  of  process, 
oral  testimony  and  aflidavits  are  ad- 
missible, though  the  motion  alleges  that 
it  appears  from  an  inspection  of  the 
writ.  Gardner  v.  Webber,  16  Pick. 
(Mass.)  251.  (3)  And  audita  querela 
is  a  proper  proceeding  by  which  to  set 
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abuse  of  lawful  process,  eivil,^°  or  criminal.^* 

2.  Action  for  Abuse  of  Process.  —  a.  Nature  of  Action.  —  (i.)  Dis- 
tinctions.  —  The  difference  between  an  action  for  the  abuse  of  process 
and  one  for  the  malicious  use  of  process  has  been  the  source  of  con- 
siderable confusion  in  the  decisions  of  the  courts/'  though  the  actions 


it  aside.  Fairbanks  v.  Devereaux,  48 
Vt.  550. 

85.  Ind.— Whitsell  v.  Study,  37  Ind. 
App.  429,  76  N.  E.  lOlO.  Ia»— Nix  v. 
Goodhill,  95  Iowa  282,  63  N.   W.  701, 

58  Am.  St.  Eep.  434.  Mass. — Wood  v. 
Graves,  144  Mass.   365,  11  N.  E.  567, 

59  Am.  Eep.  95.  Mich. — Antcliff  v. 
June,  81  Micli.  477,  45  N:  W.  1019, 
21  Am.  St.  Eep.  533,  10  L.  E.  A. 
621.  N.  Y.— Foy  v.  Barry,  87  App. 
Div.  291,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  335.  Pa. 
Kramer  v.  Stock,  10  Watts  115. 

[a]  Injury  to  feelings  is  generally 
not  a  proper  item  of  recovery,  where 
the  act  charged  is  simply  a  violation 
of  the  right  of  property.  Murray  v. 
Mace,  41  Neb,  60,  59  N.  W.  387,  43 
Am.   St.   Eep.   664. 

[b]  Exemplary  Damages  Are  Allow- 
able.— OaJ. — Foley  v.  Martin,  142  Cal. 
256,  71  Pae.  ]65,  75  Pac.  842,  100  Am. 
St.  Eep.  123;  Nightingale  v.  Scannell, 
18  Cal.  315.  Ga. — Woodley  v.  Coker, 
119  Ga.  226,  4  S.  E.  89.  lU.— Wanzer 
V.  Bright,  52  111.  35.  Kan. — Wurmser 
V.  Stone,  1  Kan.  App.  131,  40  Pac. 
993.  Itlich. — Marlatte  v.  Weickgenant, 
147  Mich.  266,  110  N.  W.  1061.  Pa. 
Barnett  v.  Eeed,  51  Pa.  190,  88  Am. 
Dec.  574.  Tex.— Waugh  v.  Dabney,  12 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  290,  33  S.   W.  753. 

[c]  Court  may  resK^raiin  use  of  an 
advantage  obtained  by  the  wrongful 
use  of  process.  Fears  v.  State,  102 
6a.  274,  29  8.  E.  463;  Eosenthal  v. 
Circuit  Judge,  98  Mich.  208,  57  N.  W. 
112,  39  Am.  Si  Eep.  535,  22  L.  E.  A. 
693.  See  also  Leeman  v.  McGrath,  116 
Wis.  49,  92  N.  W.  425. 

Injunction  against  execution,  see  16 
Standard  Peoc.  450,  et   seq.,  479. 

86.  1  CooTey,  Torts  (3rd  ed.)  354, 
and  the  following:  Ala. — Dickerson  v. 
Schwabacher,  177  Ala.  371,  58  So.  986. 
Mass. — Wood  v.  Graves,  144  Mass.  365, 
11  N.  E.  567,  59  Am.  Eep.  95.  N.  Y. 
Foy  V.  Barry,  87  App.  Div.  291,  84 
N.  Y.  Supp.  335.  N.  C— Pittsburg, 
J.  E.  &  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Wakefield  Hdw. 
Co.,  143  N.  C.  54,  55  S.  E.  422;  Sneeden 
V.  Harris,  109  N.  C.  349,  13  S.  E.  920, 
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14  L.  E.  A.  389.  Utah.— Kool  v.  Lee, 
43  Utah  394,  134  Pac.  906. 

See  Spear  v.  Pendill,  164  Mich.  620, 
130  N.  W.  343;  Marlatte  v.  Weick- 
genant, 147  Mich.  266,  110  N.  W.  1061. 

[a]  Under  the  code  an  action  may 
not  lie  for  the  malicious  use  or  ma- 
licious abuse  of  criminal  process.  Grist 
V.  White,  14  Ga.  App.  147,  80  S.  E. 
519. 

87.  U.  S. — Whitten  v.  Bennett,  86 
Fed.  405,  30  C.  C.  A.  140.  lU.— Jef- 
fery  v.  Eobbins,  73  111.  App.  353.  Pa. 
Herman  v.  Brookerhjoflf,  8  Watts  240. 
Utah. — Kool  V.  Lee,  43  Utah  394,  134 
Pac.  906.  Wis.— Doctor  v.  Eiedel,  96 
Wis.  158,  71  N.  W.  119,  65  Am.  St. 
Eep.   40. 

[a]  "There  is  no  little  confusion 
(1)  in  the  reported  cases  of  actions 
for  malicious  prosecution  and  actions 
for  .abuse  of  process.  The  eases  based 
upon  an  abuse  of  process  are  com- 
paratively few,  and  a  considerable  pro- 
portion of  those  reported  and  cited 
as  such  are  found,  upon  examination, 
to  have  been  in  fact  actions  for  ma- 
licious prosecution."  Jeffery  v.  Eob- 
bins, 73  III.  App.  353.  (2)  The  author- 
ities are  certainly  in  a  state  of  con- 
fusion, and  frequently  the  action  seems 
to  be  confounded  with  malicious  prose- 
cution. Docter  v.  Eeidel,  96  Wis.  158, 
71  N.  W.  119,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  40. 

[b]  "There  Is  a  class  of  cases  in 
which  a  party  who  has  been  injured 
by  the  use  of  legal  process  which  is 
neither  void  nor  invalid  has  a  remedy 
by  action  upon  the  case,  sometimes 
termed  an  'action  for  abuse  of  process' 
and  which  is  in  eflEect  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution.  These  are  where 
the  process  is  in  an  ex  parte  proceed- 
ing, and  there  can  be  no  termination 
of  the  proceeding  in  favor  of  the. 
plaintiff,  as  where  the  defendant  ma-' 
liciously  obtains  a  search  warrant,  or 
demands  sureties  of  the  peace  against 
the  plaintiff.  Bump  v.  Betts,  19  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  421;  Steward  v.  Gromett,  7 
C.  B.  (N.  S.)  191;  Hyde  v.  Greuoh, 
62  Md.  577;  Fortman  v.  Eottier,  8  Ohio 
St.  548."  Whitten  v.  Bennett,  86  Fed. 
405,  30  C.  C.  A.  140. 
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are  quite  distinct.**  The  malicious  use  of  process  is  simply  a  malicious 
prosecution,*^  wherein  it  is  not  contemplated  that  the  process  shall 
be  used  to  perform  other  than  its  ordinary  and  proper  functions,^" 
but  the  wrong  consists  in  maliciously  causing  process  to  issue  without 
proper  cause.®^  On  the  other  hand,  abuse  of  process,  at  common 
law,^^  and  uninfluenced  by  code  provisions,*^  contemplates  a  situation 
wherein  the  process  is  lawfully  issued  and  in  proper  form,**  but  is 


88.  Minn. — Pixley  v.  Eeed,  26  Minn. 
80,  1  N.  W.  800.  H.  0.— Ludwick  v. 
Penny,  158  N.  C.  104,  73  S.  E.  228. 
Pa. — Herman  v.  Brookerhoff,  8  Watts 
240.  E.  I. — Lauzon  v.  Cbarroux,  18 
E.  I.  467,  28  Atl.  975.  Vt.— Roberts 
V.  Danforth,  102  Atl.  335.  Wis.— Doc- 
ter  V.  Riedel,  96  Wis.  158,  161,  71 
N.  W.  119,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  40. 

[a]  "The  gist  of  the  action,  in  the 
one  case,  is  the  origination  of  a  ma- 
licious and  groundless  prosecution, 
which  ipso  facto  put  the  party  in  peril; 
in  the  other,  it  ia  not  the  origination 
of  an  action,  but  an  abuse  of  the 
process  consequent  on  it."  Herman  v. 
Brookerhoff,  8   Watts   (Pa.)   240. 

89.  TJ.  S. — Gonsouland  v.  Eosomano, 

176  Fed.  481,  100  C.  C.  A.  97.  Ga. 
Mullins  V.  Matthews,  122  Ga.  286,  50 
S.  E.  101;  Woodley  v.  Coker,  119  Ga. 
226,  46  S.  E.  89.  Pa. — Mayer  v.  Wal- 
ter, 64  Pa.  283.  Vt. — Eoberts  v.  Dan- 
forth, 102  Atl.  335. 

See  the  title  "Malicious  Prosecu- 
tion." 

[a]  "The  malicious  use  of  process, 
either  civil  or  criminal,  is  reached  hy 
an  action  for  malicious  prosecution." 
Wurmser  v.  Stone,  1  Kan.  App.  131,  40 
Pae.  993. 

90.  TJ.  S.— Whitten  v.  Bennett,  86 
Fed.  405,  30  C.  0.  A.  140.  Ga.— Mul- 
lins V.  Matthews,  122  Ga.  286,  50  S.  E. 
101.  Kan. — Wurmser  v.  Stone,  1  Kan. 
App.  131,  40  Pao.  993.  Pa. — Mayer  v. 
Walter,  64  Pa.  283.  Vt.— Roberts  v. 
Danforth,   102   Atl.   335. 

91.  Ala. — Diekerson  v.  Schwabacher, 

177  Ala.  371,  58  So.  986.  Ga.— Brant- 
ley V.  Ehodes-Haverty  Furn.  Co.,  131 
Ga.  276,  62  S.  E.  222.  Mass. — Wood 
V.  Graves,  144  Mass.  365,  11  N.  B. 
567,  59  Am.  Eep.  95.  N".  C— Pitts- 
burg, J.  E.  &  E.  R.  Co.  V.  Wakefield 
Hdw.  Co.,  143  N.  C.  54,  55  S.  B.  422. 
E.  I. — Lauzon  v.  Charroux,  18  E.  I. 
467,  28  Atl.  975. 

92.  Me. — Page  v.  Gushing,  38  Me. 
523.  Mass. — Johnson  v.  Reed,  136 
Mass.  421. '   N.  Y.— Dishaw    v.    Wad- 


leigh,  15  App.  Div.  205,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 
207,  4  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.   170. 

[a]  "The  common-law  action  for 
abusing  legal  process  is  confined  to  a 
use  of  process  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pelling the  defendant  to  do  some  col- 
lateral thing,  which  he  could  not  law- 
fully be  compelled  to  do."  Johnson 
V.  Eeed,  136  Mass.  421;  Dishaw  v.  Wad- 
leigh,  15  App.  Div.  205,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 
207,  4  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  170. 

93.  Woodley  v.  Coker,  119  Ga.  226, 
46  S.  B.  89;  Georgia  Loan  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Johnston,  116  Ga.  628,  42  S.  E.  27. 

[a]  Affected  by  Code.  — "In  the 
text-books  and  encyclopaedias  and  in 
the  opinions  of  the  judges,  including 
our  own,  it  is  frequently  said  that 
an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  will 
lie  for  the  malicious  carrying  on,  with- 
out probable  cause,  of  a  civil  suit. 
But  accurately  speaking,  and  especially 
under  our  code,  there  can  be  no  such 
thing  as  an  action  for  the  malicious 
prosecution  of  a  civil  suit,  but  the 
action  is  for  the  malicious  use  of  legal 
process."  Woodley  v.  Coker,  119  Ga. 
226,  46  S.  E.  89. 

94.  U.  S. — Gonsouland  v.  Rosomano, 
176  Fed.  481,  100  C.  C.  A,  97.  Ala. 
Diekerson  v.  Schwabacher,  177  Ala. 
371,  58  So.  986.  111.— Ruehl  Bros.  Brew. 
Co.  V.  Atlas  Brew.  Co.,  187  111.  App. 
392.  Ia.— Nix  V.  Goodhill,  95  Iowa 
282,  63  N.  W.  701,  58  Am.  St.  Rep. 
434.  Me. — Page  v.  Cushing,  38  Me. 
523.  Mass. — Wood  v.  Graves,  144  Mass. 
365,  11  N.  E.  567,  59  Am.  Rep.  95. 
N.  Y. — Assets  Collecting  Co.  v.  Myers, 
167  App.  Div.  133,  152  N.  Y.  Supp. 
930;  Foy  V.  Barry,.  87  App.  Div.  291, 
84  N.  Y.  Supp.  335.  N.  0.— Jackson 
V.  American  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  139  N.  C. 
347,  51  S.  E.  1015,  70  L.  R.  A.  738. 
S.  D. — Just  V.  Martin  Bros.  Co.,  37  S. 
D.  470,  159  N.  W.  44;  Smith  v.  Jones, 
16  S.  D.  337,  92  N.  W.  1084.  Eng. 
Grainger  v.  Hill,  4  Bing.  (N.  C.)  212, 
33  B.  0.  L.  675,  5  Scott  561,  7  L.  J. 
C.  P.  85,  132  Eng.  Reprint  769. 

[a]  Malicious  Use  and  Malicious 
Abuse  Distinguished. — "There  is  a  dis- 
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wilfully  used  for  a  purpose  not  justified  by  law,'^  In  other  words, 
the  latter  action  is  for  the  perverted  use  of  process,^"  and  it  is  entirely 
immaterial  whether  the  proceeding  itself  was  baseless  or  otherwise,®^ 


tinetion  between  the  'malicious  abuse 
of  process'  and  the  'malicious  use  of 
process.'  If  process  is  used  malicious- 
ly, not  for  the  ostensible  purpose  for 
which  the  law  provides  it,  but  for  an 


Supp.  335;  Dishaw  v.  Wadleigh,  15 
App.  Div.  205,  44  N.  T.  Supp.  207, 
4  N.  Y.  Ann.  Caa.  170.  N.  C— Car- 
penter, Baggott  &  Co.  V.  Hanes,  167 
N.   0.   551,   83   S.   E.   577;   Ludwick  v. 


ulterior  purpose — for  example,  to  in-  j  Penny,  158  N.  C.  104,  73  S.  E.  228 
timidate,  oppress  or  punish  a  person  Pa. — Herman  v.  Brookerhoff,  8  Watts 
against  whom  it  is  sued  out — it  is  240.  S.  D. — Ingalls  v.  Christopherson, 
'malicious  abuse  of  process.'  If  it  21  S.  D.  574,  114  N.  W.  704.  Wis. 
is  used  in  truth  for  its  ostensible  pur-  Docter  v.  Eiedel,  96  Wis.  158,  71  N.  W. 
pose — for  example,  to  collect  a  debt  119,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  40;  King  v. 
by  attachment,  but  so  used  unwar-  Johnston,  81  Wis.  578,  51  N.  W.  1011. 
rantably  and  without  probable  cause —  i  Compare  Kool  v.  Lee,  43  Utah  394, 
it   is   a   'malicious   use    of   process.'  "     134   Pac.   906. 

Lerner  v.  Borack,  189  111.  App.  603.  '  96.  la. — Nix  v.  Goodhill,  95  Iowa 
See  also  Wurmser  v.  Stone,  1  Kan.  282,  63  N.  W.  701,  58  Am.  St.  Eep. 
App.   131,  40  Pac.   993.  434.      Md.— Bartlett   v.    Christhilf,    69 

fb]  "The  distinctive  nature  of  an  Md.  219,  229,  14  Atl.  518,  521.  N.  Y. 
action  for  malicious  abuse  of-  process,  Assets  Collecting  Co.  v.  Myers,  167 
as  compared  with  an  action  for  ma-  App.  Div.  133,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  930. 
licious  prosecution,  is  that  it  lies  for  N.  O. — Carpenter,  Baggott  &  Co.  v. 
the  improper  use  of  process  after  it  Hanes,  167  N.  C.  551,  83  S.  B.  577. 
has .  been  issued,  not  for  maliciously  Pa. — Mayer  v.  Walter,  64  Pa.  283- 
causing  process  to  issue."  Assets  Col-  Whelan  v.  Miller.  49  Pa.  Super.  9l'. 
lecting  Co.  v.  Myers,  167  App.  Div.  R.  I. — Lauzon  v.  Charroux,  18  E.  I.  467, 
133,   152    N.    Y.    Supp.     930;     Foy     v.    28  Atl.  975. 

Barry,  87  App.  Div.  291,  84  N.  Y.  [a]  Abuse  of  process  is  the  ma- 
Supp,  335.  I  licious  perversion  of  a  regularly  issued 

95.  XT.  S. — Gonsouland  v.  Eosomano,  process  to  accomplish  some  purpose 
176  Fed.  481,  100  C.  C.  A.  97.  Ga.  whereby  a  result  not  lawfully  nor 
Atlanta  Ice  &  Coal  Co.  v.  Eeeves,  136  properly  attainable  under  it  is  secured 
Ga.  294,  71  S.  E.  421,  36  L.  E.  A.  (N.  |  Nix  v.  Goodhill,  95  Iowa  282,  63  N.  W. 
8.)  1112;  Brantley  v.  Ehodes-Haverty  |  701,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  434. 
Furn.  Co.,  131  Ga.  276,  62  S.  E.  222;  |  97.  N.  Y.— Paul  v.  Fargo  84  App. 
Grist  V.  White,  14  Ga.  App.  147,  80-  Div.  9,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  369.  N.  O. 
S.  E.  519.  111. — Bonney  v.  King,  201  |  Pittsburg,  J.  E.  &  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Wake- 
Ill.  47,  66  N.  E.  377;  Lerner  v.  Borack,  field  Hdw.  Co.,  143  N.  C.  54,  55  S.  B. 
189  111.  App.  603;  Euehl  Bros.  Brew.  |  422;  Jackson  v.  American  Tel.  &  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Atlas  Brew.  Co.,  187  111.  App.  i  Co.,  139  N.  C.  347,  51  S.  E.  1015,  70 
392.  Ind.— Whitsell  v.  Study,  37  Ind.  L.  E.  A.  738;  Pittsburg,  J.  E.  &  E. 
App.  429,  76  N.  B.  1010.  la.— Brad-  E.  Co.  v.  Wakefield  Hdw.  Co.,  138 
shaw  V.  Frazier,  113  Iowa  579,  85  N.  C.  174,  50  S.  E.  571.  Pa.— Maver 
N.  W.  752,  86  Am.  St.  Eep.  394,  55  v.  Walter,  64  Pa.  283. 
L.  E.  A.  258.  Kan.— McClenny  v.  In-  j  [a]  The  merits  or  demerits  of  the 
verarity,  80  Kan.  569,  103  Pac.  82,  original  action  cannot  be  tried  in  the 
24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  301;  Wurmser  u.  '  action  for  abuse  of  the  process,  nor 
Stone,  1  Kan.  App.  131,  40  Pac.  993.  ;  relief  obtained  which  was  properly  ob- 
Md.— Bartlett  v.  Christhilf,  69  Md.  219,  tainable  there.  Wurmser  v.  Stone,  1 
229,  14  Atl.  518.  Mass.— Wood  v.  Kan.  App.  131,  40  Pac.  993. 
Graves,  144  Mass.  365,  11  N.  B.  567,1  [b]  "The  existence  of  a  cause  of 
59  Am.  Eep.  95;  Johnson  v.  Eeed,  136  ;  action  is  not  a  defense  to  a  suit  for 
Mass.  421.  Mich.— Spear  v.  Pendill,  !  an  excessive  use  of  the  process."  Her- 
164  Mich  620,  130  N.  W.  343;  Mar-  man  v.  Brookerhoff,  8  Watts  rPa.) 
latte   V.   Weickgenant,   147    Mich.    266,    240. 

110  N.  W.  1061.  N.  Y.— Holley  v.  Mix,  |  [c]  If  criminal  process  Is  "executed 
3  Wend.  350,  20  Am.  Dec.  702;  Foy  without  authority,  it  would  only  ac- 
V.  Barry,  87  App.  Div.  291,  84  N.  Y.    eentuate  the   abuse."     Foy  v.   Barry, 
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and  whether  it  has  terminated  or  not.^^  Hence  the  action  for  abuse 
of  process  is  not  the  proper  one  against  a  person  who  has  wrongfully 
instituted  an  action  or  proceeding  against  another,  on  which  process 
issued,'®'  nor  where  all  is  done  in  accordance  with  the  forms  of  law.^ 
The  principle  involved  in  actions  for  the  abuse  of  process  is  gen- 
eral, and  has  been  enforced  in  a  great  variety  of  cases.^  Thus,  the 
action  is  proper  where  the  process  is  used  for  the  purpose  of  coercion,^ 
extortion  of  money,*  as  a  cover  to  get  property  into  a  party's  pos- 
session,^ as  a  means  of  seizure  and  retention  of  property  known  to 
be  exempt,®  or  where  process  is  executed  in  a  rough  or  improper'  man- 


87  App.  Div.  291,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  335. 

98.  U.  S.^Gonsouland  v.  Bosomano, 
176  Fed.  481,  100  C.  C.  A.  97.  N.  O. 
Pittsburg,  J.  E.  &  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Wake- 
field Hdw.  Co.,  143  N.  C.  54,  55  S.  E. 
422.  E.  I. — Lauzon  h.  Charroux,  18  E. 
I.  467,  28  Atl.  975.  Utah.— Kool  v. 
Lee,  43   Utah  394,  134  Pac.  906. 

99.  U.  S. — Whitten  v.  Bennett,  30 
C.  C.  A.  140,  86  Fed.  405.  E.  I.— Lau- 
zon V.  Charroux,  18  E.  I.  467,  28  Atl. 
975.  Vt. — Eoberts  v.  D'auforth,  102 
Atl.  335. 

1.  U.  S. — Whitten  v.  Bennett,  86 
Fed.  405,  80  C.  C.  A.  140.  Ala.— Dick- 
erson  v.  Sehwabacher,  177  Ala.  371,  58 
So.  986.  Ga. — See  Mullius  v.  Matthews, 
122  Ga.  286,  50  S.  E.  101.  N.  C. 
Wright  V.  Harris,  160  N.  C.  542,  76 
S.  E.  489.  Pa. — Beams  v.  Panooast, 
111  Pa.  42,  2  Atl.  205;  Whelan  v. 
Miller,  49  Pa.  Super.  91.  Vt.— Boherts 
V.  Danforth,  102  Atl.  335. 

2.  Gonsouland  v.  Eosomauo,  176 
Fed.  481,  100  C.  C.  A.  97. 

3.  Ga. — ^Brantley  v.  Bhodes-Haverty 
Furn.  Co.,  131  Ga.  276,  62  S.  E.  222; 
Georgia  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Johnston, 
116  Ga.  628,  42  S.  E.  27.  HI.— Wan- 
zer  V.  Bright,  52  111.  35.  Mass. — White 
«.  Apsley  Eubber  Co.,  194  Mass.  97,  80 
N.  E.  500,  8  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  484.  N.  Y. 
Dishaw  v.  Wadleigh,  15  App.  Div.  205, 
44  N.  Y.  Supp.  207,  4  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas. 
170.  Bag. — Grainger  v.  Hill,  4  Bing. 
(N.  C.)  212,  33  B.  C.  L.  675,  5  Seott 
561,  7  L.  J.  C.  P.  85,  132  Eng.  Ee- 
print  769, 

4.  Kan. — McCIenny  v.  Inverarity,  80 
Kan.  569,  103  Pac.  82,  24  L.  B.  A. 
(N.  8.)  301.  Mich.— Marlatte  v. 
Weiekgenant,  147  Mich.  266,  110  N.  W. 
1061.  N.  H. — Biohardson  v.  Duncan,  3 
N.  H.  508.  N.  y.— Holley  j;.  Mix,  3 
Wend.  350,  20  Am.  Dec.  702;  Foy  v. 
B,arry,  87  App.  Div.  291,  84  N.  Y. 
Sur>p.  335.  N.  C. — Sneeden  v.  Harris, 
109  N.  C.  349,  13  S.  B.  920,  14  L.  E. 


A.  389.     E.  I. — Lauzon  v.  Charroux,  18 

B.  L  467,  28  Atl.   975. 

5.  White  V.  Apsley  Eubber  Co.,  181 
Mass.  339,  63  N.  E.  885;  Eaton  v. 
Cooper,  29  Vt.  444. 

6.  Ga. — Coleman  v.  Eyan,  58  Ga. 
132.  la.— Nix  V.  Goodhill,  95  Iowa  282, 
63  N.  W.  701,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  434. 
Miun. — Eustad  v.  Bishop,  80  Minn.  497, 
83  N.  W.  449,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  282, 
50  L.  E.  A.  168.  Neb.— Castile  v.  Ford, 
53  Neb.  507,  73  N.  W.  945.  N.  0. 
Lockhart  v.  Bear,  117  N.  C.  298,  23 
S.  E.  484. 

But  see  Leeman  v.  McGrath,  116 
Wis.  49,  92  N.  W.  425. 

[.a]  Garnishment  of  exempt  wages, 
maliciously,  and  with  intent  to  compel 
the  defendant,  in  order  to  avoid  a  dis- 
charge, to  use  the  exempt  money 
against  his  will  to  pay  a  debt,  is  an 
abuse  of  process.  Nix  v.  Goodhill,  95 
Iowa  282,  63  N.  W.  701,  58  Am.  St. 
Eep.  434. 

[b]  Procuring  issuance  of  a  sub- 
poena with  the  purpose  of  coercing  a 
party  to  pay  a  claim,  rather  than  sub- 
mit to  the  inconvenience  and  discom- 
fort of  attending  court  at  a  distance, 
held  to  be  an  abuse  of  process.  Dishaw 
V.  Wadleigh,  15  App.  Div.  205,  44  N.  Y. 
Supp.  207,  4  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  170. 

7.  Cal. — Foley  v.  Martin,  142  Cal. 
256,  71  Pac.  165,  75  Pac.  842,  100 
Am.  St.  Eep.  123.  111.— Snydacker  v. 
Brosse,  51  111.  357,  99  Am.  Dec.  551. 
la. — Bradshaw  v.  Frazier,  113  Iowa 
579,  85  N.  W.  752,  86  Am.  St.  Eep. 
394,  55  L.  B.  A.  258.  Kan.— Wurmser 
i:  Stone,  1  Kan.  App.  131,  40  Pae. 
993.  Neb. — Murray  v.  Mace,  41  Neb. 
60,  59  N.  W.  387,  43  Am.  St.  TJep. 
664.  N.  H.— Barrett  v.  White,  3  N.  H. 
210,  14  Am.  Dec.  352.  N.  Y.— Bogers 
V.  Brewster,  5  Johns.  125;  People  v, 
Hubbard,  24  Wend.  369,  35  Am.  Dee. 
628;  McLaughry  v.  Porter,  86  Hun 
316,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  464.    Tex.— Casey 
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ner,  or  there  has  been  oppression  after  arrest.*  In  some  instances 
fraud  in  the  procuring  of  execution  has  been  held  to  furiaish  grounds 
for  the  action ;'  so  also,  the  procuring  of  execution  for  a  larger  amount 
than  is  awarded  in  the  judgment.^"  But  for  a  mere  erroneous  pro- 
cedure against  property  not  subject  to  levy,  the  remedy  is  not  an 
action  for  malicious  abuse  of  process.^^  It  has  been  said  that  actual 
detention  of  the  person,  or  the  unlawful  taking  of  the  property  of  the 
party,  was  necessary,^^  following  a  line  of  decisions  in  actions  for 
malicious  prosecution,^^  but  an  abuse  of  process  may  consist  of  using 
it  as  a  means  of  duress,  by  a  mere  exhibition  of  it,  to  give  color  and 
efficacy  to  a  threat." 

(II.)  Elements.  —  It  has  been  said  in  a  great  many  cases  that  not 
only  must  there  have  been  an  improper  use  of  the  process,  but  the 
existence  of  an  ulterior  purpose,  as  a  second  element,  is  necessary;^' 


V.  Hanriek,  69  Tex.  44,  6  S.  W.  405. 
Wis.— Smith  v.  Weeks,  60  Wis.  94,  110, 
18  N.   W.   778. 

[a]  An  excessive  levy  under  a  dis- 
tress warrant  is  an  abuse  of  process. 
Pittsburg,  J.  E.  &  E.  B.  Co.  v.  Wake- 
field Hdw.  Co.,  143  N.  C.  54,  55  S.  E. 
422;  McKee  v.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
45  S.  W.  37. 

[b]  Abuse  Must  Be  at  Time  of 
Taking  the  Property. — "If  there  was 
no  abuse  of  the  process  at  the  time 
of  the  taking,  subsequent  irregularities 
in  the  proceedings  .  .  .  could  not 
affect  the  previous  taking  so  as  to 
make  it  a  trespass. ' '  Wuraaeer  v.  Stone, 
1  Kan.  App.  131,  40  Pac.  993. 

8.  Mass. — Wood  v.  Graves,  144  Mass. 
365,  11  N.  E.  567,  59  Am.  Sep.  95. 
S.  D.— Smith  v.  Jones,  16  S.  D.  337, 
92  N.  W.  1084.  Wis.— Smith  v.  Weeks, 
60  Wis.   94,  18   N.  W.   778. 

[a]  "For  example,  if  after  an  ar- 
rest upon  civil  or  criminal  process  the 
person  arrested  is  subjected  to  unwar- 
rantable insults  and  indignities,  is 
treated  with  cruelty,  is  deprived  of 
proper  food,  or  is  otherwise  treated 
with  oppression  and  undue  hardship, 
he  has  a  remedy  by  an  action"  for 
abuse  of  process.  Wood  v.  Graves,  144 
Mass.  365,  11  N.  E.  567,  59  Am.  Rep. 
95. 

9.  Mich. — Rosenthal  v.  Circuit  Judge, 
98  Mich.  208,  57  N.  W.  112,  39  Am. 
St.  Rep.  535,  22  L.  R.  A.  693.;  Antcliff 
V.  June,  81  Mich.  477,  45  N.  W.  1019, 
21  Am.  St.  Rep.  533,  10  L.  R.  A.  621. 
N.  y. — Brown  v.  Feeter,  7  Wend.  301. 
Pa. — Barnett  v.  Reed,  51  Pa.  190,  88 
Am.  Dec.  574. 

Compare:  Md. — Bartlett  v.  Christhilf, 
69  Md.  219,  14  Atl.  518.  R.  I.— Lauzon 
V.  Charroux,  18  R.  I.  467,  28  Atl.  975. 

Vol.  XXI 


Vt. — Roberts  v.  Danforth,  102  Atl.  335. 

10.  Pa. — Kramer  v.  Stock,  10  Watts 
115;  Sommer  v.  Wilt,  4  Serg.  &  R. 
19.  S.  D. — Ingalls  v.  Christopherson, 
21  S.  D.  574,  114  N.  W.  704.  Eng. 
Churchill  v.  Siggers,  3  El.  &  Bl.  929, 
77  E.  C.  L.  929,  118  Eng.  Reprint 
1389. 

Compare  Bartlett  v.  Christhilf,  69 
Md.  219,  14  Atl.  518;  Roberts  v.  Dan- 
forth (Vt.),  102  Atl.  335. 

11.  Mathews  v.  Baldwin,  101  Ga. 
318,  28  S.  E.  1015.  See  Hendricks  v. 
Middlebrooks  Co.,  118  Ga.  131,  44  S.  B. 
835. 

[a]  "A  man  In  good  faith  seeking 
to  enforce  a  supposed  right,  should  not 
be  mulcted  in  damages,  as  would  be 
just  and  proper  in  a  case  where  his 
conduct  was  actually  malicious." 
Mathews  v.  Baldwin,  101  Ga.  318,  28 
S.  E.  1015. 

[b]  "The  mere  Institu-tion  of  civil 
suits  does  not  constitute  a  malicious 
abuse  of  process."  Bonney  v.  King, 
201  111.  47,  66  N.  E.  377.  See  also 
Hendricks  v.  Middlebrooks  Co.,  118  Ga. 
131,  44  S.  E.  835. 

12.  Pittsburg,  J.  E.  &  E.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wakefield  Hdw.  Co.,  138  N.  C.  174.  50 
S.  E.  571.  ' 

13.  N.  J.— Bitz  V.  Meyer,  40  N.  J. 
L.  252,  29  Am.  Rep.  233.  N.  Y.— WU- 
lard  V.  Holmes,  142  N.  T.  492  37 
N.  E.  480;  Paul  v.  Fargo,  84  App. 
Div.  9,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  369.  Pa. 
Mayer  v.  Walter,  64  Pa.  283. 

See  generally  the  title  "Maliciouf 
Prosecution." 

14.  Marlatte  v.  Weickgenant,  147 
Mich.  266,  110  N.  W.  1061. 

16.  Cal. — Crews  v.  Mayo,  165  Cal. 
493,  132  Pac.  1032.  m.— Bonney  v 
King,  201  111.  47,  66  N.  E.  377;  Buehl 
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and  though  there  is  some  conflict,^'  it  is  generally  considered  that 
there  must  have  been  a  willful  intent  to  make  a  wrongful  use  of  the 
process,^'  or  such  wantonness  as  wotfld  amount  in  law  to  maliee,^^ 
though  actual  malice  generally  need  not  be  present."    On  the  other 


Bros.  Brew.  Co.  v.  Atlas  Brew.  Co., 
187  111.  App.  392;  JefErey  v.  Bobbins, 
73  111.  App.  353.  Mich.— Spear  v.  Pen- 
dill,  164  Mich.  620,  130  N.  W.  343. 
N.  O. — Carpenter,  Baggott  &  Co.  v. 
Hanes,  167  N.  C.  551,  83  S.  E.  577; 
Ludwiek  v.  Penny,  158  N.  C.  104,  73 
8.  E.  228;  Pittsburg,  J.  E.  &  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  Wakefield  Hdw.  Co.,  143  N.  C. 
54,  58,  55  S.  E.  422.  S.  D.— Ingalla 
V.  Christopherson,  21  S,  D.  574,  114 
N.  W.  704. 

[a]  Two  elements  are  necessary  to 
sustain  an  action  for  the  malicious 
abuse  of  legal  process:  first,  the  ex- 
istence of  an  ulterior  purpose;  and, 
second,  an  act  in  the  use  of  the  process 
not  proper  in  the  regular  prosecution 
of  the  proceeding.  Buehl  Bros.  Brew. 
Co.  V.  Atlas  Brew.  Co.,  187  111.  App. 
392 

16,  la.— See  Nix  v.  Goodhill,  95 
Iowa  282,  63  N.  W.  701,  58  Am.  Bt. 
Eep.  434.  Mich.— gpear  v.  Pendill,  164 
Mich.  620,  130  N.  W.  343.  Utah.— Kool 
V.  Lee,  43  Utah  394,  134  Pae.  906. 

17.  Ga. — Georgia  Loan  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Johnston,  116  Ga.  628,  42  S.  B.  27. 
Mich. — Spear  v.  Pendill,  164  Mich.  620, 
130  N.  W.  343.  N.  Y.- MoClerg  v. 
Vielee,  116  App.  Div.  731,  102  N.  Y. 
Supp.  45;  Weeks  v.  Van  Ness,  104' 
App.  Div.  7,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  337. 

[a]  "There  must  be  the  Intent  (1) 
to  do  something  wrong,  or  to  make  a 
wilful  misuse  of  the  court  or_  its 
process  for  the  purpose  of  improperly 
accomplishing  some  ulterior  or  col- 
lateral purpose  which  could  not  be  ob- 
tained by  direct  and  straightforward 
methods."  Petry  v.  Childs  &  Co.,  43 
Mise.  108,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  286.  (2) 
"Although  this  is  not  an  action  for 
a  malicious  prosecution,  but  for  an 
abuse  of  process,  nevertheless  in  all 
actions  of  this  character  to  which  my 
attention  has  been  called  there  has  ex- 
isted the  element  of  intentional  wrong- 
doing, or  a  wanton  attempt  to  pervert 
the  processes  of  the  law  from  their 
proper  use  and  design. ' '  Petry  v.  Childs 
&  Co.,  43  Misc.  108,  88  N.  Y.  Supp. 
286.  (3)  "The  authorities  are  strong, 
if  not  quite  uniform,  that  the  unlaw- 
ful use  of  the  process  must  be  ma- 
licious, and  without    probable    cause; 


the  rule  being  akin,  in  that  respect, 
to  actions  for  malicious  prosecution." 
Nix  V.  Goodhill,  95  Iowa  282,  63  N.  W. 
701,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  434. 

[b]  "Process  is  deemed  to  have 
been  abused  when  it  has  been  em- 
ployed to  accomplish  some  purpose 
which  the  process  was  not  intended  by 
law  to  effect,  or  where  it  has  been 
used  in  the  mode  and  manner  designed 
by  law,  but  with  an  ulterior  purpose 
to  effectuate  some  unlawful  collateral 
end,  the  legal  use  of  it  being  but  os- 
tensible, while  the  real  design  was  to 
pervert  its  force  and  efficiency  to  the 
success  of  the  unlawful  collateral  de- 
sign." Phoenix  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Arbuckle,  52  111.  App.  33. 

18.  111. — Wanzer  v.  Bright,  52  111. 
35;  Jeffery  v.  Eobbins,  73  111.  App. 
353.  Me. — Page  v.  Cushing,  38  Me. 
523.  N.  Y.— Petry  v.  Childs  &  Co.,  43 
Misc.  108,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  286. 

[a]  "The  general  motive  may  be 
upright  and  commendable,  while  the 
particular  acts  in  reference  to  others, 
may  be  malicious,  in  the  legal  accepta- 
tion of  the  term.  So  that  an  .act  may 
be  malicious  in  a  legal  sense,  which 
is  not  prompted  or  characterized  by 
malevolence  or  corrupt  design."  Page 
V.  Cushing,  38  Me.  523. 

19.  Stewart  v.  Cole,  46  Ala.  646; 
Pittsburg,  J.  B.  &  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Wake- 
field Hdw.  Co.,  143  N.  C.  54,  58,  55 
S.  E.  422. 

[a]  Malice  in  these  cases  means  a 
wrongful  act  done  intentionally  with- 
out just  cause  or  excuse,  citing  the 
famous  definition  of  legal  malice  giv- 
en in  Bromoge  v.  Prosser,  12  E.  C.  L. 
276,  6  D.  &  E.  296,  4  B.  &  C.  247,  1 
Car.  &  P.  475,  3  L.  J.  (O.  8.)  K.  B. 
203,  28  E.  E.  241,  107  Bng.  Eeprint 
1051.  See  also  Pittsburg,  J.  B.  &  B. 
E.  Co.  V.  Wakefield  Hdw.  Co.,  138  N.  C. 
174,  50  S.  E.  571. 

[b]  "There  is  a  malicious  abuse  of 
process  where  a  party,  under  process 
legally  and  lawfully  issued,  employs  it 
wrongfully  and  unlawfully,  and  not 
for  the  purpose  it  is  intended  by  law 
to  effect."  Wurmser  v.  Stone,  1  Kan. 
App.  131,  40  Pao.  993. 

[c]  Malice  is  not  Important,  except 
as  it  may  tend  to  aggravate  damages. 
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hand,  there  may  be  malice  without  an  abuse  of  process,^"  provided 
the  process  is  used  only  for  a  purpose  intended  by  law.^^  So,  also, 
there  may  be  a  right  of  action  for  injury  to  property  seized  by  wrong- 
ful use  of  process  without  regard  to  malice,  or  the  motive  which 
actuated  the  person  at  whose  instance  the  process  was  used.^^  The 
want  of  probable  cause  is  not  an  essential  element  to  the  action  for 
abuse  of  process.^-'' 

b.  Against  Whom  Maintainable .  —  The  remedy  is  not  only  against 
the  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  act  lawfully,^* ,  but  against  all  who 
unite  with  him  or  direct  him  to  inflict  the  injury.^®     A  party  to 


It  is  enough  that  the  process  was  wil- 
fully abused  to  accomplish  some  un- 
lawful purpose.  Paul  v.  Pargo,  84 
App.  Div.  9,  14,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  369; 
Petry  v.  Childs  &  Co.,  43  Misc.  108,  88 
N.  Y.  Supp.  286. 

[d]  It  is  not  necessary  to  show 
malice,  want  of  pro,bable  cause,  nor 
that  the  proceeding  has  terminated. 
Carpenter,  Baggott  &  Co.  v.  Hanes,  167 
N.  C.  551,  83  S.  B.  577;  Pittsburg,  J.  E. 
&  E.  E.  Co.  11.  Wakefield  Hdw.  Co., 
143  N.  C.  54,  58,  55  S.  E.  422;  Mayer 
V.  Walter,  64  Pa.  283. 

20.  G-a. — Georgia  Loan  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  JohnBton,  116  G.a.  628,  42  S.  E.  27. 
HI. — Bonney  v.  King,  201  HI.  47,  66 
N.  E.  377;  Jeflery  v.  Bobbins,  73  111. 
App.  353.  Ind.— Whitesell  v.  Study,  37 
Ind.  App.  429,  76  N.  E.  1010.  N".  C. 
TuQker  v.  Davis,  77  N.  C.  330.  S.  D. 
Ingalls  V.  Christopherson,  21  S.  D.  574, 
114  N.  W.  704.  - 

[a]  Evil-iutentioued  use  of  process, 
if  regular,  is  not  abuse  thereof.  Crews 
V.  Mayo,  165  Cal.  493,  132  Pae.  1032; 
Bonney  v.  King,  201  111.  47,  51,  66 
N.  E.  377. 

21.  111.— Jefeery  v.  EoKbins,  73  111. 
App.  353.  S.  D. — Ingalls  v.  Christopher- 
son,  21  S.  D.  574,  114  N.  W.  704.  Wis. 
Doeter  v.  Riedel,  96  Wis.  158,  71  N.  W. 
119,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  40. 

fa]  Secret  motives  cannot  be  pun- 
ished, if  a  party  uses  process  as  he  is 
legally  authorized  to  use  it.  Doctor  v. 
Eiedel,  96  Wis.  158,  71  N.  W.  119,  65 
Am.   St.   Eep.   40. 

22.  Phoenix  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  V. 
Arbuekle,  52  111.  App.  33;  Parmer  v. 
Crosby,  43  Minn.  459,  45  N.  W.  866. 

[a]  The  Action  Would  Be  In  Tres- 
pass.— Parmer  v.  Crosby,  43  Minn.  459, 
45  N.  W.  866. 

23.  Minn. — Grimestad  v.  Lofgren, 
105  Minn  286,  117  N.  W.  515,  127 
Am.  St.  Eep.  566,  17  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
990.     N.  y.— Paul  V.  Pargo,  84  App. 
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Div.  9,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  369.  Utah. 
Kool  V.  Lee,  43  Utah  394,  134  Pac.  906. 
Wis.— Luby  v.  Bennett,  111  Wis.  613, 
87  N.  W.  804,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  897,  56 
L.  E.  A.  201. 

21.  U.  S. — Gonsouland  v.  Eosomano. 
176  Fed.  481,  100  C.  C.  A.  97.  Cal' 
Foley  V.  Martin,  142  Cal.  256,  71  Pac. 
165,  75  Pac.  842,  100  Am.  St.  Eep. 
123.  HI. — Snydacker  v.  Broase,  51  111. 
357,  99  Am.  Dec.  551.  Kan.— Wurmser 
V.  Stone,  1  Kan.  App.  131,  40  Pac. 
993.  Me.— Eoss  v.  Philbrick,  39  Me. 
29.  N.  H.— Barrett  v.  White,  3  N.  H. 
210,  14  Am.  Dec.  352.  N.  Y.— Jenner 
V.  Joliffe,  9  Johns.  381;  Eogers  v. 
Brewster,  5  Johns.  125;  Holley  v.  Mix, 
3  Wend.  350,  20  Am.  Dec.  702. 

25.  IT.  S. — Gonsouland  v.  Eosomano, 
176  Fed.  481,  100  C.  C.  A.  97.  HI. 
Snydacker  i;.  Brosse,  51  111.  357,  99  Am. 
Dec.  551.  ELan. — Wurmser  v.  Stone, 
1  Kan.  App.  131,  40  Pac.  993.  Mass. 
Wood  V.  Graves,  144  Mass.  365,  11  N. 
E.  567,  59  Am.  Eep.  95.  Minn.— Parmer 
V,  Crosby,  43  Minn.  459,  45  N.  W. 
866;  Bartlett  v.  Hawley,  38  Minn.  308, 
37  N.  W.  580.  S.  C— James  v.  Gra- 
ham, 78  S.  E.  82.  S.  D.— Smith  v. 
Jones,  16  S.  D.  337,  92  N.  W.  1084. 

[a]  The  plaintiff  must  have  "ad- 
vised, directed  or  encouraged  (1)  the 
abuse  of  the  process,"  by  the  officer, 
"or  knowing  of  its  abuse  for  his  own 
benefit,  ratified  it,"  in  order  to  be 
held  liable  therefor  with  the  officer. 
Snydacker  v.  Brosse,  51  111.  357,  99  Am. 
Dec.  551;  People's  B.  &  L.  Assn.  v. 
McElroy,  79  111.  App.  266.  (2")  The 
mere  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  offi- 
cer, with  directions  to  execute,  cannot 
be  held,  by  any  known  rule  of  law, 
to  render  the  plaintiff  liable  for  the 
unauthorized  and  uaapproved  acts  of 
the  officer  and  his  assistants.  Becter 
V.   Dupree,   75   111.   167. 

fb]  Injured  Party  May  Elect. 
"Where  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  process 
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an  action  who  directs  an  officer  to  execute  a  lawful  process  in  a  lawful 
manner  is_  not  liable  for  the  latter 's  abuse  unless  he  authorized  or 
encouraged  it,^"  or  subsequently  ratifies  the  officer's  act.^^ 

e.  Time  When  Mamtainable.  —  Suit  may  be  instituted  immediate- 
ly upon  commission  of  the  act  complained  of,^^  without  waiting  for 
the  termination  of  the  suit  in  which  the  process  issued,^"  and  limita- 
tion begins  to  run  immediately  from  the  time  the  acts  complained  of 
are  committed.'" 

d.  Form  of  Action.  —  The  following  common  law  forms  of  action 
for  abuse  of  process  have  been  held  proper:  assumpsit,^^  trespass,'^ 


of  attacliineiit,  causes  an  officer  so  to 
conduct  himself  as  to  misbehave  in 
the  execution  of  his  office  and  produce 
the  loss  or  destruction  of  goods  in  his 
custody,  the  party  has  his  election 
either  to  sue  the  principal  or  the  of- 
ficer."  Jenner  v.  Joliffe,  9  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)   381,  385. 

26.  111.— People's  B.  &  L.  Assn.  v. 
McElroy,  79  111.  App.  266.  Kan. 
Wurmser  v.  Stone,  1  Kan.  App.  131,  40 
Pac.  993.  Mich. — Sutherland  v.  Ingalls, 
63  Mich.  620,  30  N.  W.  342,  6  Am. 
St.  Eep.  332.  Minn. — Farmer  v.  Cros- 
by, 43  Minn.  459,  45  N.  W.  g66.  Neb. 
Murray  v.  Mace,  41  Neb.  60,  59  N.  W. 
387,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  664.  N.  TT. 
Adams  v.  Freeman,  9  Johns.  117.  Tex. 
Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  v.  "Waites  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  60  S.  W.  582.  Vt.— Hyde 
V.  Cooper,  26  Vt.  552. 

[a]  Writ  Delivered  Without  Any 
Direction. — "One  who  merely  delivers 
to  an  officer  a  valid  writ,  without  di- 
rection as  to  the  manner  of  its  service, 
will  not,  in  the  absence  of  a  ratifica- 
tion, be  held  liable  for  torts  com- 
mitted in  the  execution  thereof."  Teel 
V.  Miles,  51  Neb.  542,  71  N.  W.  296; 
Murray  v.  Mace,  41  Neb.  60,  59  N.  W. 
387,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  664. 

[b]  The  participation  of  the  party 
to  the  suit  in  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
officer  is  a  question,  for  the  jury.  Mc- 
Laughry  v.  Porter,  86  Hun  316,  33  N. 
T.  Supp.  464. 

[c]  "There  is  no  legal  presumption 
that  one  concurs  in  the  unlawful  act 
of  another."  Wurmser  v.  Stone,  1 
Kaii.  App.  131,  40  Pac.  993.  See  aI§o 
Snydacker  v.  Brosse,  51  111.  357,  99  Am. 
Dee.  551;  Hyde  v.  Cooper,  26  Vt.  552. 

[d]  On  vacation  of  judgment  after 
issuance  of  process,  the  party  is  bound 
at  his  peril  to  see  that  the  execution 
is  recalled,  or  proceedings  stayed. 
Farmer  v.  Crosby,  43  Minn.  459,  45  N. 
W.    866. 


27.  Neb.— Teel  v.  Miles,  51  Neb.  542, 
71  N.  W.  296;  Murray  v.  Mace,  41  Neb. 
60,  59  N.  W.  387,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  564. 
Tex. — Casey  v.  Hanri«k,  69  Tex.  44,  6 
S.  W.  405.  Vt.— Hyde  v.  Cooper,  2>; 
Vt.   552. 

[a]  Receiving  the  avails  of  the  of- 
ficer's unlawful  act,  does  not  neces- 
sarily amount  to  a  ratification  by  the 
party  even  though  he  be  aware  of  the 
course  pursued  by  the  officer.  Wurm- 
ser V.  Stone,  1  Kan.  App.  131,  40  Pae. 
993;   Hyde  v.  Cooper,  26  Vt.  552. 

28.  Montague  v.  Cummings,  119  Ga. 
139,  45  S.  E.  979. 

29.  Ga.— Mullins  v.  Matthews,  122 
Ga.  286,  50  S.  E.  101;  Montague  v. 
Cummings,  119  Ga.  139,  45  S.  E.  979. 
Mass. — White  v.  Apsley  Eubber  Co., 
181  Mass.  339,  60  N.  E.  885;  Zinn  v. 
Eiee,  154  Mass.  1,  27  N.  E.  772,  12 
L.  E.  A.  288;  Wood  v.  Graves,  144 
Mass.  365,  11  N.  E.  567,  59  Am.  Eep. 
95.  Minn. — Grimestad  v.  Lofgren,  105 
Minn.  286,  117  N.  W.  515,  127  Am. 
St.  Eep.  566,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  990. 
N.  Y. — Dishaw  v.  Wadleigh,  15  App. 
Div.  205,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  207,  4  N.  Y. 
Ann.  Cas.  170.  N.  C— Pittsburg,  J.  B. 
&  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Wakefield  Hdw.  Co., 
138, N.  C.  174,  50  S.  E.  571;  Sneeden 
V.  Harris,  109  N.  C.  349,  13  S.  E. 
920,  14  L.  E.  A.  389.  Wis.— King  v. 
Johnston,  81  Wis.  578,  51  N.  W.  1011. 

30.  Montague  v.  Cummings,  119  Ga. 
139,   45   8.    E.    979. 

31.  Marlatte  v.  Weickgenant,  147 
Mich.  266,  110   N.  W.   1061. 

32.  111.— Wanzer  v.  Bright,  52  111. 
35;  Snydacker  v.  Brosse,  51  111.  357,  99 
Am.  Dec.  551.  N.  Y.— Baldwin  v. 
Weed,  17  Wend.  224.  N.  C— Sogers 
V.  Pitman,  47  N.  C.  56. 

[a]  An  "action  for  trespass  lies 
against  an  officer  for  abuse  of  process, 
where  he  assumes  to  act  under  a 
process,  which  does  not  authorize  the 
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and  action  on  the  case.^^ 

e.  Pleadin'g^.  —  The  facts  themselves  constituting  the  offense  must 
be  alleged,'*  and  the  unlawful  use  of  the  process  must  be  specifically 
set  out,'^  as  well  as  the  participation  of  each  person  joined  £^s  a  party 
defendant.^'  An  allegation  of  "wilfuU  misuse"  of  the  process  has 
been  held  necessary  to  negative  the  presumption  that  the  defendant 
was  proceeding  honestly  and  in  good  faith  as  a  public  officer,'^  but 
no  averment  need  be  made  that  the  process  was  taken  out  for  an  im- 
proper purpose.^'  It  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  the  action  pur- 
suant to  which  the  process  was  issued  has  terminated,^^  as  it  is  in 


.    acts  done."    James  •».  Graham  (S.  C); 
78  S.  E.  82. 

33.  Mich.^Marlatte  v.  Weickge- 
nant,  147  Mich.  266,  110  N.  W.  1061. 
N.  Y.— Brown  v.  Feeter,  7  Wend.  301; 
Rogers  V.  Brewster,  5  Johns.  125.  N.  C. 
Allen  V.  Greenlee,  13  N.  C.  370. 

34.  McClerg  v.  Vielee,  116  App.  Div. 
731,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  45. 

[a]  Conclusions  Not  Sufla.cient.— The 
mere  statement  that  ,the  arrest  and 
legal  proceeding's  constituted  an  abuse 
of'  process  is  not  enough.  McClerg  v. 
Vielee,  116  App.  Div.  731,  102  N.  Y. 
Supp.  45. 

35.  U.  S. — Whitten  v.  Bennett,  86 
Fed.  405,  30  C.  C.  A.  140.  111.— Bon- 
ney  v.  King,  201  111.  47,  66  N.  E.  377. 
S.  D. — Just  V.  Martin  Bros.  Co.,  37 
S:  D.  470,  159  N.  W.  44. 

[a]  Sufficiency  of  Pleading. — "In 
the  action  for  abuse  of  process  the 
gravamen  of  the  complaint  is  the 
using  of  the  process  for  a  purpose  not 
justified  by  law,  and  to  effect  an  ob- 
ject not  within  its  proper  scope;  and 
in  such  action  the  facts  may  appear 
from  which  is  fairly  dedueible  the  in- 
ference of  wrongful  and  malicious  use, 
and  the  pleading  is  suflicieut  if  it  aver 
facts  out  of  which  the  inference 
arises."  Foy  v.  Barry,  87  App.  Div. 
291,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  335.  See  also 
Assets  Collecting  Co.  v.  Myers,  167 
App.  Div.  133,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  930. 

36.  Minn. — Bartlett  v.  Hawley,  38 
Minn.  308,  37  N.  W.  580.  Neb. — Teel 
V.  Miles,  51  Neb.  542,  71  N.  W.  296. 
N.  Y.— Foy  V.  Barry,  87  App.  Div.  291, 
84  N.  Y.  Supp.  335. 

[a]  It  will  be  presumed  that  one 
joined  as  a  party  defendant,  because 
he  made  an  aflSdavit  on  which  a  war- 
rant was  issued,  was  acting  lawfully, 
unless  the  contrary  is  shown  by  the 
pleadings.  Foy  v.  Barry,  87  App.  Div. 
291,   84   N.   Y.   Supp.   335. 
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37.  McClerg  v.  Vielee,  116  App.  Div. 
731,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  45. 

[a]  Sufficiency  of  Avenuent, — "If 
the  declaration  charges  the  act  to  have 
been  wrongfully  and  wilfully  done, 
.  .  .  it  is  sufficient."  Brown  v. 
Feeter,  7  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  301;  Petry 
V.  Childs  &  Co.,  43  Misc.  108,  88  N,  Y. 
Supp.   286. 

[b]  A  general  traverse  of  the  dec- 
laration raises  the  issue  of  ulterior 
motive.  Jfiffery  v.  Robbing,  73  III. 
353. 

[c]  The  presumption  of  good  faith 
on  the  part  of  officers  making  or  caus- 
ing an  arrest,  must  be  negatived  in 
the  complaint.  McClerg  v.  Vielee,  116 
App.  Div.  731,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  45. 

38.  Foy  V.  Barry,  87  App.  Div.  291, 
84  N.  Y.  Supp.  335. 

39.  U.  S. — Gonsouland  v.  Rosomano, 
176  Fed.  481,  100  C.  C.  A.  97.  Ga. 
Brantley  v.  Rhodea-Haverty  Furn.  Co., 
131  Ga.  276,  62  S.  E.  222;  MuUins  v. 
Matthews,  122  Ga.  286,  50  S.  E.  101; 
Davis  V.  Hall,  20  Ga.  App.  398,  93 
S.  B.  25.  111. — Bonney  v.  King,  201 
111.  47,  66  N.  E.  377;  Rothschild  v. 
Meyer,  18  111.  App.  284.  Me.— Page 
V.  Gushing,  38  Me.  523.  Mass.— Malone 
V.  Belcher,  216  Mass.  209,  103  N.  E. 
637,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  830,  49  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  753;  Zinu  v.  Rice,  154  Mass. 
1,  27  N.  E.  772,  12  L.  R.  A.  288.  Mich. 
Antcliff  i).  Jones,  81  Mich.  477,  45  N. 
W.  1019,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  533,  10  L. 
R.  A.  621.  N.  Y.— Assets  Collecting  Co. 
V.  Myers,  167  App.  Div.  133,  152  N.  Y. 
Supp.  930;  Dishaw  v.  Wadleigh,  15 
App.  Div.  205,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  207,  4 
N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  170.  N.  C— Pittsburg, 
J.  E.  &  E.  R.  Go.  V.  Wakefield  Hdw. 
Co.,  138  N.  C.  174,  50  S.  E.  571,  3  Ann. 
Cas.  720;  Sneeden  v.  Harris,  109  N.  C. 
349,  13  8.  E.  920,  14  L.  R.  4..  389. 
Ohio.— Pope  V.  Pollock,  46  Ohio  St. 
367,  21  N.  E.  356,  15  Am.  St.  Rep. 
608,  4  L.  E,  A.  255.      Ore.— Lane    v. 
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an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,*"  nor  that  the  process  was  pro- 
cured without  probable  cause,*^  though  the  latter  fact  may  be  alleged 
as  a  matter  of  aggravation  and  ground  for  exemplary  damages.*^  A 
complaint  may  be  insufficient  to  constitute  an  action  for  malicious 
abuse,  but  may  sustain  one  for  malicious  prosecution.*' 


Ball,   83   Ore.  404,   160  Pac.   144,   163 
Pae.  975. 

But  see  King  v.  Yarbray,  136  Ga. 
212,  71  S.  E.  131;  Gordon  v.  West,  129 
Ga.  532,  59  S.  E.  232,  13  L.  B.  A. 
(N.   S.)   549. 

[a]  ' '  Where  process  is  used  to  com- 
pel a  party  to  do  a  collateral  tiing, 
or  to  accomplish  an  ulterior  purpose, 
an  action  for  malicious  abuse  of  process 
may  be  maintained,  without  alleging 
or  proving  that  the  process  impropeirly 
employed  is  at  an  end. ' '  Dishaw  v. 
Wadleigh,  15  App.  Div.  205,  44  N.  f. 
Supp.  207;  Sneedeii  v.  Harris,  109  N. 
C.  349,  13  S.  E.  920,  14  L.  E.  A.  389. 
See  also  Johnson  v.  Eeed,  136  Mass. 
421. 

[b]  Distinctions. — "In  an  action 
for  the  malicious  use  of  process — ma- 
licious prosecution — the  plaintiff  must 
ordinarily  aver  in  his  petition  that  the 
defendant  instituted  the  proceeding 
with  malice  and  without  probable 
cause,  and  that  the  case  has  termi- 
nated in  his  favor;  and  this  he  must 
prove  to  be  entitled  to  a  judgment  for 
damages.  Wheeler  v.  Nesbitt,  24  How. 
544,  16  L.  ed.  765;  Stewart  v.  Sonne- 
born,  98  U.  S.  187,  25  L.  ed.  116. 
Where  the  action  is  predicated  upon 
the  abuse  of  process,  such  averment  or 
proof  is  not  required.  Grainger  v. 
Hill,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  212,  7  L.  J.  (C.  P.) 
85;  Eailroad  Co.  v.  Hardware  Co.,  143 
N.  C.  54,  55  S.  E.  422;  Page  v.  Cush- 
ing,  38  Me.  523,  527;  Snydacker  v. 
Brosse,  51  111.  357,  99  Am.  Dec.  551." 
Gonsouland  v.  Eosomano,  176  Fed.  481, 
100  C.  C:  A.  97. 

40.  Cal. — Crews  v.  Mayo,  165  Cal. 
493,  132  Pae.  1032.  Conn. — Brown  v. 
Eandall,  36  Conn.  56,  4  Am.  Eep.  35. 
Ga. — Davis  v.  Hall,  20  Ga.  App.  398, 
93  S.  E.  25.  Mass. — Wood  v.  Graves, 
144  Mass.  365,  11  N.  E.  567,  59  Am. 
Eep.  95.    Minn.^Grimestad  v.  Lofgren, 


I  105    Minn.    286,    117    N.    W.    515,    127 

!  Am.  St.  Eep.  566,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 

990.     N..  C— Carpenter,  Baggott  &  Co. 

V.  Hanes,  167  N.  C.  551,  83  S.  E.  577. 

Ore.— Lane   v.   Ball,    83    Ore.    404,   160 

I  Pac.  144,  163  Pae.  975;  Porster  v.  Orr, 

I  17  Ore.  447,  21  Pac.  440.     S.  D.— Just 

V.  Martin  Bros.  Co.,  37  S.  D.  470,  159 

N.   W.  44.     , 

See  the  title  "Malicious  Prosecu- 
tion." 

4.1.  U.  S. — Gonsouland  v.  Eosomano, 
176  Fed.  481,  100  C.  C.  A.  97.  Ga. 
Hendricks  v.  Middlebrooks  Co.,  118  Ga. 
131,  44  S.  E.  835;  Juchter  v.  Boehm, 
Beudheim  &  Co.,  67  Ga.  534.  Me.— Page 
V.  Gushing,  37  Me.  523.  N.  Y.— Haz- 
ard V.  Harding,  63  How.  Pr.  326.  Pa. 
Mayer  v.  Walter,  64  Pa.  283. 

Compare  Nix  v.  Goodhill,  95  Iowa 
282,  63  N.  W.  701,  58  Am.  St.  Eep. 
434. 

[a]  As  a  Defense. — Probable  cause 
cannot  be  pleaded  as  a  defense,  as 
there  is  no  such  thing  ,as  probable 
cause  for  wilfully  committing  an  abuse 
of  process.  Kool  v.  Lee,  43  Utah  394, 
134  Pac.  906.  Compare  Georgia  Loan 
&  Trust  Co.  V.  Johnston,  116  Ga.  628, 
42  S.  E.   27. 

42.  Woodley  v.  Coker,  119  Ga.  226, 
46  S.  E.  89;  Pittsburg,  J.  E.  &  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  Wakefield  Hdw.  Co.,  138  N.  C. 
174,  50  S.  E.  571. 

43.  Ga. — Williams  v.  Brunswick,  137 
Ga.  178,  73  S.  E.  255.  111.— Bonney  v. 
King,  201  111.  47,  66  N.  E.  377.  N.  O. 
Ludwick  V.  Penny,  158  N.  C.  104,  73 
S.  E.  228.  S.  D.— Smith  v.  Jones,  16 
S.   D.   337,   92   N.   W.   1084, 

[a]  There  may  be  three  counts,  re- 
spectively, for  malicious  prosecution, 
false  imprisonment  and  for  abuse  of 
process.  Wood  v.  Graves,  144  Mass. 
365,  11  N.  E.  567,  59  Am.  Eep.  95; 
Smith  V.  Jones,  16  S.  D.  337,  92  N.  W. 
1084. 


PROCHEIN  AMI. —  See  Guardian  ad  Litem. 


PRO  CONPESSO.  —  See  Default;  Judgments. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.    INDICTMENT  OE  INFORMATION,  79S 


A.  At  Common  Law,  798 

B.  Under  Statutes,  799 

II.    TRIAL,  799 

CBOSS-BEFEKEirCES: 

Blasphemy  Disorderly  Conduct; 

Obscenity. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  1006. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  INDICTMENT  OR  INFORMATION.  —  ^  A.  At  Common 
Law.  —  Since  the  use  of  profane  language  did  not  under  the  common 
law  constitute  an  indictable  offense  per  se,  but  only  when  so  publicly 
indulged  in  and  so  long  continued  or  often  repeated  as  to  become 
a  nuisance  to  the  community  at  large,  an  indictment  under  the  com- 
mon law  for  profane  swearing  must  specifically  set  forth  all  the  facts 
which  tend  to  show  that  the  use  of  the  profane  language  charged  was 
a  public  or  common  nuisance.^  It  should  be  charged  that  the  profane 
language  was  uttered  in  the  presence  and  within  the  hearing  of  other 
persons  f  an  averment  that  it  was  done  publicly  is  not  sufficient.*    The 


1.  See  the  title  "Indictment  and 
Information." 

2.  Ala. — Goree  v.  State,  fl  Ala.  7. 
N.  C. — State  v.  Brewington,  84  N.  C. 
783.  Pa.— Com.  V.  Linn,  158  Pa.  22, 
27  Atl.  843,  22  L.  E,  A.  353.  Tenn. 
Gaines  v.  State,  7  Lea  410,  40  Am. 
Rep.  64.  See  Young  v.  State,  10  Lea 
165. 

[a]  A  general  allegation  (1)  that 
the  profane  swearing  was  to  the  com- 
mon nuisance  of  all  the  citizens  is  not 
■sufficient;  the  facts  and  circumstances 
necessary  to  make  it  a  common  nuis- 
ance must  be  averred.  State  v.  Pep- 
per, 68  N.  0.  259,  12  Am.  Eep.  637; 
Com.  V.  Linn,  158  Pa.  22,  27  Atl.  843, 
22  L.   E.   A.   353.     See  also   State  v. 
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Barham,  79  N.  C.  646;  State  v.  Jones, 
31  N.  C.  38.  (2)  Nor  can  the  eon- 
elusion  of  an  indictment  to  the  effect 
that  the  act  of  the  defendant  was  to 
the  common  nuisance  of  the  people  sup- 
ply any  defect  in  the  main  body  of 
the  indictment.  State  v.  Powell,  70  N. 
C.  67. 

3.  State  V.  Barham,  79  N.  C.  646; 
Com.  V.  Linn,  158  Pa.  22,  27  Atl.  843, 
22  L.  E.  A.  353. 

4.  Goree  v.  State,  71  Ala.  7;  Stat" 
V.  Powell,  70  N.  C,  67. 

[a]  But  "the  averment  that  the 
words  were  uttered  'in  a  public  place' 
to  the  common  nuisance  of  the  citizens, 
has  been  held  Bufficient.  State  v.  Gra- 
ham, 3  Sneed  134;   State  v.  Steele,  3 
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profane  words  used  must  be  set  out  in  order  that  the  court  may  deter- 
mine their  character.^  A  charge  in  the  precise  words  spoken  is  suf- 
ficiently specific  without  an  averment  that  the  words  were  used  pro- 
fanely.^ 

B.  Undbb  Statutes.  —  An  indictment  or  information  under  a 
statute  denouncing  the  offense  of  using  profane  language,  which 
charges  the  offense  in  the  language  of  the  statute  or  its  equivalent 
is  sufficient.'  Every  element  of  the  offense  as  defined  by  the  statute 
must  be  charged,  however.* 

II.  TRIAL.^  —  The  general  rule  obtains  in  prosecutions  for  pro- 
fanity that  questions  of  fact  are  for  the  jury.^" 


Heis.  135;  Gaines  v.  State,  7  Lea  410. 
So  have  the  words:  'In  public  and  in 
the  hearing  of  divers  citizens.'  Bell 
V.  State,  1  Swan  42."  Young  v.  State, 
10  Lea  (Tenn.)  165. 

5.  State  V.  Eatliff,  10  Ark.  530; 
State  V.  Barham,  79  N.  C.  646;  State 
V.  Pepper,  68  N.  C.  259,  12  Am.  Eep. 
637. 

[a]  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  set 
out  the  whole  conversation;  only  bo 
much  of  it  need  be  averred  as  is  neces- 
sary to  describe  the  language  used  by 
defendant.  •  State  v.  Steele,  3  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   135. 

[b]  An  allegation  that  the  defend- 
ant "did  profanely  curse"  without  a 
recital  of  the  language  used  by  him 
has  been  held  sufficient  after  verdict. 
State  V.  Freeman,  63  Vt.  496,  22  Atl. 
621. 

6.  Johnson  v,  Barclay,  16  N.  J.  L.  ^ 

7.  Bodenhamer  v.  State,  60  Ark.  10, 
28  S.  W.  507;  Taney  v.  State,  9  Ind. 
App.  46,  36  N.  E.  295. 

See  generally  12  Standard  PeooT  442, 
447,  et  seq. 


8.  Herbes  v.  State,  79  Neb.  832,  113 
N.  W.  530. 

[a]  Where  a  statute  makes  it  a 
crime  to  "profanely  swear  and  curse 
in  a  public  place"  (1)  the  words  spoken 
constitute  the  gist  of  the  offense  and 
must  be  set  out  in  the  indictment. 
Walton  V.  State,  64  Miss.  207,  8  So. 
171.'  (2)  And  it  has  been  held  that 
au  indictment  should  not  only  allege 
that  defendant  profanely  cursed  and 
swore  in  a  public  place  but  should  also 
designate  the  particular  public  place. 
State  V.  Shanks,  88  Miss.  410,  40  So. 
1005. 

9.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial," 
and  the  cross-references  there  found. 

10.  See  generally  the  title  "Prov- 
ince of  Judge  and  Jury." 

[a]  Thus,  whether  a  single  oath, 
either  hj  its  terms,  its  tone  or  manner, 
or  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
was  uttered  was  a  nuisance  or  not  is 
a  question  for  the  jury  under  a  proper 
charge.  Young  v.  State,  10  Lea  (Tenn.) 
165. 


PROFERT.  —  See  Oyer  and  Profert. 
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For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  DEFINITIONS  AND  DISTINCTIONS.  —  The  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion is  an  extraordinary  writ,^  issued  by  a  superior  court  to  an  in- 
ferior judicial  tribunal  to  prevent  the  latter  from  exceeding  its  juris- 
diction, either  by  prohibiting  it  from  assuming  jurisdiction  in  a  mat- 
ter over  which  it  has  no  control,  or  from  exceeding  its  legitimate 
powers  in  a  matter  of  which  it  has  jiirisdiction,"    Prohibition  differs 


1.  XJ.  S. — Ex  parte  Oklahoma,  220 
IT.  S.  191,  31  Sup.  Ct.  426,  55  L.  ed. 
431.  Ala. — Mx  parte  Greene,  29  Ala. 
52.  Cal. — First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Superior 
Court,  12  Cal.  App.  335,  107  Pac.  322. 
Idaho. — Olden  v.  Paxton,  27  Idaho  597, 
150  Pac.  40.  111. — People  i).  Circuit 
Court,  173  111.  272,  50  N.  E.  928;  Peo- 
ple V.  Circuit  Court,  169  111.  201,  48 
nsr.  E.  717;  People  v.  Hoglund,  93  111. 
App.  292.  Mich. — Port  Huron  Sav. 
Bank  v.  St.  Clair  Circuit  Judge,  147 
Mich.  551,  111  N.  W.  202.  Mo.— State 
ex  ret  Warde  v.  McQuillin,  262  Mo. 
256,  171  8.  W.  72.  Mont.— State  ex 
rel.  Myersick  v.  District  Court,  53 
Mont.  450,  164  Pac.  546.  Mo.— Wal- 
cott  V.  Wells,  21  Nev.  47,  24  Pac.  367, 
37  Am.  St.  Eep.  478,  9  L.  E.  A.  59, 
N.  y. — People  ex  rel,  Ballin  v.  Smith, 

n. 


184  N.  Y.  96,  76  N.  E.  925.  N.  C. 
State  V.  Whitaker,  114  N.  C.  818,  19 
S.  E.  376.  Okla.— State  ex  rel.  Mays 
V.  Breckenridge,  43  Okla.  711,  142  Pac. 
407;  Hirsh  v.  Twyford,  40  Okla.  220, 
139  Pae.  313;  Morrison  v.  Brown,  26 
Okla.  201,  109  Pac.  237.  Wash.— State 
ex  rel.  Gunderson  v.  Superior  Court,  13 
Wash.  226,  43  Pac.  43.  W.  Va.— Coun- 
ty Court  V.  Boreman,  34  W.  Va.  362, 
12  S.  B.  490;  McConiha  v,  Guthrie,  21 
W.  Va.  134. 

2.  State  ex  rel.  Harvey  v.  Medler, 
19  N.  M.  252,  142  Pac.  376. 

[a]  For  other  similar  definitions, 
see  Cal. — Camron  v.  Kenfield,  57  Cal. 
550.  III.— People  v.  Circuit  Court,  173 
111.  272,  50  N.  E.  928;  People  v.  Circuit 
Court,  169  111.  201,  48  N.  E.  717.  Ky. 
Cullins  V,    Williams,  156   Ky.  57,  ISO 
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from  certiorari  in  that  the  normal  function  of  the  latter  remedy  is 
to  review  action  already  completed  at  the  time  of  the  issuance  of  the 
writ,^  while  the  writ  of  prohibition  will  not  lie  where  the  act  com- 
plained of  has  been  fully  performed.*  Certiorari,  moreover,  is  a  con- 
tinuation of  the  original  proceeding,^  while  prohibition  is  separate 
and  distinct  therefrom."  Prohibition  is  distinguished  from  mandamus' 
and  injunction*  elsewhere  in  this  work. 

II.  GENERAL  PRINCIPLES  GOVERNING  ISSUANCE  OF  THE 
WRIT.  —  A.  Nature  and  Purpose  op  Remedy.  —  The  purpose  of  the 
writ  of  prohibition,  whether  the  proceeding  complained  of  be  civil 
or  criminal,"  is  to  keep  inferior  courts  and  tribunals  within  the  limits 
and  bounds  prescribed  for  them  by  law.^"    It  is,  therefore,  the  proper 


S.  W.  733.  Me. — Curtis  v.  Cornish,  109 
Me.  384,  84  Atl.  799.  Mass.— Tehan  v. 
Justices  of  Municipal  Court,  191  Mass. 
92,  77  N".  E.  313.  N.  Y. — Thomson  v. 
Tracy,  60  N.  Y.  31;  People  ex  rel. 
Metz  V.  Dayton,  120  App.  Div.  814, 
105  N.  Y.  Supp.  809;  People  ex  rel. 
Jimeson  v.  Shongo,  83  Miao.  325,  144 
N.  Y.  Supp.  885.  N.  C— State  v. 
Whitaker,  114  N.  C.  818,  19  S.  E. 
376.  Okla.— Hirsh  v.  Twyford,  40  Okla. 
220,  139  Pac.  313.  S.  C— State  ea;  rel. 
Gibbes  v.  Kirkland,  41  S.  C.  29,  19 
S.  E.  215;  State  v.  Commissioners  of 
Eoads,  1  Mill  55,  12  Am.  Dec.  596. 
Va.— Shell  v.  Cousins,  77  Va.  328. 
W.  Va.— Johnston  v.  Hunter,  50  W.  Va. 
52,  40  S.  E.  448;  Fleming  v.  Comrs., 
,  31  W.  Va.  608,  8  S.  E.  267. 

[b]  "A  prohibition  is  a  writ  is- 
suing properly  out  of  the  court  of  the 
King's  Bench,  being  the  king's  prerog- 
ative writ;  .  .  .  directed  to  the  judge 
and  parties  of  a  suit  in  any  inferior 
court,  commanding  them  to  cease  from 
the  prosecution  thereof,  upon  sugges- 
tion that  either  the  cause  originally, 
or  some  collateral  matter  arising  there- 
in, does  not  belong  to  that  jurisdic- 
tion, but  to  the  cognizance  of  some 
other  court."  Blackstone,  3  Com.  Ill, 
quoted  in  State  ex  rel.  Kellogg  v.  Gary, 
33  Wis.  93,  where  the  court  say: 
"Changing  only  the  name  of  the  court 
from  which  the  writ  issues,  these 
words  define  with  exactness  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  remedy  as  known  and 
applied  in  the  law  of  this  country." 

[c]  The  terms  "superior"  and  "in- 
ferior" as  here  used,  refer  to  the  rel- 
ative rank  and  authority  of  the  two 
tribunals  concerned  rather  than  to 
their  intrinsic  quality,  and  a  court  is 
inferior  to  another,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  rule,  when  placed  under 
the  supervisory  or  appellate  control  of 
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the   latter.     State  ex  r^el.    Harvey    v. 
Medler,  19  N.  M.  252,  142  Pac.  376. 

3.  4  Standard  Peoc.  889,  et  seq. 

4.  See  infra,  II,  B. 

5.  4  Standard  Peoc.  887,  et  seq. 

6.  Mayo  v.  James,  12  Gratt.  (53 
Va.)  17. 

7.  See  19  Standard  Peoc.  119. 

8.  12  Standard  Peoc.   1008. 

9.  Mayo  v.  James,  12  Gratt.  (53 
Va.)  17,  where  it  is  said  that  in  either 
case  the  nature,  object  and  incidents 
of  the  remedy  are  the  same. 

10.  TJ.  8.— In  re  Cooper,  143  U.  S. 
472,  12  Sup.  Ct.  453,  36  L.  ed.  232; 
Ex  parte  Gordon,  104  IT.  S.  515,  26 
L.  ed.  814.  Ala. — Epperson  v.  Eice, 
102  Ala.  668,  15  So.  434.  Ark.— Mc- 
Clendon  v.  Wood,  125  Ark.  155,  188 
S.  W.  6;  Jones  i;.  Coffin,  96  Ark.  332, 
131  S.  W.  873;  Eussell  v.  Jacoway,  33 
Ark.  191.  Cal. — Hevren  v.  Eeed,  126 
Cal.  219,  58  Pac.  536;  Patterson  v. 
Police  Judge's  Court,  123  Cal.  453,  56 
Pac.  105.  Colo. — People  ke  rel.  Dou- 
gan  V.  District  Court,  6  Colo.  534.  111. 
People  V.  Circuit  Court,  173  111.  272, 
50  N.  E.  928;  People  v.  Circuit  Court, 
169  111.  201,  48  N.  E.  717.  Me.— Cur- 
tis V.  Cornish,  109  Me.  384,  84  Atl.  799. 
Nev.— Walcott  v.  Wells,  21  Nev.  47,  24 
Pac.  367,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  478,  9  L.  E.  A. 
59.  N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Livingston  v. 
Wyatt,  186  N.  Y.  383,  79  N.  E.  330, 
10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  159.  N.  C— State 
V.  Whitaker,  114  N.  C.  818,  19  S.  E. 
376.  N.  D.— Zinn  v.  District  Court,  17 
N.  D.  128,  114  N,  W.  475.  Ohio.— Kel- 
ley  V.  State  ex  rel.  Gellner,  94  Ohio  St. 
331,  114  N.  E.  255.  Okla.— Hirsh  v. 
Twyford,  40  Okla.  220,  139  Pac.  3l3. 
Va. — Mayo  v.  James,  12  Gratt.  (53 
Va.)  17;  Jackson  v.  Maxwell,  5  Band. 
(26  Va.)  636.  W.  Va.— County  Court 
V.  Boreman,  34  W.  Va.  362,  12  S.  E. 
490;   rieiBing  V.   Comrs.,   31    W.    Va. 
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remedy  in  case  of  an  impending  excess  or  usurpation  of  authority  by 
an  inferior  tribunal.^^     It  is  a  preventive  rather  than  a  corrective 


608,  8  S.  E.  267.  Wis.— State  ex  rel. 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Circuit  Court  for  Eau 
Claire   Co.,   97  Wis.   1,  72   N.    W.  193, 

65  Am.  St.  Rep.  90,  38  L.  E.  A.  554. 
Wyo. — State  ea  rel.  Mau  v.  Ausherman, 
11  Wyo.  410,  72  Pac.  200,  73  Pac. 
548. 

See  also  supra,  I. 

11.  TT.  S.— Ira  re  Cooper,  143  U.  S. 
472,  12  Sup.  Ct.  453,  36  L.  ed.  232; 
Ex  parte  Phenix  Ins.  Co.,  118  IT.  S. 
610,  7  Sup.  Ct.  25,  30  L.  ed.  274; 
Ex  parte  Gordon,  104  V.  8.  515,  26 
L.  ed.  814.  Ala. — Ex  parte  State  ex  rel. 
Martin,  75  So.  327;  Goodwin  v.  Me- 
Connell,  187  Ala.  431,  65  So.  788; 
Ex  parte  State  ex  rel.  Attorney  Gen., 
150  Ala.  489,  43  So.  490,  10  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1129,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  79; 
Ex  parte  Eoundtree,  51  Ala.  42;  Ex 
parte  Peterson,  33  Ala.  74.  Ark. 
jFloyd  V.  Gilbreath,  27  Ark.  675;  Ex 
parte  Williams,  4  Ark.  537,  38  Am. 
Dee.  46.  Cal. — Crittenden  v.  Superior 
Court,  166  Cal.  340,  136  Pac.  287;  Mc- 
Aneny  v.  Superior  Court,  150  Cal.  6, 
87  Pae.  1020;  Anderson  v.  Superior 
Court,  122  Cal.  216,  54  Pac.  829;  Have- 
meyer  v.  Superior  Court,  84  Cal.  327, 
389,  24  Pac.  121,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  192, 
10  L.  R.  A.  627.  Colo. — People  ex  rel. 
Bonfils  V.  District   Court,  29   Colo.   83, 

66  Pae.  1068.  Conn. — Toomey  v.  Con.- 
ley,  72  Conn.  458,  44  Atl.  741;  Sher- 
wood V.  New  England  Knitting  Co.,  68 
Conn.  543,  37  Atl.  388.  Fla.— State 
ex  ret  Burr  v.  Whitney,  «6  Ela.  24,  63 
So.  299;  State  ex  rel.  Tischler  v.  Phil- 
ips, 64  Fla.  105,  59  So.  241;  State  ex 
rel  Reynolds  v.  White,  40  Fla.  297,  24 
So.  160.  Haw. — Sumner  v.  Perry,  11 
Hawaii  372.  Idaho. — Gunderson  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  14  Idaho  478,  94  Pae.  166. 
m.— People  V.  Circuit  Court,  173  111. 
272,  50  N.  E.  928.  la.^-Barry  v.  Black 
Hawk  County  Dist.  Court,  167  Iowa 
306,  149  N.  W.  449.  Ky.— Board  of 
Prison  Comrs.  v.  Crumhaugh,  161  Ky. 
540,  170  S.  W.  1187;  Fitzpatrick  v. 
Young,  160  Ky.  5,  169  S.  W.  530; 
MeCann  v.  Louisville,  23  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
558,  63  S.  W.  446.  Mass. — Tehan  v. 
Justices  of  Municipal  Court,  191  Mass. 
92,  77  N.  E.  313.  Mich.— Hudson  v. 
Judge  of  Superior  Court,  42  Mich.  239, 
3  N.  W.  850,  913.  Minn. — State  ex  rel. 
Jarvis  V.  Craig,  100  Minn.  352,  111 
N.   W.   3;   State  ot    rel.    Jonason    v. 


Crosby,  92  Minn.  176,  99  N.  W.  636. 
Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Warde  v.  MoQuillin, 
262  Mo.  256,  171  S.  W.  72;  State  ex 
rel.  Fenn  v.  McQuillin,  256  Mo.  693, 
165  S.  W.  713;  State  ex  rel.  McNamee 
V.  Stobie,  194  Mo.  14,  92  S.  W.  191; 
State  V.  Calvird,  195  Mo.  App.  354,  191 
S.  W.  1079.  Mont.— State  ex  rel. 
Spalding  ».  Benton,  12  Mont.  66,  29 
Pac.  425.  Nev. — State  ex  rel:  Thatcher 
V.  District  Court,  38  Nev.  323,  149  Pae. 
178;  Walcott  V.  Wells,  21  Nev.  47,  24 
Pac.  367,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  478,  9  L.  R. 
A.  59;  McComb  v.  Fourth  District 
Court,  36  Nev.  417,  136  Pae.  563;  Low 
V.  Crown  Pt.  Min.  Co.,  2  Nev.  75. 
N.  M. — State  ex  ret  Mitchell  v.  Med- 
ler,  17  N.  M.  644,  131  Pac.  976,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915B,  1141;  Lincoln,  etc.  Min. 
Co.  V.  District  Court,  7  N.  M.  486,  38 
Pac.  580.  N.  Y. — People  ex  ret  Liv- 
ingston V.  Wyatt,  186  N.  T.  383,  79 
N.  E.  330,  10  -L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  159; 
People  ex  rel.  Woodbury  v.  Hendrick, 
168  App.  Div.  553,  153  N.  Y.  Supp. 
188;  People  ex  rel.  Jones  v.  Sherman, 
66  App.  Div.  231,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  718, 
afflrm-ed,  171  N.  Y.  684,  64  N.  E.  1124. 
N.  C. — Hollv  Shelter  R.  Co.  v.  Newton, 
133  N.  C.  132,  136,  45  S.  E.  549,  98 
Am.  St.  Rep.  701;  State  v.  Whitaker, 
114  N.  C.  818,  19  S.  E.  376.  N.  D. 
Zinn  V.  District  Court,  17  N.  D.  128, 
114  N.  W.  475.  Okla.— Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Love,  29  Okla.  738, 
119  Pae.  207;  State  ex  rel.  Evans  v. 
Shea,  28  Okla.  821,  115  Pac.  862;  Statd 
ex  rel.  Haskell  «.  Huston,  21  Okla. 
782,  97  Pac.  982.  P.  I. — Blanco  v. 
Ambler,  3  Phil.  Isl.  735;  Yangco  v. 
Rohde,  1  Phil.  Isl.  404.  K.  I.— Taylor 
V.  Bliss,  26  P.  J.  16,  57  Atl.  939.  S.  C. 
State  ex  rel.  Franklin  v.  Raborn,  60  S. 
C.  78,  38  S.  E.  260;  State  v.  Commis- 
sioners of  Roads,  1  Mill  55,  12  Am. 
Deo.  596.  Tex. — State  ex  rel.  Berger- 
on V.  Travis  Co.  Court  (Tex.  Crim.), 
174  S.  W.  365.  Utah.— Board  of  Home 
Missions  v.  Maughan,  35  Utah  516, 
101  Pac.  581,  24  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  874; 
Ducheneau  v.  Ireland,  5  Utah  108,  13 
Pae.  87;  People  v.  Carrington,  5  Utah 
531,  17  Pac.  735;  People  v.  Spiers,  4 
Utah  385,  10  Pac.  609,  11  Pac.  509. 
Vt.— Bullard  v.  Thorp,  66  Vt.  599,  30 
Atl.  36,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  867,  25  L. 
R.  A.  605.  Va.— Grief  v.  Kegley,  115 
Va.  552,  79  8.  E.  1062;  Moss  v.  Bar- 
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remedy/*  which  may  not  be  made  to  supersede  the  ordinary  functions 
of  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error.^'  Accordingly,  the  erroneous  or  irregular 
exercise  of  acknowledged  jurisdiction  presents  no  ground  for  the  is- 
suance of  a  writ  of  prohibition,^*  unless,  it  has  been  said,  the  error 


ham,  94  Va.  12,  26  S.  E.  388;  Com. 
V.  Latham,  85  Va.  632,  8  S.  B.  488. 
Wash. — Federal  Mill  Co.  v.  Chehalis 
County,  86  Wash.  699,  150  Pae.  1168; 
State  ex  rel.  Meyer  v.  Clifford,  78  Wash. 
555,  139  Pac.  650;  State  ex  rel.  Grant 
Bealty  Co.  v.  Superior  Court,  76  Wash. 
376,  136  Pac.  144.  W.  Va.— Powhatan 
Coal  &  C.  Co.  V.  Eitz,  60  W.  Va.  395, 
56  S.  B.  257,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1225; 
McConiha  v.  Guthrie,  21  W.  Va.  134. 
Wis. — State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cir- 
cuit Court  for  Eau  Claire  Co.,  97  Wis. 
1,  72  N.  W.  193,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  90, 
38  L.  E.  A.  554;  State  ex  rel.  Eogers 
V.  Burton,  11  Wis.  50.  Eng. — Toft  v. 
Eayner,  5  M.  G.  &  S.  162,  57  E.  C.  L. 
160. 

[a]  Meaning  of  Phrase  "In  Excess 
of  Jurisdiction.  "^Where  a  court  has 
general  jurisdiction  of  a  cause  hut 
proposes  to  do  some  act  beyond  its 
power  in  connection  with  some  col- 
lateral mattefip  arising  therein,  this  is 
an  excess  of  jurisdiction  which  may 
be  arrested  by  prohibition.  Noll  v. 
Dailey,  72  W.  Va.  520,  79  S.  B.  668, 
47  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1207.  These  words, 
however,  do  not  include  error  either 
of  law  or  fact  committed  in  the  exer- 
cise of  acknowledged  jurisdiction.  State 
ex  rel.  Meyer  v.  Clifford,  78  Wash.  555, 
139  Pac.  650. 

[b]  Where  a  court  has  jurisdiction 
of  a  cause  but  proposes  to  exceed  its 
jurisdiction  as  to  some  collateral  mat- 
ter arising  therein,  it  may,  as  to  this 
proposed  excess  of  jurisdiction,  be  re- 
strained by  prohibition.  Noll  v. 
Dailey,  72  W.  Va.  520,  79  S.  B.  668, 
47  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)  1207. 

12.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Eoundtree,  51 
Ala.  42.  Cal. — Valentine  v.  Police 
Court,  141  Cal.  615,  75  Pac.  336;  Grant 
V.  Superior  Court,  106  Cal.  324,  39  Pac. 
604;  Havemeyer  v.  Superior  Court,  84 
ICal.  327,  389,  24  Pac.  121,  18  Am.  St. 
Eep.  192,  10  L.  E.  A.  627;  Powelson 
V.  Lockwood,  82  Cal.  613,  23  Pac.  143. 
Minn. — State  ex  rel.  Jonason  v.  Cros- 
by, 92  Minn.  176,  99  N.  W.  636.  Mo. 
State  V.  Burckhartt,  87  Mo.  533.  N.  Y. 
Thomson  v.  Tracy,  60  N.  Y.  31.  S.  0. 
State  V.  Staokhouse,  14  S.  C.  417.  Utah. 
Brooks  V.  Warren,  5  Utah  89,  12  Pac. 
659.  ' 

Vol.  XXI 


-3.  Ark. — McClendon  v.  Wood,  125 
Ark.  155,  188  S.  W.  6.  Cal.— Valen- 
tine v.  Police  Court,  141  Cal.  615,  75 
Pac.  336;  Grant  v.  Superior  Court,  106 
Cal.  324,  39  Pac.  604;  Coker  v.  Superior 
Court,  58  Cal.  177;  Hogan  v.  Superior 
Court,  16  Cal.  App.  783,  117  Pac.  947; 
Conlan  v.  Superior  Court,  12  Cal.  App. 
420,  107  Pac.  577,  Colo. — ^People  ex 
rel.  Pratt  v.  Stevens,  .33  Colo.  306,  79 
Pac.  1018;  People  ex  rel.  Adams  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  29  Colo.  1,  66  Pac.  888; 
Tomboy  Gold  Mines  Co.  v.  District 
Court,  23  Colo.  441,  48  Pae.  537.  Fla. 
State  ex  rel.  Floral  City  P.  Co.  v. 
Hoeker,  33  Fla.  283,  14  So.  586.  Haw. 
Colburn  v.  Cornwell,  16  Hawaii  784. 
111. — People  V.  Circuit  Court,  173  111. 
272,  50  N.  B.  928;  People  v.  Circuit 
Court,  169  111.  201,  48  N.  B.  717.  La. 
State  ex  rel.  Louisiana  Tr.  &  Sav.  Bk. 
V.  Board  of  Liquidation,  135  La.  571, 
65  So.  745;  In  re  Powers,  121  La. 
190,  46  So.  206.  Me.— Curtis  v.  Cor- 
nish, 109  Me.  384,  84  Atl.  799.  Mass. 
Fairweather  v.  McKim,  168  Mass.  103, 
46  N.  E.  427.  Minn.— State  ex  rel. 
Jarvis  v.  Craig,  100  Minn.  352,  111 
N.  W.  3;  State  ex  rel.  Jonason  •;;.  Cros- 
by, 92  Minn.  176,  99  N.  W.  636.  Mo. 
State  V.  Duncan,  195  Mo.  App.  541,  193 
S.  W.  950;  State  ex  rel.  Graham  v.  See 
horn,  246  Mo.  541,  151  S.  W.  716; 
State  ex  rel.  McNamee  v.  Stobie,  194 
Mo.  14,  92  S.  W.  191.  N.  M.— State 
ex  rel.  Mitchell  v.  Medler,  17  N.  M. 
644,  131  Pac.  976,  Ann.  Gas.  1915B, 
1141.  N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Livingston 
V.  Wyatt,  186  N.  Y.  383,  79  N.  B. 
330,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  159.  Ohio. 
State  ex'  rel.  Faber  v.  Jones,  95  Ohio 
St.  357,  116  N.  E.  456.  Okla.— State 
ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Huston,  27  Okla. 
606,  113  Pac.  190,  34  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
380.  S.  O.— Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co. 
V.  Dougherty,  39  S.  D.  147,  163  N.  W. 
715.  Va.— Shell  r.  Cousins,  77  Va.  328. 
Wash. — Federal  Mill  Co.  v.  Chehalis 
County,  86  Wash.  699,  150  Pac.  1168. 
W.  Va. — Johnston  v.  Hunter,  50  W. 
Va.  52,  40  S.  E.  448;  County  Court  v. 
Boreman,  34  W.  Va.  362,  12  S:  E.  490; 
McConiha  v.  Guthrie,  21  W.  Va.  134. 

14.  U.  S.—In  re  Cooper,  143  IT.  S. 
472,  12  Sup.  Ct.  453,  36  L.  ed.  232; 
Mx  parte  Pennsylvania,  109  U.  S.  174,' 


PBOHIBITION 


805 


or  irregularity  involves  the  doing  of  something  contrary  to  the  gen- 


3  Sup.  Ct.  84,  27  L.  ed.  894;  Ex  parte 
Gordon,  104  V.  S.  515,  26  L.  ed.  814; 
Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Arnold,  S.  &  Co., 
208  Fed.  406,  125  C.  C.  A.  568.  Ala. 
Epperson  v.  Rice,  102  Ala.  668,  15  So. 
434;  State  v.  Brookg,  51  Ala.  60;  Ex 
parte  Smith,  34  Ala.  455;  Ex  yurit, 
Greene,  29  Ala.  52.  Ark. — Parker  v. 
Frierson,  124  Ark.  238,  187  S,  W.  152; 
Ex  parte  Blackburn,  5  Ark.  21;  Ex 
parte  Williams,  4  Ark.  537,  38  Am.  Dec. 
46.  Cal. — Woodworth  v.  Superior  Court, 
153  Cal.  38,  94  Pac.  ^32;  Eeclamatioii 
Dist.  1).  Superior  Ct.,  151  Cal.  263,  90 
Pac.  545;  Bishop  v.  Superior  Court,  87 
Cal.  226,  25  Pac.  435;  Cassidy  v.  Can- 
non, 18  Cal.  App.  426,  123  Pac.  358, 
359;  Lightner  Min.  Co.  v.  Superior 
Court,  14  Cal.  App.  642,  112  Pac.  909. 
Colo. — Leonard  v.  Bartels,  4  Colo.  95. 
Ga. — Hudson  v.  Preston,  134  Ga.  222, 
67  S.  E.  800.  Haw. — Scott  v.  Stuart, 
22  Hawaii  459.  lU. — People  v.  Circuit 
Court,  173  111.  272,  50  N.  E.  928.  Ky. 
Cohen  'v.  Webb,  175  Ky.  1,  192  S.  W. 
828;  Com.  V.  Weisainger,  143  Ky.  368, 
136  S.  W.  875;  Scott  v.  Tully,  106  Ky. 
69,  49  S.  W.  1063;  Hughes' «;.  Holbrook, 
32  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1210,  108  S.  W.  225. 
La. — State  v.  District  Court,  34  La. 
Ann.  611.  Me. — Curtis  v.  Cornish,  109 
Me.  384,  84  Atl.  799.  Mass.— Hyde 
Park  V.  Wiggin,  157  Mass.  94,  31  N.  E. 
693.  Minn. — State  ^x  rel.  Jarvis  v. 
Craig,  100  Minn.  352,  111  N.  W.  3; 
State  ex  rel.  Jonason  v.  Crosby,  92 
Minn.  176,  99  N.  W.  636.  Miss.— Clay- 
ton V.  Heidelberg,  9  Smed.  &  M.  623. 
Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Graham  v.  Seehorn, 
246  Mo.  541,  151  S.  W.  716;  State  ex 
rel.  McNamee  v.  Stobie,  194  Mo.  14, 
92  S.  W.  191;  State  ex  rel.  Abel  v. 
Gates,  190  Mo.  540,  89  S.  W.  881,  2 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  162;  State  ex  rel. 
Brady  v.  Evans,  184  Mo.  632,  83  S.  W. 
447.  Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Cornue  v. 
Lindsay,  24  Mont.  352,  61  Pac.  883. 
Nov.- Walcott  V.  Wells,  21  Nev.  47, 
24  Pac.  367,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  478,  9 
L.  E.  A.  59;  Low  v.  Crown  Pt.  Min. 
Co.,  2  Nev.  75.  N.  M. — State  ex  rel 
Mitchell  V.  Medler,  17  N.  M.  644,  131 
Pac.  976,  Ann.  Caa.  1915B,  1141; 
Tapia  v.  Martinez,  4  N.  M.  165;  16 
Pac.  272.  N*.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Mayor 
V.  Nichols,  79  N.  Y.  582,  58  How.  Pr. 
200;  Thomson  v.  Tracy, '  60  N.  Y.  31; 
People  ex  rel.  Gould  v.  Commrs.  of  Ex- 
cise, 61   How.   Pr.  514;   People  ex  rel. 


Woodbury  v.  Hendrick,  168  App.  Div. 
553,  153  N.  Y.  Supp.  188;  People  ex 
rel.  Jones  v.  Sherman,  66  App.  Div. 
231,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  718,  affirmed,  171 
N.  Y.  684,  64  N.  E.  1124.  N.  D.— Zinn 
V.  District  Court,  17  N.  D.  128,  114 
N.  W.  475.  Ohio. — Kelley  v.  State  ex 
rel.  Gellner,  94  Ohio  St.  331,  114  N.  E. 
255.  Okla. — Spradling  v.  Hudson,  45 
Okla.  767,  146  Pac.  588;  Pioneer  Tel. 
&  Tel.  Co.  V.  Bartlesville,  27  Okla.  214, 
111  Pac.  207;  State  ex  rel.  Smith  v. 
Brown,  24  Okla.  433,  103  Pac.  762. 
R.  I. — Haworth  v.  Sherman,  37  E.  I. 
249,  92  Atl.  209.  S.  C— State  ex  rel. 
Franklin  v.  Eaborn,  60  S.  C.  78,  38 
S.  E.  260;  State  ex  rel.  Eichland  Co. 
V.  Columbia,  17  S.  C.  80.  S.  D.— Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Dougherty,  39 
S.  D.  147,  163  N.  W.  715.  Utah.— Board 
of  Home  Missions  v.  Maughan,  35  Utah 
516,  101  Pac.  581,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
874;  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  Third  Dist. 
Court,  27  Utah  336,  75  Pac.  739.  Vt. 
Wilkins  v.  Stiles,  75  Vt.  42,  52  Atl. 
1048,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  804.  Va.— Grief 
V.  Kegley,  115  Va.  552,  79  S.  B.  1062; 
Moss  V.  Barham,  94  Va.  12,  26  S.  E. 
388.  Wash.— Federal  Mill  Co.  v.  Che- 
halis  County,  86  Wash.  699,  150  Pac. 
1168;  State  ex  rel.  Prentice  v.  Superior 
Court,  86  Wash.  90,  149  Pac.  321; 
State  ex  rel.  Meyer  v.  Clifford,  78 
Wash.  555,  139  Pac.  650;  State  ex  rel. 
Grant  Eealty  Co.  ■;;.  Superior  Court,  76 
Wash.  376,  136  Pac.  144;  State  ex  rel. 
Griffith  V.  Superior  Court,  71  Wash. 
386,  128  Pac.  644.  W.  Va.— Chesapeake 
&  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Eogers,  75  W.  Va.  556, 
84  S.  E.  248;  King  v.  Doolittle,  51 
W.  Va.  91,  41  S.  E.  145;  Ward  v. 
Evans,  49  W.  Va.  184,  38  S.  E.  524; 
County  Court  v.  Boreman,  34  W.  Va. 
362,  12  S.  E.  490;  MoConiha  v.  Guth- 
rie, 21  W.  Va.  134;  Buskirk  v.  Circuit 
Court,  7  W.  Va.  91.  Wyo.— State  ex 
rel.  Mau  v.  Ausherman,  11  Wyo.  410, 
72  Pac.  200,  73  Pac.  548;  Dobson  v. 
Westheimer,   5   Wyo.   34,   36   Pac.   626. 

[a]  Insufficiency  of  pleadings  or 
proof  in  the  trial  court  will  not  jus- 
tify resort  to  prohibition.  Kelley  v. 
State  ex  rel.  Gellner,  94  Ohio  St.  331, 
114  N.  E.  255. 

[b]  Power  to  issue  prohibition  for 
purpose  of  exercising  "supervisory  con- 
trol" cannot  be  construed  to  embrace 
power  to  correct  mere  errors  of  law 
in   this  proceeding.     "It   must,   there- 
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eral  law  of  the  land,^^  or  violates  some  fundamental  principle  of 
justice.^®  "Where  jurisdiction  depends  upon  contested  facts  which  the 
inferior  tribunal  is  competent  to  determine,  prohibition  will  not  be 
granted,  even  though  the  court  errs  in  its  determination.^'  Like  other 
extraordinary  remedies,^*  prohibition  is  to  be  resorted  to  only  in  eases 
of  extreme  necessity, ^^  and  never  in  a  case  which  presents  a  mere 
abstract  or  hypothetical  question,^"  nor  where  the  excess  of  juris- 
diction complained  of  cannot  result  in  injury  to  the  relator.^^  Nor 
will  the  writ  issue  where  the  relator  has  another  adequate  remedy^^  in 


fore,  be  regarded  as  a,  power  to  do 
just  what  the  word  'control'  implies — 
that  ,  ia,  to  keep  all  other  courts  in 
the  state  within  the  limits  assigned  to 
them,  so  that  no  one  of  them  may 
be  allowed  to  overstep  the  jurisdiction 
committed  to  it."  State  •ex  rel.  Rich- 
land Co.  V.  Columbia,  17  S.   C.  80. 

15.  People  ex  rel.  Mayor  ■».  Nichols, 
79  N.  Y.  582,  58  How.  Pr.  200;  State 
ex  rel.  Mau  v.  Ausherman,  11  Wyo. 
410,  72  Pac.  200,  73  Pac.  548. 

16.  People  ex  rel.  Mayor  v.  Nichols, 
79  N.  Y.  582,  58  How.  Pr.  200. 

17.  La. — In  re  MeClaskey,  136  La. 
739,  67  So.  813.  Mo.— State  v.  Duncan, 
195  Mo.  App.  541,  193  S.  W.  950;  State 
V.  Calvird,  195  Mo.  App.  354,  191  S.  W. 
1079.  S.  D.— Chicago  &  N.  W.  B.  Co. 
V.  Dougherty,  39  S.  D.  147,  163  N.  W. 
715.  Wash. — State  -ex  rel.  Neal  v. 
Kauffman,  86  Wash.  172,  149  Pac.  656; 
State  ex  rel.  Lewis  v.  Hogg,  22  Wash. 
646,  62  Pac.  143. 

[a]  The  reason  for  this  rule  is  that 
such  a  case  presents  "not  usurpation, 
but  error,  to  correct  which  the  person 
aggrieved  must  seek  a  remedy  other 
than  by  prohibition."  State  v.  Dun- 
can, 195  Mo.  App.  541,  193  S.  W.  950. 
To  same  eflEect,  State  v.  Calvird,  195 
Mo.  App.  354,  191  S.  W.  1079. 

18.  Weaver  v.  Leatherman,  66  Ark. 
211,  49  S.  W.  977;  Port  Huron  Sav. 
Bank  v.  St.  Clair  Circuit  Judge,  147 
Mich.  551,  111  N.  W.  202,  where  the 
court  says,  "This  rule  as  to  granting 
or  denying  these  writs  is  the  same  as 
in  mandamus  cases," 

19.  Ala. — Goodwin  v.  McConnell, 
187  Ala.  431,  65  So.  788;  Ex  parte 
Greene,  29  Ala.  52.  Colo. — People  ex 
rel.  Adams  v.  District  Court,  29  Colo. 
1,  66  Pac.  888;  Leonard  v.  Bartels,  4 
Colo.  95.  Conn. — Sherwood  v.  New 
England  Knitting  Co.,  68  Conn.  543, 
37  Atl.  388.  ni.— People  v.  Circuit 
Court,  169  111.  201,  48  N.  E.  717.  La. 
State  63!  reJ.  Trowbridge  v.  Mftyer,  52 

Vol.  XXI 


La.  Ann.  255,  26  So.  823;  State  v. 
Falls,  32  La.  Ann.  553.  Me. — Curtis 
V.  Cornish,  109  Me.  384,  84  Atl.  799; 
Norton  v.  Emery,  108  Me.  472,  81  Atl. 
671.  Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Boston,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Second  Judicial  District  Court, 
22  Mont.  220,  56  Pac.  219.  Nev. 
State  ex  rel.  Thatcher  v.  District  Court, 
38  Nev.  323,  149  Pac.  1?8;  Walcott 
V.  Wells,  21"  "Nev.  47,  24  Pac.  367,  37 
Am.  St.  Eep.  478,  9  L.  E.  A.  59.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  rel.  Livingston  v.  Wyatt,  186 
N.  Y.  383,  79  N.  E.  330,  10  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  159;  People  ex  rel.  Hummel 
V.  Trial  Term  Court,  184  N.  Y.  30,  76 
N.  E.  732;  People  ex  rel.  Ballin  v. 
Smith,  184  N.  Y.  96,  76  N.  E.  925; 
People  ex  rel.  Adams  v.  Westbrook,  89 
N.  Y.  152.  N.  C— Holly  Shelter  E. 
Co.  V.  Newton,  133  N.  C.  132,  136,  4.S 
S.  E.  549,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  701;  State 
V.  Whitaker,  114  N.  C.  818,  19  S.  E. 
376.  N.  D.— Zinn  v.  District  Court,  17 
N.  D.  128,  114  N.  W.  475.  W.  Va. 
Johnston  v.  Hunter,  50  W.  Va.  52,  40 
S.  E.  .448;  County  Court  v.  Boreman, 
34  W.  Va.  362,  12  S.  E.  490.  Wis. 
In  re  Schumaker,  90  Wis.  488,  63  N.  W. 
1050. 

20.  People  v.  District  Court,  7  Colo. 
462,  4  Pae.  745;  Brown  v.  West,  28 
Okla.   648,  115  Pae.  796. 

21.  Gibson  v.  Superior  Court,  139 
Cal.  4,  72  Pac.  348;  Toomey  v.  Comley, 
72  Conn.  458,  44  Atl.  741,  under  §1299. 
Gen.  St.  >  »        > 

22.  TT.  S. — Ex  parte  Oklahoma,  220 
U.  S.  191,  31  Sup.  Ct.  426,  55  L.  ed. 
431.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Atlantic  Coast 
'Line  E.  Co.,  73  So.  418;  Goodwin  v. 
McConnell,  187  Ala.  431,  65  So.  788; 
Ex  parte  Montgomery  L.  &  T.  Co.,  187 
Ala.  376,  65  So.  403;  Ex  parte  Greene, 
29  Ala.  52.  Ark.— McClendon  v.  Wood, 
125  Ark.  155,  188  S.  W.  6;  Jones  v. 
Coffin,  96  Ark.  332,  131  S.  W.  873; 
Finley  v.  Moose,  74  Ark.  217,  85  S.  W. 
238,  109  Am.  St.  Eep.  79;  Weaver  v. 
Leatherman,   66  Ark.   211,  49    S,    W. 
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977;  Russell  v.  Jacoway,  33  Ark.  '191. 
Cal. — San  Bruno  «.  Superior  Court,  171 
Cal.  272,  152  Pae.  731;  Simpson  v. 
Police  Court,  160  Cal.  530,  117  Pae. 
553;  McAneny  v.  Superior  Court,  150 
Cal.  6,  87  Pao.  1020;  Valentine  v. 
Police  Court,  141  Gal.  615,  75  Pae. 
336;  White  v.  Superior  Court,  110  Cal. 
54,  42  Pae.  471;  Murphy  v.  Superior 
Court,  84  Cal.  592,  24  Pao.  310;  Have- 
meyer  v.  Superior  Court,  84  Cal.  327, 
389,  24  Pae.  121,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  192, 
10  L.  E.  A.  627;  Lange  v.  Superior 
Court,  11  Cal.  App.  1,  103  Pae.  908; 
Holt  V.  James,  10  Cal.'  App.  360,  101 
Pae.  1065.  Colo. — Peopl«  ea;  rel.  Ben- 
bow  V.  District  Court,  37  Colo.  440,  86 
Pae.  322:  People  ex  rel.  Pratt  v.  Stev- 
ens, 33  Colo.  306,  79  Pae.  1018;'  People 
ex  rel.  Adams  v.  District  Court,  29 
Colo.  1,  66  Pae.  888;  People  ex  rel. 
Bonfils  C.  District  Court,  29  Colo.  83, 
66  Pae.  1068;  Leonard  v.  Bartels,  4 
Colo.  95.  Conn. — Toomey  v.  Comley, 
72  Conn.  458,  44  Atl.  741;  Sherwood 
V.  New  England  Knitting  Co.,  68  Conn. 
543,  37  Atl.  388.  Ga. — Cunningham  v. 
Eachaels,  146  Ga.  682,  92  S.  E.  208; 
Heaton  v.  Hooper,  134  Ga.  577,  68 
S.  E.  297.  Ha-w.— Union  Feed  Co.  v. 
Kaaihue,  21  Hawaii  345i;  Harh  Hak 
Sae  V.  Lindsay,  18  Hawaii  666.  Idaho. 
Olden  V.  Paxton,  27  Idaho  597,  150 
Pae.  40.  111. — People  v.  Circuit  Court, 
169  III.  201,  48  N.  E.  717.  Ind.— Jas- 
per County  V.  Spitler,  13  Ind.  235. 
Kan. — Mason  v.  Grubel,  64  Kan;  835, 
68  Bac.  660.  Ky. — Morgan  v.  Clem- 
ents, 153  Ky.  33,  154  S.  W.  370;  Pish 
V.  Benton,  138  Ky.  644,  128  S.  W.  1067; 
Dupoyater  v.  Clarke,  121  Ky.  694,  90 
S.  W.  1.  La. — State  ex  rel.  LouiBiana 
Tr.  &  Sav.  Bk.  v.  Board  of  Liquidation, 
135  La.  571,  65  So.-  745.  Me.— Curtis 
V.  Cornish,  109  Me.  384,  84  Atl.  799. 
Mass.- — Kilty  v.  Eailroad  Commrs.,  184 
Mass.  310,  68  N.  B.  236;  Jaquith  v. 
Fuller,  167  Mass.  123,  45  N.  E.  54. 
Mich. — Triangle  Land  Co.  v.  Auditor 
General,  172  Mich.  289,  137  N.  W.  683; 
Port  Huron  Sav.  Bank  v.  St.  Clair 
Circuit  Judge,  147  Mich.  551,  111  N. 
W.  202.  Mo. — State  .ex  rel.  Warde  v. 
McQuillin,  262  Mo.  256,  171  S.  W.  72; 
State  ex  rel.  McNamee  v.  Stobie,  194 
Mo.  14,  92  S.  W.  191.  Mont.— State 
ex  rel.  Myersick  v.  District  Court,  53 
Mont.  450,  164  Pae.  546;  State  ex  rel. 
Spalding  v.  Benton,  12  Mont.  66,  29 
Pae.  425.  Nev. — State  ex  rel.  Thatcher 
V.  District  Court,  38  Nev.  323,  149 
Pao,   178;   Walcott'  v.   Wells,   21   Nev. 


47,  24  Pae.  367,  37  Am.  St.  Bep.  478, 
9  L.  E.  A.  59;  Low  v.  Crown  Pt.  Min. 
Co.,  2  Nev.  75.  N.  M. — Tapia  v.  Mar- 
tinez, 4  N.  M.  165,  16  Pae.  272.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  rel.  Livingston  v.  "Wyatt,  186 
N.  Y.  383,  79  N.  E.  330,  10  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  159;  People  ex  rel.  Hummel  v. 
Trial  Term  Court,  184  N.  T.  30,  76 
N.  E.  732;  People  ex  rel.  Adams  v. 
Westbrook,  89  N.  Y.  152;  People  ex 
rel.  Smith  v.  Eussell,  29  How.  Pr.  176, 
19  Abb.  Pr.  136.  N.  C— Holly  Shelter 
E.  Co.  V.  Newton,  133  N.  C.  132,  136, 

45  S.  E.  549,  98  Am.,  St.  Eep.  701; 
State  V.  Whitaker,  114  N.  0.  818,  19 
S.  E.  376.  N.  D.— Seizor  v.  Bagley,  19 
N.  D.  697,  124  N.  W.  426.  Okla.— State 
V.   District   Court   of   Marshall   County, 

46  Okla.  654,  149  Pae.  240;  State  ex 
rel.  Baumle  v.  District  Court,  145  Paoj 
563;  Pendley  v.  Allen,  45  Okla.  510, 
145  Pae.  1157;  State  ex  ret  Mays  v. 
Breckenridge,  43  Okla.  711,  142  Pao. 
407;  Herndon  v.  Hammond,  28  Okla. 
616,  115  Pae.  775;  Morrison  v.  Brown, 
26  Okla.  201,  109  Pae.  237.  P.  I. 
Yangco  v.  Eohde,  1  Piil.  Isl.  404.  S.  D. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Dougherty, 
39  S.  D.  147,  163  N,  W.  715.  Utah. 
State  ex  rel.  Eobinson  v.  Durand,  36 
Utah  93,  104  Pae.  760;  Board  of  Home 
Missions  V.  Maughan,  35  Utah  516,  101 
Pae.  581,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  874; 
Ducheneau  v.  Ireland,  5  Utah  108,  13 
Pae.  87.  Wash. — State  ex  rel.  Eobert- 
son  V.  Superior  Ct.  of  Spokane  Co.,  95 
Wash.  447,  164  Pae.  63;  State  ex  rel. 
Meyer  v.  Clifford,  78  Wash.  555,  139 
Pae.  650;  State  ex  rel.  Stetson  &  Post 
Mill  Co.  V.  Superior  Court,  32  Wash. 
498,  73  Pae.  479.  Wis.— State  ex  rel. 
Tewalt  V.  Pollard,  112  Wis.  232,  87 
N.  W.  1107;  State  ex  rel.Atty.  Gen. 
V.  Circuit  Court  for  Eau  Claire  Co.,  97 
Wis.  1,  72  N.  W.  193,  65  Am.  St.  Eep. 
90,  38  L.  E.  A.  554;  In  re  Schumaker, 
90  Wis.  488,  63  N.  W.  1050;  State  ex 
rel.  Kellog  v.  Gary,  33  Wis.  93;  State 
•ex  rel.  Eogers  v.  Burton,  11  Wis.  50. 
Wyo. — State  ex  rel.  Mau  v.  Ausherman, 
11  Wyo.  410,  72  Pae.  200,  73  Pae.  548. 

[a]  In  West  Virginia  statutes  have 
changed  this  rule  and  it  was  decided 
in  Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Pinnacle 
Coal  Co.,  44  W.  Va.  574,  30  S.  E.  196, 
41  L.  E.'  A.  414,  that  under  section 
1,  c.  110,  series  sec.  4518,  Code  1913 
(this  section  enacted  in  1882),  which 
makes  prohibition  a  writ  of  right,  that 
the  presence  or  absence  of  other 
remedies  is  immaterial  in  cases  coming 
within  the   section.     But   see    County 
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the  ordinary  course  of  the  law,  or  in  equity.^'  Remedies  which  are 
inadequate,  however,  present  no  impediment  to  the  issuance  of  the 
writ  of  prohibition  ;^*  indeed,  it  has  been  said  that  the  writ  may  issue, 
irrespective  of  the  question  of  jurisdiction  of  the  inferior  court,  where 


Court  V.  Boreman,  34  W.  Va.  362,  12 
S.  E.  490. 

[b]  "But  the  fact  that  there  Is  no 
api>eal  is  never,  alone,  sufficient  to 
authorize  the  issuance  of  the  writ,  ex- 
cept in  cases  where  there  is  no  other 
adequate  remedy."  State  ex  rel.  Lewis 
V.  Hogg,  22  Wash.  646,  62  Pae.  143. 

23.  Ind. — BlufEton  v.  Silver,  63  Ind. 
262.  Me. — Curtis  v.  Cornish,  109  Me. 
384,  84  Atl.  799.  Mass. — Kilty  v.  Eail- 
road  Commrs.,  184  Mass.  310,  68  N.  E. 
236;  Jaquith  v.  Fuller,  167  Mass.  123, 
45  N.  E.  54.  N.  Y. — People  ex  rel. 
Livingston  v.  Wyatt,  186  N.  Y.  383, 
79  N.  B.  330,  10  L.  R.  A.  (N.  8.) 
159;  People  ex  rel.  Hummel  v.  Trial 
Term  Court,  184  N.  Y.  30,  '76  N.  B. 
732.  Wis.— /w  re  ScTiumaker,  90  Wis. 
488,  63  N.  W.  1050. 

[a]  Compare  City  of  Gretna  v. 
Bailey,  140  La.  363,  72  So.  996  (where, 
in  speaking  of  prohibition  and  certio- 
rari, the  court  say:  "As  a  general  rule 
these  writs  do  not  issue  in  appealable 
cases.  An  exception  to  that  rule  is 
recognized,  however,  in  cases  where 
the  trial  court  is  without  jurisdic- 
tion."); and  State  ex  rel.  Wood  v. 
Superior  Court,  76  Wash.  27,  135  Pac. 
494,  where  the  court  would  not  con- 
sider the  contention  that  an  appeal 
provided  a  remedy  for  the  wrong  com- 
plained of,  saying  that  when  "the 
court  is  proceeding  with  a  case  with- 
out first  having  acquired  jurisdiction, 
it  presents  a  proper  case  for  the  in- 
vocation of  the  writ  of  prohibition." 

[b]  Ordinary  remedies  lost  through 
laches  of  relator  nevertheless  bar  the 
issuance  of  prohibition.  People  ex  rel. 
Smith  V.  District  Court,  21  Colo.  251, 
40  Pae.  460. 

24.  Cai.  —  Anderson  v.  Superior 
Court,  122  Cal.  216,  54  Pac.  829;  Have- 
meyer  v.  Superior  Court,  84  Cal.  327, 
24  Pac.  121,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  192,  10 
L.  R.  A.  627;  North  Bloomfleld  Gravel 
Min.  Co.  V.  Keyser,  58  Cal.  315.  Colo. 
Tomboy  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  District 
Court,  23  Colo.  441,  48  Pac.  537.  Haw. 
Oyama  v.  Stuart,  22  Hawaii  693;  Union 


Feed  Co.  v.  Kaaihue,  21  Hawaii  345. 
Idaho. — Cronan  v.  District  Court,  15 
Idaho  184,  96  Pac.  768.  Me.— Curtis 
V.  Cornish,  109  Me.  384,  84  Atl.  799. 
Mass. — Connecticut  River  R.  Co.  v. 
Franklin,  127  Mass.  50,  34  Am.  Rep. 
338.  Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Marshall  v. 
District  Court,  50  Mont.  289,  146  I'ac. 
743,  Ann.  Caa.  1917B,  1270.  N.  M. 
Jackman  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey. 
Co.,  22  N.  M.  422,  163  Pac.  1084.  N.  D. 
State  ex  rel.  Dorgan  v.  Fisk,  15  N.  D. 
219,  107  N.  W.  191.  Okla.— Atchison, 
T.  &  8.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Love,  29  Okla. 
738,  119  Pac.  207.  P.  I.— Yangeo  v. 
Rohde,  1  Phil.  Isl.  404.  Utah.— People 
V.  Carrington,  5  Utah  531,  17  Pac.  735. 
Wash. — State  ex  rel.  Rochford  v.  Supe- 
rior Court,  4  Wash.  30,  29  Pac.  7'64. 
W.  Va.— Swinburn  v.  Smith,  15  W.  Va. 
483.  Wis.— State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v. 
Circuit  Court  for  Eau  Claire  Co.,  97 
Wis.  1,  72  N.  W.  193,  65  Am.  St.  Rep. 
90,  38  L.  R.  A.  554.  Wyo.— Keefe  v. 
District  Court,  16  Wyo.  381,  94  Pac. 
459. 

[a]  The  test  of  the  adequacy  of  a 
remedy  is  not  to  be  made  with  refer- 
ence to  the  convenience  or  inconven- 
ience of  the  parties  to  a  particular 
case.  Olden  v.  Paxton,  27  Idaho  597, 
150  Pac.  40. 

[b]  In  Criminal  Cases.— (1)  In  some 
jurisdictions  remedies  by  appeal,  habeas 
corpus  and  certiorari  are  considered  in- 
adequate where  imprisonment  threat- 
ens. Herndon  v.  Hammond,  28  Okla. 
616,  115  Pac.  775.  (2)  Compare  obiter 
in  Cassidy  v.  Cannon,  18  Cal.  App.  426, 
123  Pac.  358,  359,  where,  in  such  a 
case,  the  court  said  that  the  petitioner 
has  "ample  relief  through  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  in  the  event  the  jus- 
tice should  find  him  guilty,"  and  in 
Keith  V.  Recorder's  Court,  9  Cal.  App. 
380,  language  to  the  same  effect. 

[c]  That  more  time  must  be  con- 
sumed in  the  pursuit  of  another  remedy 
than  prohibition  does  not,  in  itself, 
make  such  other  remedy  inadequate. 
Agaasiz  v.  Superior  Court,  90  Cai.  101, 
27  Pac.  49;  Lightner  Min.  Co.  v. 
Superior  Court,  14  Cal.  App.  642,  112 
Pac.  909.  ' 
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there  is  an  entire  absence  or  inadequacy  of  any  other  remedy.^^  Other 
courts  have  said  that  the  inadequacy  of,  or  delay  in,  other  remedies, 
fills  but  a  subsidiary  office  in  guiding  the  court's  discretion  as  to  the 
issuance  of  this  writ.^°  Inconvenience  and  expense  involved  in  a  hear- 
ing before  the  inferior  court  is  not  a  suffi;cient  ground  for  granting 
the  writ.^^ 

B.  Acts  and  Proceedings  Subject  to  "Writ.  —  "Without  regard  to 
the  intrinsic  character  of  the  act  or  proceeding  involved,  it  is  a  gen- 
eral rule  that  prohibition  only  operates  to  restrain  a  pending  action 
or  proceeding;^*  that  it  will  not  issue  to  prevent  the  institution  of 
an  action,^^  nor  in  a  case  where  the  act  complained  of  has  already 
been  performed.^"  But  where  the  proceedings  have  not  been  entirely 
disposed  of,  i.  e.,  where  anything  remains  to  be  done  by  the  court 
or  the  parties,  prohibition  will  lie.'^    When  considering  the  inherent 


25.  Board  of  Prison  Comrs.  v.  Crum- 
baugh,  161  Ky.  540,  170  8.  W.  1187; 
Cullins  V.  WilliamB,  156  Ky.  57,  160 
S.  W.  733;  Rush  v.  Denhardt,  138  Ky. 
238,  127  S.  W.  785,  Ann.  Cas.  1912A, 
1199;  Jenkins  v.  Berry,  119  Ky.  350, 
83  S.  W.  594.  But  see  Powhatan  Coal 
&  0.  Co.  V.  Eitz,  60  W.  Va.  395,  56 
S.  E.  257,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1225. 
Compare  4  Standard  Peoc.  894,  899. 

26.  State  .ea;  rel.  Beruero  v.  MeQuil- 
,lin,  246  Mo.  517,  152   S.  W.   347. 

Exercise  of  discretion,  see  infra,  III. 

27.  Oal. — ^Lindley  v.  Superior  Court, 
141  Cal.  220,  74  Pac.  765.  Okla.— State 
V.  District  Court  o£  Marshall  County, 
46  Okla.  654,  149  Pac.  240.  Idaho. 
Olden  V.  Paxton,  27  Idaho  597,  150 
Pac.  40.  Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Bernero 
V.  McQuillin,  246  Mo.  517,  152  S.  W. 
347.  S.  D.— Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co. 
V.  Dougherty,  39  S.  D.  147,  163  N.  W. 
715.  Wash.— Federal  Mill  Co.  v.  Che- 
halis  County,  86  Wash.  699,  150  Pac. 
1168. 

28.  Ga. — Mealing  v.  Augusta,  Dud. 
221.  La. — ^Foster  v.  Mayor  and  City 
Council,  136  La.  1087,  68  So.  134. 
W.  Va.— Darnell  v.  Vandine,  64  W.  Va. 
53,  60  S.  E.  996;  Haldeman  v.  Davis, 
28  W.  Va.  324. 

29.  Darnell  v.  Vandine,  64  W.  Va. 
53,  60  S.  E.  996;  Haldeman  v.  Davis, 
28  W.  Va.  324. 

30.  V.  S.—Ex  parte  Joins,  191  U.  S. 
93,  24  Sup.  Ct.  27,  48  L.  ed.  110;  Ex 
parte  Gordon,  104  U.  S,  515,  26  L. 
ed.  814;  United  States  v.  Hoffman,  4 
Wall.  158,  18  L.  ed.  354.  Ariz.— San- 
ford  V.  District  Court,  8  Ariz.  256,  71 
Pac.  906.  Cal. — Kato  v.  Busick,  174 
Cal.  118,  162  Pac.  108;  Chinette  v. 
Conklin,  105   Cal.   465,   38   Pac.   1107; 


Coker  v.  Superior  Court,  58  Cal.  177; 
Kaye  v.  Superior  Court  of  Kern  Co., 
33  Cal.  App.  269,  164  Pac.  912.  Ga. 
Pope  V.  Colbert,  95  Ga.  791,  22  8.  E. 
703.  Idaho. — Bellevue  Water  Co.  v. 
Stockslager,  4  Idaho  636,  43  Pac.  568. 
Ind.— Bluffton  v.  Silver,  63  Ind.  262. 
La. — In  re  Fain,  140  La.  39,  72  So. 
801;  Colonial  Homes  R.  &  I.  Co.  v. 
Sample,  136  La.  195,  66  So.  788.  Minn. 
Dayton  v.  Paine,  13  Minn.  493.  Mo. 
State  ea;  rel.  Haughey  v.  Eyan,  180  Mo. 
32,  79  S.  W;  429;  Klingelhoefer  u. 
Smith,  171  Mo.  455,  71  S.  W.  1008. 
N.  M.— 7m.  re  Eoe  Chung,  9  N.  M.  130, 
49  Pac.  952.  N".  Y. — People  ea;  r-el. 
Gould  V.  Excise  Commrs.,  61  How.  Pr. 
514.  S.  0. — State  v.  Stackhouse,  14 
S.  C.  417.  Utah. — Martineau  v.  Crabbe, 
46  Utah  327,  150  Pac.  301;  Brooks  v. 
Warren,  5  Utah  89,  12  Pac.  659.  W.  Va. 
Williamson  v.  Mingo  County  Court,  56 
W.  Va.  38,  48  S.  E.  835;  Town  of 
Hawk  'a  Nest  v.  County  Court,  55  W. 
Va.  689,  48  S.  E.  205.  Wyo.— State 
ex  rel.  Mau  v.  Ausherman,  11  Wyo.  410, 
72  Pac.  200,  73  Pac.  548.  Eng.— Den- 
ton V.  Marshall,  1  H.  &  C.  654,  9  Jur. 
K  S.  337,  32  L.  J.  Exoh.  89,  7  L.  T. 
N.  S.  689,  11  Wkly.  Eep.  268. 

31.  Cal. — Cosby  v.  Superior  Court, 
no  Cal.  45,  42  Pac.  460;  Havemeyer 
V.  Superior  Court,  84  Cal.  327,  394,  24 
Pac.  121,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  192,  10  L. 
E.  A.  627.  Colo. — People  ea;  reZ.  Dan- 
iels V.  District  Court,  33  Colo.  293,  80 
Pac.  908.  La. — State  v.  Lee,  106  La. 
400,  31  So.  14.  Mo.— State  ex  rel. 
Ellis  V.  Elkin,  130  Mo.  90,  30  S.  W. 
333,  31  S.  W.  1037;  State  ex  vel.  Eogers 
V.  Rombauer,  105  Mo.  103,  16  S.  W. 
695.  W.  Va. — ^Injgersoll  v.  Buchanan.  1 
W.  Va.  181. 
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nature  of  the  act  itself,  the  general  rule  is  that  prohibition  will  only 
go  to  restrain  judieial,^^  or,  at  most,  quasi-judiciaP^  action.  It  will 
not  lie  where  the  acts  or  proceedings  complained  of  are  ministerial  or 
executive.^*    In  practice,  however,  the  writ  has  gone  somewhat  further 


As    to    the    extent    of    the    relief 

awarded  in  such  a  case,  see  infra,  V, 
iN. 

32.  Ala. — E-x  parte  Montgomery  L. 
&  T.  Co.,  187  Ala.  376,  65  So.  403; 
Ex  parte  State,  89  Ala.  177,  8  So.  74; 
Atkins  V.  Siddons,  66  Ala.  453.  Cal. 
McAneny  v.  Superior  Court,  150  Cal.  6, 
87  Pac.  1020;  Hevren  v.  Eeed,  126  Cal. 
219,  58  Pac.  536;  Hobart  v.  Tillson, 
66  Cal.  210,  5  Pac.  83;  McKamy  v. 
Sd.  of  Trustees  of  Bakersfield,  26  Cal. 
App.  315,  146  Pac.  910.  111.— People 
V.  Circuit  Court,  169  111.  201,  48  N.  B. 
717.  Mo. — State  ex  rel.  McAnally  v. 
Goodier,  195  Mo.  551,  93  S.  W.  928. 
Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Myersiek  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  53  Mont.  450,  164  Pac. 
546.  Nev. — ^Low  v.  Crown  Pt.  Min. 
Co.,  2  Nev.  75.  Wash.— Federal  Mill 
Co.  V.  Chehalis  Co.,  86  Wash.  699,  150 
Pac.  1168;  State  ex  rel.  Pelton  v.  Boss, 
39  Wash.  399,  81  Pac.  865.  W.  Va. 
Baker  v.  O'Brien,  78  W.  Va.  692,  90 
S.  B.  541;  Kump  «•  McDonald,  64  W. 
Va.  323,  61  S.  B.  909;  Virginia  Poca- 
hontas Coal  Co.  ».  County  Court,  58 
W.  Va.  86,  51  S.  E.  1;  McWhorter  v. 
Dorr,  57  W.  Va.  608,  50  S.  E.  838,  110 
Am.  St.  Eep.  815.  Wis.— State  -ex  rO,. 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Circuit  Court  for  Eau 
Claire  Co.,  97  Wis.  1,  72  N.  W.  193, 
65  Am.  St.  Eep.  90,  38  L.  E.  A.  554; 
State  ex  rel.  Kellog  v.  Gary,  33  Wis. 
93.  Wyo. — Dobaon  v.  Westheimer,  5 
Wyo.  34,  36  Pac.  626. 

See  also  infra,  II,  C,  note  40. 

[a]  Under  statutes  (1)  which  con- 
fer power  to  forbid,  by  prohibition, 
the  exercise  of  "any  jurisdiction  or 
authority  .  .  .  not  conferred  by  law, ' ' 
the  operation  of  this  writ  is  still  re- 
stricted to  judicial  acts.  Baker  v. 
O'Brien,  78  W.  Va.  692,  90  S.  B.  541. 
(2)  Also,  statutes  which  declare  prohi- 
bition to  be  the  "counterpart  of  man- 
damus," do  not  enlarge  the  scope  of 
the  writ  in  this  respect.  Maurer  v. 
Mitchell,  53  Cal.  289. 

[b]  That  the  act  to  be  restrained 
is  performed  by  a  judge  does  not 
change  the  inherent  nature  of  the  act; 
it  may  yet  be  ministerial.  Ex  parte 
State,  89  Ala.  177,  8  So.  74. 

[c]  In  California  an  arhenrlment  to 
§1102,    Code    of    Civil   Procedure,   pro- 

voi.  xsa 


viding  for  the  issuance  of  this  writ 
whether  the  court  below  was  "exer- 
cising functions  judicial  or  minis- 
terial," has  been  held  unconstitutional. 
Hobart  v.  Tillson,  66  Cal.  210,  5  Pac. 
83. 

33.  Ala. — EiB  parte  Montgomery  L. 
&  T.  Co.,  187  Ala.  376,  65  So.  403. 
Mich. — Triangle  Land  Co.  v.  Auditor 
General,  172  Mich.  289,  137  N.  W.  683. 
N.  Y. — People  ex  rel:  Wheeler  v.  Coop- 
er, 57  How.  Pr,  416.  Wash.— State 
ex  rel.  Pelton  v.  Eoss,  39  Wash.  399, 
81  Pac.  865.  W.  Va.— Baker  v.  O  'Brien, 
79  W.  Va.  101,  90  S.  E.  543;  Campbell 
V.  Doolittle,  58  W.  Va.  317,  52  S.  B. 
260;  Moore  v.  Holt,  55  W.  Va.  507, 
47  S.  E.  251.  Wyo.— Dobson  v.  West- 
heimer, 5  Wyo,  34,  36  Pac.  626. 

[a]  An  exercise  of  discretion  in- 
volved in  the  performance  of  an  act 
does  not  make  that  act  judicial.  Thus, 
prohibition  will  not  go  to  restrain  a 
council  from  removing  policemen  even 
though  in  so  doing  they  exercise  a  dis- 
cretion. Campbell  v.  Doolittle,  58  W. 
Va.  317,  52  S.  E,  260.  Pes  also  Ma- 
State  ex  rai.  McAnally  v.  Goodier.  195 
Mo.  551,  93  S.  W.  928.  S.  0.— State 
lex  rel.  Eichland  Co.  i;.  Columbia,  17 
S.  C.  80.  Va.— Burch  v.  Hardwicke,  23 
Gratt.    (64  Va.)    51. 

34.  Ala. — Washington  County  Comrs. 
Court  V.  State  ex  rel.  Bowling,  151  Ala, 
561,  44  So.  465;  E-x  parte  State,  89  Ala. 
177.  8  So.  74;  Atkins  v.  Siddons,  66 
Ala.  453.  Ark. — Dunbar  v.  Bourland, 
88  Ark.  158,  114  S.  W.  467;  Eeese  r. 
Steel,  73  Ark.  66,  83  S.  W.  335,  1136. 
Cal. — McKamy  v.  Trustees  of  Bakers- 
field,  26  Cal.  App.  315,  146  Pac.  91P; 
Harris  v.  EeCorder's  Court,  15  Cal. 
App.  103,  113  Pac.  687.  Idaho.— Stein 
V.  Morrison,  9  Idaho  426,  75  Pac.  246. 
Mich. — Triangle  Land  Co.  v.  Auditor 
General,  172  Mich.  289,  137  N.  W.  68.<<. 
Mo. — State  ex  rel.  McAnally  v.  Goodier, 
195  Mo.  551,  93  S.  W.  928;  Kalbfell 
V.  Wood,  193  Mo.  675,  92  S.  W.  230; 
State  ex  rel.  West  v.  Clark  Co.  Ct.,  41 
Mo.  44.  Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Myersiek 
V.  District  Court,  53  Mont.  450,  164 
Pac.  546.  N.  Y. — Thomson  v.  Tracy, 
60  N.  T.  31.  N.  C— State  v.  Whitaker, 
114  N.  C.  818,  19  S.  E.  376.  Okla, 
State  ex  rel.   Caldwell  v.   Vaughn,   33 
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than  this  and  has  been  used  to  restrain  public  functionaries  and 
officials  charged  with  the  performance  of  duties  not  wholly  judicial, 
nor  even  strongly  marked  with  a  judicial  charaeter.^^ 

C.  Against  Whom  and  to  What  Courts  Issued.  —  Whether  or 
not  a  court  is  subject  to  the  writ  of  prohibition  must  be  primarily 
determined  by  reference  to  the  constitution  and  statutes  under  which 
such  court  operates.'*  It  is,  however,  a  well  established  general  rule 
that  the  writ  of  prohibition  may  be  directed  to  any  court  or  tribunal 
which  is  of  inferior  rank  to  the  court  issuing  the  writ,'^  and  to  the 
parties  to  the  proceeding  complained  of.'^  Courts  of  equal  rank  with 
the  one  issuing  the  writ  are  not  subject  to  its  restraint.'*  This  in- 
ferior tribunal  must,  moreover,  be  exercising  judicial,*"  or  quasi 
judicial,*^  functions.  The  writ  will  not  issue  against  private  indi- 
viduals,*^ nor  against  boards  or  bodies  exercising  merely  administra- 


Okla.  384,  125  Pae.  899.  Wash.— State 
ex  rel.  White  v.  State  Land  Comrs.,  23 
Wash.  700,  63  Pac.  532.  W.  Va.— Blox- 
ton  V.  McWhorter,  46  W.  Va.  32,  32 
S.  E.  1004;  Fleming  v.  Comrs.,  31  W. 
Va.  608,  8  S.  E.  267.  Wis.— State  ex 
rel.  Kellog  v.  Gary,  33  Wis.  93.  Wyo. 
Pobson  V.  WeBtheimer,  5  Wyo.  34,  SB 
Pac.  626. 

See  also  infra,  II,  C. 

[a]  Acts  of  a  sheriff  In  making  a 
levy  are  ministerial  and  therefore  not 
to  be  restrained  by  prohibition.  State 
ex  rel.  Myersick  v.  District  Coiirt,  53 
Mont.  450,  164  Pao.  546. 

[b]  Issuance  of  an  execution,  bein^ 
a  ministerial  act,  will  not  be  restrained 
by  prohibition.  Dobson  v.  Westheimer. 
5  Wyo.  34,  36  Pac.  626. 

[e]  Excess  of  authority,  if  in  per- 
formance of  a  non-judicial  act,  is  nc 
ground  for  issuance  of  writ  of  pro- 
hibition. Virginia  Pocahontas  Coal  C" 
r.  County  Court,  58  W,  Va.  86,  51 
S   E.  1. 

35.  State  ex  rel.  Gibbes  v.  Ki,rMand. 
41  S.  C.  29.  19  S.  E.  215;  State  r 
Comrs.  of  Eoads,  1  Mill  55,  12  Am. 
Dec.  596;  State  ex  rel.  Pryor  v.  Ox- 
ness,  31  8.  D.  125,  139  N.   W.  791. 

36.  See  generally  the  constitutions 
and  statutes  of  the  various  states. 

[a]  The  district  court  for  Alaska, 
although  not  considered  one  of  the 
courts  mentioned  in  art.  Ill  of  the 
constitution,  is,  when  acting  as  a  dis- 
trict court  of  the  United  States  and 
proceeding  in  admiralty,  subject  to  a 
prohibition  issuing  from  the  supreme 
court.  In  r«  Cooper,  143  U.  S.  472. 
To  same  effect,  Lincoln-Lueky  &  L. 
Min.  Co.  V.  District  Court,  7  N.  M. 
486,  38  Pae.  580. 


[b]  In  New  York  the  supreme  court 
is  without  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  writ 
of  prohibition  against  the  peacemak- 
er's court  of  the  Cattaraugus  Indian 
reservation  for  the  reason  the  two 
tribunals  do  not  sustain  to  each  other 
the  relation  of  superior  and  inferior 
courts.  The  peacemaker's  court  exer- 
cises an  entirely  independent  jurisdic- 
tion. People  ex  rel.  Jimeson  v.  Shongo, 
83  Misc.  325,  144  N.  Y.   Supp.  885. 

[c]  In  Virginia  the  supreme  court 
of  appeals  has  no  authority  to  award  a 
writ  of  prohibition  against  a  county 
court.     Gresham  v.  Ewell,  84  Va.  784, 

6  S.  E.  134. 

37.  Ind. — Jasper  County  v.  Spitler, 
13  Ind.  235.  Mo.— State  ex  rel.  Mer- 
riam  ».  Boss,  122  Mo.  435.  25  8.  W. 
947,  23  L.  E.  A.  534.  N.  M.— Lincoln- 
Lucky  &  L.  Min.  Co.  V.  District  Court, 

7  N.  M.  486,  38  Pae.  580.  Va.— Burch 
)'.  Hardwicke,  23  Gratt.  (64  Va.)  51. 
W.  Va. — Moore  v.  Holt,  55  W.  Va.  507, 
47  S.  E.   251. 

For  the  meaning  of  the  term  "in- 
ferior" as  used  here,  see  supra,  1. 

38.  Jasper  County  v.  Spitler,  13  Ind, 
235;  Moore  v.  Holt,  55  W.  Va.  507.  47 
S.  E.  251. 

39.  Seele  v.  State  ex  rel.  Eoether,  ] 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  495,  20  S.  W.  946. 

40.  Morgan  v.  Clements,  153  Ky.  33, 
354  S.  W.  370;  Moore  v.  Holt,  55  W. 
Va.  507,  47  8.  E.  251.    See  supra,  II,  B. 

41  Beesp  «r.  Steele,  73  Ark.  66.  83 
8.  W.  335. 

42.  Cal.— Hevren  v,  Reed.  126  Cal 
219,  58  Pae.  536;  Carmon  v.  Kenfield, 
57  Cal.  550.  Idaho.— Williams  v.  Lew- 
is, 6  Idaho  184,  54  Pac.  619.  Minn, 
Home  Ins.  Co.  «.  Tlint,  13  Minn.  244, 
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tive  or  executive,*^  or  legislative**  functions.  But  it  may,  in  an 
otherwise  proper  case,  be  directed  against  such  public  bodies  or 
functionaries  as  possess  and  are  exercising  judicial  functions,*^  or 
■where  they  are  usurping  judicial  functions  which  are  not  lawfully 
theirs.*"  It  issues  as  well  against  courts  of  chancery  as  against  courts 
of  law.*' 

Courts  Martial.  —  Although   not   well  established,   the   general,  rule 
seems  to  be  that  a  civil  court  may,  in  a  proper  case,  issue  a  prohibition 


W.  Va.— Moore  v.  Holt,  55  W.  Va.  507, 
47  S.  E.  251. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  a  contrary 
rule  would  permit  the  use  of  the  writ 
of  prohibition  to  determine  conflicting 
claims  generally,  to  compel  the  per- 
formance of  a  duty,  and  to  protect 
rights  and  redress  wrongs,  all  of  which 
is  beyond  the  scope  and  purpose  of 
the  remedy  by  prohibition,  such  mat- 
ters being  left  to  the  protection  of  th? 
ordinary  remedies  provided  by  law. 
Moore  V.  Holt,  55  "W.  Va.  507,  47  S.  K 
251, 

43.  Oal.  —  Havemeyer  v.  Superior 
Court,  84  Cal.  327,  389,  24  Pae.  121. 
18  Am.  St.  Rep.  192,  10  L.  E.  A.  .627 
Oonn. — ^Lacroix  v.  Fairfield  Co.  Comrs.. 
49  Conn.  591.  Ky. — Morgan  v.  Clem- 
ents, 153  Ky.  33,  154  S.  W.  370.  Mich- 
Triangle  Land  Co.  v.  Auditor  General, 
172  Mich.  289,  137  N.  W.  683.  Mo. 
State  -ex  rel.  McAnally  v.  Goodier.  195 
Mo.  551,  93  8.  W.  928;  Kalbfell  v. 
Wood,  193  Mo.  675,  92  S.  W.  230.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  rel.  Bender  v.  Milliken,  185 
N.  Y.  35,  77  N.  E.  872.  Okla.— Jamie- 
son  V.  Bd.  of  Medical  Examrs.,  35  Okla 
685,  130  Pac.  923:  State  -ex  rel.  Cald- 
well V.  Vaughn,  33  OWa.  384,  125  Pac. 
899.  W.  Va.— Board  of  Education  v. 
Holt,  54  W.  Va.  167,  46  S.  E.  134. 

See  also  supra,  II,  B,  note  34. 

[a]  Statutes  providing  for  issuance 
of  prohibition  against  a  tribunal, 
corporation,  board  or  person  do  not 
broaden  the  rule  in  this  respect.  Even 
here  the  act  to  be  prohibited  must  be 
of  a  judicial  character.  State  ex  reZ. 
Scharnikow  v.  Hogan,  24  Mont.  379,  62 
Pac.  493,  51  L.  R.  A.  958;  Winsor  v. 
Bridges,  24  Wash.  540,  64  Pac.  780. 

[b]  A  receiver  is  but  an  instrument 
of  the  court  and  may  be  restrained 
■by  prohibition  in  a  proper  case.  Have- 
meyer V.  Superior  Court,  84  Cal.  327, 
390,  84  Pac.  121,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  192, 
10  L.  R.  A.  627. 

44.  Spring  Valley   Water    Wks.    v. 
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Bartlett,  63  Cal.  245;  Patton  v.  Stepb- 
en.s,  14  Bush  (Ky.)   324. 

46.  Ky. — Superintendent  of  Schools 
of  Daviess  Co.  v.  Taylor,  105  Ky.  387, 
49  S.  W.  38.  Mass. — Connecticut  River 
E.  Co.  V.  Franklin,  127  Mass.  50,  34 
Am.  Eep.  338;  Day  v.  Bd.  of  Alder- 
men, 102  Mass.  310.  Mich.— Speed  e. 
Detroit,  98  Mich.  360,  57  N.  W.  406, 
39  Am.  St.  Rep.  555,  22  L.  R.  A.  842. 
Minn.— State  v.  Young,  29  Minn.  474, 
523,  9  N.  W.  737.  Mo.— State  ex  rel. 
McAnally  v.  Goodier,  195  Mo.  551,  93 
S.  W.  928.  N.  Y.— People  ex  rel.  Twp. 
of  Knox  V.  Suprvrs.  of  Albany  Co.,  63 
How.  Pr.  411.  S.  C— State  v.  Commis- 
sioners of  Roads,  1  Mill  55,  12  Am. 
Dee.  596.  W.  Va. — ^Brazie  v.  Fayette, 
25  W.  Va.  213. 

That  board  exercises  discretion  does 
not  necessarily  make  its  action  judicial. 
See  supra,  II,  B,  note  33,  [a]. 

46.  Triangle  Land  Co.  v.  Auditor 
General,  172  Mich.  289,  137  N.  W.  683; 
Fleming  v.  Comrs.,  31  W.  Va.  608,  8 
S.  E.  267;  Brazie  v.  Fayette,  25  W.  Va. 
213,  219. 

[a]  An  Illustration. — Election  com- 
missioners sitting  to  canvass  the  votes 
of  an  election  undertook  to  receive  and 
pass  upon  evidence  as  to  the  legality 
of  certain  votes  cast.  This  was  a 
judicial  power  which  the  commission- 
'ers  did  not  possess  and  from  the  exer- 
cise of  which  they  might  be  restrained 
by  prohibition.  Brazie  v.  Fayette.  25 
W.  Va.  213,  219. 

47.  Ala.— Ea;  parte  Lyon,  60  Ala. 
650.  Cal. — Fischer  v.  Superior  Court, 
110  Cal.  129,  48  Pac.  561;  Havemeyer 
V.  Superior  Court,  84  Cal.  327,  24  Pac. 
121,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  192,  10  L.  R.  A. 
627.  La. — State  ex  rel.  Sweeney  v. 
Voorhies,  40  La.  Ann.  1,  3  So.  460. 
Mo.— St.  Louis,  K.  &  S.  By.  Co.  «. 
Wear,  135  Mo.  230,  36  S.  W.  357,  658, 
33  L.  E.  A.  341.  Wash.— State  v.  Supe- 
rior Court,  12  Wash.  677,  42  Pac.  123. 
W.  Va. — Swinburn  v.  Smith,  15  W.  Va. 
483. 
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to  a  court  martial.*' 

III.  DISCRETION  OP  COURT.  —  Except  where  it  is  made  so  by 
statute,**  prohibition  is  not  a  writ  of  right.^"  It  is,  instead,  a  dis- 
cretionary writ^^  which  will  be  granted  or  withheld  according  to, the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  individual  case.^^  Some  authorities 
limit  this  rule  and  say  that  where  the  tribunal  whose  action  is  com- 
plained of  is  clearly  without  jurisdiction  and  the  relator  has  no  other 
remedy,  the  issuance  of  this  writ  ceases  to  be  discretionary  and  be- 
comes a  matter  of  right.^^  According  to  these  authorities  the  writ 
is  only  discretionary  where  the  question  of  jurisdiction  of  the  in- 
ferior tribunal  is  doubtful,^*  or  depends  upon  facts  which  are  not  a 
part  of  the  record,*^  or  where  the  application  is  made  by  a  stranger."' 

48.  See  6  Standabd  Peoc.  131.         i  249,  92  Atl.  209.      Wash. — ClifEoTd    v. 

49.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and    Parker,  13    Wash.  518,  43  Pac.   717. 
Weil  «J.  Blaek,  76  W.  Va.  685,  86  S.  E.    „  52.    Colo.— People  v.  Elbert  District 

linnaelf 'doaY°Co:Vw"574:  !o    ^f^'^,^-  ?*'  f^-f\  '  f^.  ^-  t 
a   -c   ina    Ai  T    -D    n    A-iA  59.  Wash. — ClifEord  v.  Parker,  13  Wash. 

S.  1..  196,  41  L.  K.  A.  414.  I  ^        ^3  p^^    y^j 

50.  Ark.— Weaver  v  Leatherman,  66  gg.  fj  s.— Smith  v.  Whitney,  116  U. 
Ark.  211,  49  S.  W  977  Colo.-People  g.  i67,  6  Sup.  Ct.  570,  29  L.  ed.  601, 
V.  District  Court,  54  Colo.  576,  131  Pac.  quoted  with  approval  in  Ex  parte  Coop- 
424;  People  ex  rel.  Ad^ma  v.  District  143  jj  g  473,  12  Sup.  Ct.  453,  36 
Court,  29  Colo.  1,  66  Pac.  888;  People  l_  g^,  232.  Ariz.— Crowned  King  Min. 
ex  rel.  L'Abbe  v.  District  Court,  2B  Qo.  v.  District  Court,  7  Ariz.  263,  64 
iColo.  386,  58  Pac.  604,  46  L.  E.  A.  p^e.  439^  Me.— Curtis  v.  Cornish,  109 
850.  Idaho.— Olden  v.  Paxton,  27  Idaho  j^jg_  gg.  §4  ^^1.  799.  Mont.— State  ex 
597,  150  Pac.  40.  Moot.- State  ex  rel.  ^_gi  Spalding  v.  Benton,  12  Mont.  66, 
Myersiek   v.    District    Court,    53    Mont,  gg  pj^g    435 

^^?,  ^^o^.  If^-   \f\,  ^^'^■~^n^^lf\  "-        54.    XX.  S.-I»  re  Eice,  155  U.  S.  396, 
Wells,  21  Nev.  47,  24  Pac.  367,  37  Am.    15  g^p,  (.^   149^  39  -^  ^^   ^gg    ^^        jj 

St.  Eep.  478,  9  L.  E.  A.  59.  Cooper,  143  U.  S.  472,  12  Sup.  Ct.  453. 

51.  XT.  S. — Ex  parte  Oklahoma,  220  36  L.  ed.  232;  Smith  v.  Whitney,  116 
U.  S.  191,  31  Sup.  Ct.  426,  55  L.  ed.  IT.  S.  167,  6  Sup.  Ct.  570,  29  L.  ed. 
431.  Colo. — People  v.  District  Court.  601.  Ariz. — Crowned  King  Min.  Co. 
54  Colo.  576,  131  Pac.  424;  Ppople  r.  District  Court,  7  Ariz.  263,  64  Pae. 
ex  rel  Adams  v.  District  Court,  29  Colo.  439.  Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Spalding  «. 
1,  66  Pac.  888.  Idaho.— Olden  v.  Pax-  Benton,  12  Mont.  66,  29  Pac.  425. 
ton,  27  Idaho  597,  150  Pac.  40.  Ky, ,  55.  XT.  S.— Ire  re  Cooper,  143  U.  S. 
Eush  V.  Denhart,  138  Ky.  238,  127  S.  472,  12  Sup.  Ct.  453,  36  L.  ed.  232; 
W.  785.  Mo.— State  ex  rel.  McAnally  Smith  v.  Whitney,  116  XI.  S.  167,  6 
V.  Goodier,  195  Mo.  551,  93  S.  W.  928.  Sup.  Ct.  570,  29  L.  ed.  601.  Ariz, 
Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Myersiek  v.  Dis-  Crowned  King  Min.  Co.  v.  District 
trict  Court,  53  Mont.  450,  164  Pae.  Court,  7  Ariz.  263,  64  Pac.  439.  Mont. 
546.  Ner. — Waleott  v.  Wells,  21  Nev,  State  ex  rel.  Spalding  v.  Benton,  12 
47,  24  Pac.  367,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  478,  Mont.  66,  29  Pac.  425. 

9  L.  E.  A.  59.     N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  56.    U.  S. — In  re  Cooper,  143  XT.  S. 

Livingston   v.   Wyatt,   186   N.   Y.    383,  472,   12    Sup.   Ct.   453,   36  L.   ed.   232: 

79   N.   E.    330,    10    L.,  E.    A.    (N.    S.J  Smith   v.   Whitney,   116   XT.    S.    167,    6 

159;    People  ex  rel.   Adams    v.    West-  Sup.    Ct.    570,    29   L.    ed.     601.      Ariz, 

brook,   89   N.   T.    152.      N.    0. — Holly  Crowned    King   Min.     Co.    v.    District 

Shelter  E.    Co.  v.   Newton,   133   N.   C.  Court,  7  Ariz.  263,  64  Pac,  439.    Mass. 

132,  136,  45  S.  E.  549,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  Kilty  v.  Eailroad  Commrs.,  184  Mass, 

701;  State  v.  Whitaker,  114  N.  C.  818,  310,  68  N.  B.  236.    Mont.— State  ex  rel. 

19  S.  E.  376.     N.  D. — Zinn  v.  District  Spalding   v.   Benton,    12   Mont.    66.   29 

Court,  17  N.   D.   128,   114  N.  W.  475.  Pac.  425. 

B.  I. — Haworth  v,  Sherman,  37  B.  I. ,  [a]    Compare  He  Haber  v.  Portugal, 
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IV.  JURISDICTION  AND  AUTHORITY  TO  ISSUE.  — A.  Gen- 
eral Statement.  —  The  jurisdiction  and  authority  of  a  court  to  issue 
writs  of  prohibition  depends,  primarily,  upon  the  organic  law  and 
legislative  enactments  under  which  that  court  functions.*^  In  the 
absence  of  express  provision  to  the  contrary,  however,  any  court  of 
general  common  law  jurisdiction  may,  in  a  proper  case,  issue  a  writ 
of  prohibition  to  any  inferior  court  or  tribunal.^*  Accordingly,  a  con- 
stitutional grant  of  a  general  superintending  control  over  inferior 
courts  carries  with  it  the  power  to  issue  writs  of  prohibition  in  proper 
cases,°®  such  power  being  considered  a  necessary  adjunct  to  the  exer- 
cise of  the  superintending  control  expressly  delegated.""  It  is  upon 
this  superior  or  supervisory  character  of  the  court  that  power  to  issue 
the  writ  depends,"^  and  so,  it  may  not  issue  from  one  court  to  another 
of  equal  rank.^^ 

Courts  of  equity  do  not  issue  writs  of  prohibition,"' 


17  Q.  B.  171,  117  Eng.  Reprint  1246, 
holding  that  if  the  inferior  court  is 
proceeding  without  jurisdiction  the 
higher  court  must,  even  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  stranger,  interpose  its  writ 
of  prohibition. 

57.  See  generally  the  constitutions 
and  statutes. 

[a]  In  Oalifomia  when  an  applica- 
tion for  writ  of  prohibition  is  made 
to  the  superior  court  and  there  de- 
nied the  district  court  of  appeals  will 
take  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  pro- 
ceeding but  will  not  exercise,  although 
it  possesses,  original  jurisdiction  of  a 
proceeding  in  prohibition  involving 
the  same  facts.  In  re  Burt,  17  Cal. 
App.  309,  119  Pac.  674. 

[b]  In  North  Carolina  the  writ  of 
prohibition  issues  only  from  the  su- 
preme court.  Holly  Shelter  E.  Co.  v. 
Newton,  133  N.  C.  132,  136,  45  S.  E. 
549,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  701;  State  ». 
Whitaker,  114  N.  C.  818,  19  S.  B 
376. 

[c]  In  the  Philippines  a  judge  of 
the  court  of  first  instance  cannot  is- 
sue a  prohibition  into  a  district  other 
than  his  own  against  a  justice  of  the 
peace.  Castano  v.  Lobingier,  7  Phil- 
Isl.   91. 

fdl  The  supreme  court  has  no  orig- 
inal juTisdlction  of  prohibition  proceed- 
ings in  Tennessee.  Memphis  v.  Hal- 
sey,  12  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  210.  The  same 
is  true  in  Nebraska  (State  ex  rel.  King 
V.  Hall,  47  Neb.  579,  66  N.  W.  642"), 
and  in  South  Carolina.  State  ex  rel 
Richland  Co.  v.  Columbia,  16  S.  C. 
412. 

58.  Ala..—Ea>  parte  Ray,  45  Ala.  15. 
Miss. — ^Planters'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cramer,  47 
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Miss.   200.     Va. — Jackson  v.  Maxwell, 

5  Rand.  (26  Va.)  636.  W.  Va.— Mo- 
Coniha  v.  Guthrie,  21  "W.  Va.  134. 

As  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  "in- 
ferior"  as  used  here,  see  supra,  I. 

59.  State  ex  rel.  Tewalt  v.  Pollard, 
112  Wis.  232,  87  N.  "W.  1107;  State 
ex  rel.  Mau  v.  Ausherman,  11  Wyo.  410, 
72  Pac.  200,  73  Pac.  548. 

[a]  A  constitutional  grant  of  gen- 
eral supervisory  control  over  inferior 
courts  vests  in  the  court  to  which  such 
power  is  thus  given,  authority  to  re- 
strain inferior  tribunals  from  exceed- 
ing their  jurisdiction  and  such  power 
is  not  restricted  to  cases  in  which  it 
is  invoked  as  an  aid  to  the  court's 
appellate  jurisdiction.  State  ex  rel. 
Mau  V.  Ausherman,  11  Wyo.  410,  72 
Pac.  200,  73  Pac.  548. 

60.  State  ex  rel.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank 
of  Philadelphia  v.  Johnson,  103  Wis. 
591,  79  N.  W.  1081,  51  L.  R.  A.  33. 

61.  Miss. — ^Planters'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cra- 
mer, 47  Miss.  200.  N.  M.— Lincoln- 
Lucky  &  L.  Min.  Co.  V.  District  Court, 
7  N.  M.  .486,  38  Pac.  580.  W.  Va. 
MfiConiha  v.  Guthrie,  21  W.  Va.  134. 

See  also  United  States  v.  Peters,  3 
Hall    (IT.  S.)  121,  123,  1  L.  ed.  535. 

62.  Beele  v.  State  ex  rel.  Roether,  1 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  495,  20  S.  W.  946. 

63.  Smith  v.  Whitney,  116  U.  S.  387. 

6  Su_p.  Ct.  570,  29  L.  ed.  601,  where 
the  court  says:  "In  England,  from 
long  before  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence, writs  of  prohibition  have 
usually  issued  from  the  courts  of  cora- 
mon  law,  and  do  not  appear  to  have 
issued  from  a  court  of  chancery  in  any 
case  in  which  a  court  of  law  might 
issue    them,    except    during    vacation, 
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In  the  Federal  Courts.e*  — The  supreme  court  of  the  United  States 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  issue  writs  of  prohibition  in  cases  where  there 
is  no  appellate  power  given  hy  law,°°  and  in  no  case  may  it  issue  such 
a  writ  to  a  district  court  except  when  the  latter  are  proceeding  as 
courts  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction."" 

B.  In  Vacation.  —  Except  where  statutes  so  provide,"^  a  writ  of 
prohibition  may  not  ordinarily  be  issued  in  vacation."* 

V.  PROCEEDINGS  TO  OBTAIN  ISSUANCE.  — A.  General 
Statement.  —  In  the  absence  of  statutory  regulation,  the  method  of 
procedure  in  prohibition  rests  entirely  upon  the  common  law  prac- 
tice."^    Statutes  may  regulate  in  whole  or  in  part  the  practice  or 


when  the  courts  of  common  law  were 
not  open.  And  in  this  country,  so  far 
as  we  are  informed,  these  writs  have 
never  been  issued  but  by  a  court  of 
common  law  jurisdiction."  See  Plant- 
ers' Ins.   Co.  V.   Cramer,  47  Miss.   200. 

64.  See  generally  the  title  "United 
States  Oourts." 

65.  Bx  •parte  Gordon,  1  Black  (TJ. 
S.)  503,  17  L.  ed.  134, 

66.  In  re  Cooper,  143  V.  S.  472,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  453,  36  L.  ed.  232;  Ex  parte 
Phenix  Ins.  Co.,  118  U.  S.  610,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  25,  30  L.  ©d.  274;  Ex  parte  Gor- 
don, 1  Black  (U.  S.)  503,  17  L.  ed. 
134. 

67.  State  ex  rel.  American  Lead  & 
B.  Co.  V.  Bearing,  184  Mo.  647,  84 
S.  W.  21;  Brazie  v.  Fayette,  25  W. 
Va.  213.     See  -16  Standakd  Proc.  630. 

68.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Bijothe,  64  Ala. 
312;  Ex  parte  Bay,  45  Ala.  15,  where 
the  court  say  that  they  "do  not  under- 
stand that  judges  at  the  common  law 
issued  writs  of  prohibition  in  vaca- 
tion." Colo. — People  ex  rel.  Adams  v. 
District  Court,  28  Colo.  485,  69  Pac. 
1066.  Ga. — Doughty,  Pearson  &  Co.  v. 
Walker,  54  Ga.  595. 

See  16  Standard  Proc.  630. 

[a]  A  rule  to  show  cause  may  be 
issued  in  vacation,  returnable  to  the 
next  term  of  court.  Ex  parte  Boothe, 
64  Ala.  312;  Ex  parte  Bay,  45  Ala.  15; 
Doughty,  Pearsons  &  Co.  v.  "Walker,  54 
Ga.  595.  See  16  Standard  Proc.  630. 
That  this  rule  will  act  as  a  prohibition 
until  further  order  of  court,  see  infra. 
V,  F.  1. 

69.  Dobson  v,  Westheimer.  5  Wyo. 
34,  36  Pac.  626. 

[a]  Early  Oommon  Law  Practice. 
"The  plaintiff,  in  prohibition  at  com- 
mon law,  in  a  seriously  contested  case, 
did  not  pray  in  his  declaration  that 
a  writ  of  prohibition  might  be  awarded 


him;  but  his  complaint  was  based  en- 
tirely on  the  fiction  that  such  writ  had 
already  issued,  and  that  the  defendant 
was  in   contempt  for  proceeding  with 
[  his  suit  regardless  of  the  writ;   when, 
in   point    of    fact,    no    such    writ    had 
over    issued;    and    the    prayer    of    the 
j  declaration   was,   not    that    a   writ    of 
prohibition  should  issue,  but  for  dam- 
ages .against   the   defendant,    for    dis- 
'  regarding  the  writ   assumed  as  afore- 
said to  have  been  issued.     See  1  Wms. 
Saunders,  p.  136,  etc.,  where  the  dec- 
laration  is    given   in   full.     The    fact 
thus  assumed  wa.s  not  traversable;  and 
I  the  issuing  pro  forma  of  the  writ,  or 
I  the  fiction  that  it  had  issued,  being  at 
flomraon  law  the  foundation  of  the  pro- 
ceeding, the  original  award  of  the  writ, 
■  if  in  fact  made,  was  regarded  a  pr«- 
;  liminary    order    not     to     be     appealed 
;  from."    Burch  v.  Hardwicke,  23  Gratt. 
1  (64  Va;)    51,     To   .same   effect  see  Ar- 
I  nold  V.   Shields,  5  Dana   (Ky.)    18,   30 
Am.  Deo.  669. 

i  [b]  "But  the  modem  practice  ha«> 
been  to  dispense  with  the  original  writ 
of  prohibition,  and,  in  lieu  of  it,  to 
file,  in  the  first  instance,  in  a  commou 
law  court,  a  suggestion  of  facts,  with 
a  prayer  for  prohibition;  and  there- 
upon obtain  a  rule  to  show  cause  why 
j  a  prohibition  should  not  be  issued; 
upon  the  return  of  which,  either  the 
court  or  the  party  cited  may  require 
a  declaration.  And,  in  such  a  pro- 
ceeding, it  is  evident  that,  prior  to 
the  filing  of  the  declaration,  there  can 
have  been  no  contempt  in  fact,  inj' 
which  damages  could  be  recovered; 
and  therefore,  in  such  a  case,  the  sug- 
gestion of  contempt,  and  the  qui  tam 
form  of  declaring,  are  mere  fictions 
which  are  intraversable.  .  .  .  And 
consequently,  a  failure  to  aver  that  a 
writ  of  prohibition  has  been  delivered, 
is  no  cause  of  demurrer."     Arnold  v. 
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procedure  to  be  followed  in  prohibition  cases/"  sometimes  providing 
that  they  shall  conform  as  far  as  practicable  to  the  code  of  civil 
practice.'^ 

B.  Objection  in  Original  Proceeding.  —  It  is  generally  required 
that  the  applicant  for  a  writ  of  prohibition  shall  have  first  presented 
to  the  inferior  tribunal  his  objection  to  its  jurisdiction  of  the  pro- 
ceeding complained  of.''^  By  a  number  of  authorities  this  is  consid- 
ered a  rule  of  practice  and  judicial  courtesy  rather  than  of  jurisdiction, 
the  enforcement  of  which  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  which 
application  for  the  writ  is  made/'  and  it  is  generally  agreed  that 
such  an  objection  need  not  be  made  where  it  clearly  appears  that  it 


Shields,  5  Dana  (Ky.)  18,  30  Am.  Doc. 
669. 

70.  See  generally  the  statutes, 

71.  State  ex  r-el.  Fenn  v.  McQuillin, 
256  Mo.  693,  165  S.  W.  713,  court  may 
regulate  the  practice  in  so  far  as  not 
otherwise  provided  for. 

72.  Ala.— Hill  V.  Tarver,  130  Ala. 
592,  30  So.  499;  Ex  parte  Edwards,  123 
Ala.  102,  26  So.  643;  Ex  parte  Hamil- 
ton, 51  Ala.  62;  Ex  parte  Greene,  29 
Ala.  52.  Ark. — Beeae  v.  Steele,  73  Ark. 
66,  83  S.  W.  335;  Butler  v.  Williams, 
48  Ark.  227,  2  S.  W.  843;  Ex  parte 
Little  Eock,  26  Ark.  52;  Ex  parte  Mc- 
Meechen,  12  Ark.  70;  Ex  parte  Wil- 
liams, 4  Ark.  537,  38  Am.  Dec.  46.  Oal. 
McAiieuy  v.  Superior  Court,  150  Cal. 
6,  87  Pac.  1020;  Havemeyer  v.  Supe- 
rior Court,  84  Cal.  327,  24  Pac.  121, 
18  Am.  St.  Rep.  192,  10  L.  E.  A.  627; 
Baughraan  v.  Superior  Court,  72  Cal. 
572,  14  Pac.  207;  Lewis  v.  Superior 
Court,  11  Cal.  App.  483,  105  Pac.  763; 
Burge  V.  Justice's  Court,  11  Oal.  App. 
213,  104  Pac.  581.  Colo.— Adams  Coun- 
ty Court  V.  People,  48  Colo.  539,  111 
Pac.  86;  People  ex  rel.  Lindsley  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  30  Colo.  488,  71  Pac.  388; 
Callbreath  v.  District  Court,  30  Colo. 
486,  71  Pac.  387.  Haw. — Union  Feed 
Co.  V.  Eaaihue,  21  Hawaii  345.  La. 
Fireman's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hava,  141  La. 
347,  75  So.  76;  State  ex  rel  Louisiana 
Tr.  &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Board  of  Liquida- 
tion, 135  La.  571,  65  So.  745.  Mich. 
Hudson  V.  Judge  of  Superior  Court,  42 
Mich.  239,  3  N.  W.  850,  913.  Mo. 
Forsee  v.  Gates,  89  Mo.  App.  577. 
Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Scollard  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  47  Mont.  284,  132  Pac.  21; 
State  ex  rel.  Mackel  v.  District  Court, 
44  Mont.  178,  119  Pac.  476.  Nev. 
Walcott  V.  Wells,  21  Nev.  47,  24  Pac. 
367,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  478,  9  L.  E.  A.  59. 
N.  M. — Tapia  v.  Martinez,  4  N.  M.  165, 
16  Pac.  272.   Okla. — State  ex  rel  Mays 
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V.  Breckenridge,  43  Okla.  711,  142  Pac. 
407.  P.  I.— Yangeo  v.  Eohde,  1  Phil. 
Isl.  404.  Tex.— State  ex  rel.  Bergeron 
V.  Travis  Co.  Court  (Tex.  Grim.),  174 
S.  W.  365.  Utah.— People  v.  Carring- 
ton,  5  Utah  531.  17  Pae.  735.  Wash. 
State  ex  rel.  Gunderson  v.  Superior 
Court,  13  Wash.  226,  43  Pac.  43;  Har- 
ris V.  Brooker,  8  Wash.  138,  35  Pac. 
599.  W.  Va. — Jennings  v.  Bennett,  56 
W.  Va.  146,  49  S.  E.  23:  Knight  v. 
Zahnhiser,  53  W.  Va.  370,  44  S.  E. 
778;  Jelly  v.  Dils,  27  W.  Va.  267.  Wyo. 
State  ex  rel.  Mau  v.  Ausherman,  11 
Wyo.   410,   72   Pac.   200,   73   Pac.   548. 

[a]  Pleading  a  good  defense,  which 
does  not  amount  to  a  har  to  juris- 
diction, as  res  judicata,  does  not  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  rule.  State 
ex  rel.  Mau  v.  Ausherman,  11  Wyo. 
410,  72  Pac.  200,  73  Pac.  548. 

73,  Cal,  —  Havemeyer  v.  Superior 
Court,  84  Cal.  327,  24  Pac.  123,  18 
Am.  St.  Eep.  192,  10  L.  E.  A.  627. 
Haw. — Union  Feed  Co.  v.  Kaaihue,  21 
Hawaii  345.  W.  Va. — Weil  v.  Black, 
76  W.  Va.  685,  86  S.  E.  666  (where 
the  court  adds  that,  in  view  of  a 
statute  making  the  issuance  of  pro- 
hibition a  matter  of  right  [§1,  c.  110, 
series  sec.  4518,  Code  1913],  there  is 
no  foundation  for  the  rule  in  this 
state);  Charleston  v.  Littlepage,  73  W. 
Va.  156,  80  S.  E.  131,  51  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  353;  Bice  v.  Boothsville  Tel. 
Co.,  62  W.  Va.  521,  59  S.  E.  501,  125 
Am.  St.  Eep,  986;  Jennings  v.  Bennett, 
56  W.  Va.  146,  49  S.   E.  23 

[a]  The  purpose  of  the  rule,  is,  by 
these  authorities,  considered  to  be  only 
to  give  the  court  below  "an  oppor- 
tunity to  correct  its  act  in  excess  of 
its  jurisdiction,  due  to  misapprehen- 
sion or  oversight  or  some  other  adven- 
titious circumstance,"  not  "to  require 
the  question  of  jurisdiction  to  be  there 
litigated  and  decided  for  review  here," 
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would  be  unavailing,'*  or  where  the  want  of  jurisdiction  of  the  in- 
ferior tribunal  appears  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings."' 

C.  Time  for  Application.  —  General  statement  —  In  any  case  the 
relator  must  not  be  guilty  of  laches,  for  the  court  may,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  discretion,'^  deny  an  application  on  this  ground  alone.'' 
On  the  other  hand,  an  application  for  prohibition  may  be  premature,'^ 
as,  for  example,  where  an  appropriate  objection  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  inferior  court  has  been  made  to  that  court  and  remains  pend- 
ing and  undetermined,"  or  when  made  before  the  pi^jceedings  com- 
plained of  have  actually  been  commenced.*" 

After  Judgment  and  Sentence Application  for  the  writ  may  be  made 

after  judgment,*^  but  will  not  be  entertained  after  the  judgment  has 
been,  executed.*^  Prohibition  will  not  issue  after  sentence  in  a  crim- 
inal case  unless  want  of  jurisdiction  appears  on  the  face  of  the  pro- 
ceedings.*' 

D.  Parties.  —  1.      Relators."  —  Statutes    in    some    jurisdictions 


Charleston  v.  Littlepage,  73  W.  Va. 
156,  80  S.  E.  131,  51  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.i 
353. 

74.  P.  I.— Yangeo  v.  Eohde,  1  Phil. 
M.  404.  S.  D.— South  Dakota  Chil- 
dren's Home  Soc.  v.  Kelley,  32  S.  D. 
526,  143  N.  W.  953.  Utah.— People  v. 
Carrington,  5  Utah  531  17  Pac.  735. 
W.  Va. — Charleston  v.  Littlepage,  73 
W.  Va.  156,  80  S.  E.  131,  51  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   353. 

75.  Ala. — ^Hill  V.  Tarver,  130  Ala. 
592,  30  So.  499.  Cal. — Havemeyer  v. 
Superior  Court,  84  Cal.  327,  24  Pac. 
121,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  192,  10  L.  R.  A. 
627.  Colo. — ^People  ex  rel.  Alexander 
V.  District  Court,  29  Colo.  182,  68  Pac. 
242.  Fla. — State  v.  White,  40  Fla.  297. 
24  So.  160.  Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Amer- 
ican Lead  &  B.  Co.  v.  Dearing,  184  Mo 
647,  84  S.  "W.  21;  State  ex  rel.  Anheus- 
er-Busch B.  Assn.  V.  Ehy,  170  Mo.  497, 
71  S.  W.  52:  St.  Louis,  K.  &  S.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Wear,  135  Mo.  230,  36  S.  W 
357,  658,  33  L.  E.  A.  341.  P.  I.— Yang- 
eo V.  Eohde,  1  PhU.  Isl.  404.  S.  0. 
State  V.  Scott,  1  Bailey  294.  S.  D. 
South  Dakota  Children's  Home  Soe.  v. 
Kelley,  32  S.  D.  526,  143  N.  W.  953. 
W.  Va.— Weil  V.  Black,  76  W.  Va.  685, 
86  S.  E.  666:  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.  «. 
Rogers,  52  W.  Va.  450.  44  S.  E.  300, 
62  L.  E.  A.  178;  Swiriburn  v.  Smith. 
15  W.  Va.  483,  499. 

76.  That  this  writ  issues  In  the  dii- 
cretion  of  the  court,  see  supra,  IIL 

77.  People  v.  District  Court,  54  Colo. 
576,  131  Pae.  424. 

[a]  Ordinary  remedies  lost  through 
laches   will  yet   prevent   the   issuance 


of  writ  of  prohibition.  People  ex  rel. 
Smith  V.  District  Court.  21  Colo.  251. 
40  Pac.  460. 

78.  Chester  v.  Colby,  52  Cal.  516. 

79.  Ex  parte  City  of  Little  Eoek, 
26  Ark.  52;  Ex  parte  MeMeechen,  12 
Ark.  70;  Ex  parte  Williams,  4  Ark. 
537,  540,  38  Am.  Dec.  46;  Chester  v. 
Colby,  52  Cal.   516. 

80.  State  ex  rel.  Haughey  v.  Ryan, 
180  Mo.  32,  79  S.  W.  429;  Darnell  v. 
Vandine,  64  W.  Va.  53,  60  S.  E.  99«, 
See  supra,  II,  B. 

81.  La. — State  v.  Lee,  106  La.  400- 
Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Ellis  v.  Elkin,  130 
Mo.  90,  30  S.  W.  333,  31  S.  W.  1037. 
W.  Va. — Bodley  v.  Archibald,  33  W, 
Va.  229,  10  S.  B.  392  (if  the  inferior 
court  is  entirely  without  .iurisdiction 
of  any  part  of  the  case  and  there  i» 
no  appearance  by  the  debt,  then,  even 
after  judgment  he  may  have  the  aid  of 
this  writ) ;  Ensign  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Carroll, 
30  W.  Va.  532,  4  S.  E.  782. 

82.  Woods  V.  Cottrell,  55  W.  Va. 
476,  47  S.  E.  275,  104  Am.  St.  Eep. 
1004,  65  L.  E.  A.  616. 

[al  The  reason  for  this  requirement 
lies  in  the  rule  that  prohibition  will 
not  lie  to  restrain  an  act  already  done. 
Woods  V.  Cottrell,  55  W.  Va.  476,  47 
S.  E.  275,  104  Am.  St.  Eep.  1004,  65 
L.  E.  A.  616. 

83.  U.  S.—In  re  Cooper,  143  U,  S. 
472,  12  Sup.  Ct.  453,  36  L.  ed.  232. 
S.  C— State  V.  Whyte,  2  Nott  &  McC. 
174.  Eng. — Paxton  v.  Knight,  1  Burr. 
314.  97  Eng.  Eeprint  328. 

84.  Who  may  make  the  apvUcatioii. 
see  infra,  V,  D. 
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specify  the  parties  at  whose  instance  the  writ  of  prohibition  may  is- 
sue.^°  In  the  absence  of  some  provision  to  the  contrary,  however,  the 
writ  may  issue  upon  the  application  of  either  of  the  parties.^^  A 
stranger  to  the  record  may  also  be  a  proper  petitioner  for  the  writ,*' 
especially  where  it  appears  that  he  is  substantially  interested  in  the 
proceeding  which  he  seeks  to  have  restrained.*'  A  writ  of  prohibition 
is  properly  sued  out  in  the  name  of  the  state,*'  but  the  state  is  not  a 
necessary  party.'" 

Public  officials  are  proper  applicants  for  this  writ  when  the  pro- 
ceedings complained  of  involve  public  business  or  affairs  for  the  proper 
management  of  which  they  are  responsible.'^  But  where  an  official 
acts  under  the  direction  of  a  commission  which  is  responsible  for  the 
management  of  such  public  affairs,  the  commission  and  not  the  county 
attorney  is  the  proper  petitioner  for  this  writ.'^ 

2.  Respondents.  —  The  officer  or  judge  whose  proceedings  it  is 
sought  to  restrain  is  a  necessary  party  to  this  proceeding.'^  All  per- 
sons whose  interests  would  be  adversely  affected  by  the  issuance  of 
the  writ  should  be  made  parties,'*  and  the  adverse  parties  in  the  pro- 


85.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Party  libeled  is  not  "a  person 
beneficially  interegted"  in  a  crimmai 
libel  proceeding  instituted  by  a  third 
party,  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute 
providing  for  the  issuanoe  of  the  wri* 
of  prohibition  upon  the  application  of 
such  a  party.  Gage  v.  Fritz,  137  fial. 
108,  69  Pac.  854. 

86.  Walton  v.  Greenwood,  60  Mb 
356. 

87.  Ms. — Walton  v.  Greenwood,  60 
Me.  356.  Mass. — See  Kilty  v.  Bailroad 
Comrs.,  184  Mass.  310,  68  N.  E.  236, 
where  the  court  say:  "If  we  assum«j, 
in  accordance  with  the  law  in  England 
and  in  some  of  the  American  states, 
that  a  writ  of  prohibition  may  some 
times  be  granted  upon  the  petition  of 
a  stranger,"  its  issuance  would  be  dis 
cretionary.  Va. — Mayo  v.  James,  12 
Gratt.  (53  Va.)  17.  Eng.— See  De 
Haber  v.  Portugal,  17  Q.  B.  171.  IK 
Eng.  Reprint  1246. 

[a]  Compare  State  ex  rel.  Hackshaw 
V.  District  Court,  48  Mont.  477.  138 
Pac.  1100,  where  the  court  refused  to 
entertain  an  application  of  a  county 
board  for  a  prohibition  against  an  ap- 
peal taken  to  the  district  court  from 
the  board's  decision  on  an  application 
for  a  liquor  license,  on  the  ground  that 
the  board  had  no  personal  interest  in 
the  question. 

Discretion     where     application     by 

stranger,  see  supra,  III. 
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88.  Cronan  v.  District  Court.  15 
Idaho  184.  96  Pac.  768:  State  v.  Supe- 
rior Court,  4  Wash.  30,  29  Pac.  764, 
where  it  is  said  that  although  pro- 
hibition is  regarded  as  the  counterpart 
of  mandamus  "the  same  degree  of 
strictness  as  to  parties  is  not  main- 
tained." And  in  Cronan  v.  District 
Court,  15  Idaho  184,  96  Pac.  768,  the 
same  language  appears. 

89.  U.  S.— Smith  v.  Whitney,  11 B 
TT.  S.  167,  6  Sup.  Ct.  570,  29  L.  ed. 
601.  Mass. — Connecticut  Eiver  R.  Co. 
■L\  Franklin,  127  Mass.  50,  84  Am.  Rep. 
.^38.  Mo. — State  v.  Burckhartt,  87  Mo. 
533;  State  v.  Seay,  23  Mo.  App.  623. 
W.  Va. — Judy  v.  Lashley,  50  W.  Va. 
628,  41  S.  E.  197,  57  L.  R.  A.  413. 

90.  Trainer  v.  Porter.  45  Mo.  336; 
Thomas  v.  Mead,  36  Mo.  232. 

91.  State  ex  rel.  Eochford  v.  Supe- 
rior  Court,   4   Wash.   30,   29   Pac.   764. 

92.  Walton  v.  Greenwood,  60  Me. 
356. 

93.  Cal.  —  McKamy  v.  Trustees  of 
'Bakersfield,  26  Cal.  App.  315,  146  Pac. 
910.  Mass. — Connecticut  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Franklin,  127  Mass.  50,  34  Am.  Eep. 
338.  N.  D.— Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v. 
Jurgenson,  25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W. 
70.  W.  Va.— Judy  v.  Lashley,  50  W. 
Va.  628,  41  S.  E.  197,  57  L.  R.  A.  413. 

94.  Cal. — McKamy  v.  Trustees  of 
Ba:kersfield,  26  Cal.  App.  X\?'.  146  Pac. 
910.  Me.— Walton  v.  Greenwood,  60 
Me.  356.  W.  Va. — Armstrong  v.  County 
Court,  15  W.  Va.  190. 
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ceeding  complained  of  are  proper,  though  not  necessary  pai'ties,"' 
unless  made  so  by  statute.**  The  court  may,  should  the  case  require, 
order  such  a  party  to  be  served  and  brought  into  the  prohibition 
proceeding.*' 

B.  Petition  or  Suggestion.  —  1.  General  Requirements.  —  The 
petition  should  disclose  the  nature  of  case,*'  the  proceedings  had  in 
the  court  below,**  and,  by  affirmative  allegations,^  and  in  a  clear  and 
definite  manner,^  all  the  facts  necessary  to  entitle  the  relator  to  relief 
by  prohibition.' 

2.  Particular  Allegations.  —  It  must  appear  from  the  petition  that 
in  the  proceeding  complained  of  something  remains  to  be  done,  i.  e., 
that  it  is  not  a  finished  proceeding;*  that  the  inferior  court  is  about 
to  proceed  in  a  matter  over  which  it  has  no  jurisdiction;'  that  an 
application  to  it  for  a  decision  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  has  been 
refused,^  except  in  those  cases  in  which  such  an  application  is  un- 
necessary;'^ that  the  relator  will  be  injured  if  the  proceedings  com- 


95.  N.  M. — ^Lineoln-Lueky  S  L.  Min, 
Co.  V.  District  Court,  7  N.  M.  486,  38 
Pae.  580.  N.  D.— Northern  Pae.  E. 
Co.  V.  Jurgenson,  25  N.  D.  14,  141 
N.  W.  70.  Okla.— Hirsh  v.  Twyford, 
40  Okla.   220,  139  Pae.   313. 

[a]  When  the  proceeding  com- 
plained of  is  one  instituted  by  the  goT- 
ernment  the  court  alone  is  the  respond- 
ent. Smith  V.  Whitney,  116  TJ.  S.  167, 
6  Sup.  €t.  570,  29  L.  ed.  601. 

96.  Northern  Pae.  E.  Co.  v.  Jurgen- 
son, 25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W.  70. 

97.  Northern  Pae.  E.  Co.  v.  Jurgen- 
son, 25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W.  70. 

98.  Ex  parte  William's,  4  Ark.  537, 
38  Am.  Dee.  46. 

99.  Ark. — Ex  parte  Williams,  4  Ark. 
537,  38  Am.  Dee.  46.  Me. — Walton  v. 
Greenwood,  60  Me.  356.  Wash. — Har- 
ris V.  Brooker,  8  Wash.  138,  35  Pae. 
599. 

1.  Bowyer  v.  Green,  63  W.  Va.  498, 
60  S.  E.  492;  Haldeman  v.  Davis,  28 
W.  Va.  324. 

[a]  An  Illustration. — ^In  a  proceed- 
ing in  which  notice  to  certain  parties 
was  required,  a  writ  of  prohibition  was 
sought  because  no  notice  was  ordered. 
The  court  here  say  tfiat  the  "plaintiff 
cannot  assert  abuse  of  power  by  mere- 
ly showing  .  .  .  the  fact  that  the 
county  court  did  not  direct  notice." 
The  allegation  should  have  been  that 
they  "intending  to  proceed,  or  were 
proceeding  without  notice  to  the  par- 
ties." Bowyer  v.  Green,  63  W.  Va. 
498,  60  S.  E.  '492. 

2.  Bowyer  v.  Green,  63  W.  Va.  498, 


60  S.   B.  492;   Haldeman  v.  Davis,  28 
W.  Va.  324. 

[a]  'No  presumptions  in  aid  of  the 
petition  will  be  indulged  in  by  the 
court.  Bowver  v.  Green,  63  W.  Va. 
498,  60  S.  E.'  492. 

3.  Cal. — Dakan  r.  Superior  Court,  2 
Cal.  App.  52,  82  Pae.  1129.  Idaho. 
In  re  Francis,  7  Idaho  98,  60  Pae.  S61. 
La. — State  v.  District  Court,  32  La. 
Ann.  814.  Wash.— Clifford  v.  Parker, 
13  Wash.  518,  43  Pae.  717;  Harris  v. 
Brooker,  8  Wash.  138,  3,5  Pae  519. 
W.  Va. — Haldeman  v.  Davis,  28  W.  Va. 
324. 

4.  State  ex  rel.  Eochford  v.  Superior 
Court,  4  Wash.  30,  29  Pae.  764;  Halde- 
man V.  Davis,  28  W.  Va.  324. 

That  prohibition  issues  only  in  a 
pending  proceeding  and  never  to  re- 
strain an  act  already  performed,  see 
supra,  II,  B. 

5.  P.  I.— Yango  v.  Eohde,  1  Phil. 
Isl.  404,  where  the  court  say  tKe  aver- 
ment should  be  in  some  proper  form 
in  order  to  make  the  want  of  .i^i^is- 
dietion  appear.  Wash. — State  ex  rel. 
Eochford  v.  Superior  Court,  4  Wash. 
30,  29  Pae.  764.  W.  Va. — ^Bowyer  v. 
Green,  63  W.  Va.  498,  60  S.  E.  492; 
Haldeman  v.  Davis,  28  W.  Va.   324. 

6.  Ark. — Ex  parte  McMeechen,  12 
Ark,  70.  La. — State  ex  rel.  Shaw  v. 
Judge  of  District  Court,  47  La.  Ann. 
1602,  18  So.  636.  Wash.— State  -ex  rel. 
Eochford  v.  Superior  Court,  4  Wash. 
30.  29  Pae.  764. 

7.  Arnold  v.  Shields,  5  Dana  (Ky.) 
18,  30  Am.  Dec.  669. 

As  to  when  such  an  application  Is 
necessary,  see  supra,  V,  B. 
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plained  of  are  allowed  to  continue,*  and  that  he  has  no  other  ade- 
quate remedy.^ 

3.  The  Prayer.  —  The  petition  should  conclude  with  a  prayer  for 
prohibition.^" 

4.  Verification.  —  It  is  not  necessary  to  verify  the  petition  when 
it  is  based  upon  facts  which  appear  in  the  reeord,^^  but  where  the 
facts  do  not  so  appear,  it  must  be  verified  by  affidavit.^^  The  affidavit 
may  be  made  by  the  petitioner's  attorney  where  the  facts  are  within 
his  knowledge  and  unknown  to  the  petitioner.^^ 

F.  ALTERNATIVE  Weit  AND  Ordee  To  Show  Cause.^*  —  1.  Gen- 
eral Statement.  —  Upon  the  presentation  of  a  petition  for  a  writ  of 
prohibition  the  court  to  which  it  is  presented  may  be  of  the  opinion 
that  in  the  instant  case  it  is  clear  that  the  writ  should  not  issue,  in 
which  event  it  will  be  at  once  denied.^'  Otherwise  a  rule  should  be 
made  upon  the,  inferior  court  and  the  adverse  party  to  show  cause 
why  the  writ  should  not  issue. ^^ 

There  is  a  difference  in  the  practice  where  an  alternative  writ  issues, 
and  where  an  order  to  show  cause  is  obtained.  The  writ  is  issued  by 
the  court  through  the  clerk;  orders  to  show  cause  are  signed  and  is- 
sued by  the  judge.^'  Also,  upon  an  order  to  show  cause,  the  ques- 
tions arising  upon  the  application  are  brought  before  the  court  and 
discussed  upon  affidavits,  while  in  the  case  of  the  alternative  writ  they 
come  before  the  court  upon  the  writ  itself,"  which  sets  forth  the  facts 
upon  which  the  writ  is  issued,^^  and  the  respondent's  return  thereto.^" 

The  rule  to  show  cause  is  in  the  nature  of  a  preliminary  notice^^ 


8.  Hevreu  v.  Eeed,  126  Cal.  219.  58 
Pac.  536;  Harris  v.  Brooker,  8  Wash 
138,  35  Pac.  599. 

9.  State  ex  rel.  Eochford  v.  Superior 
Court,  4  Wash.   30,   29  Pac.   764. 

[a]  Tbe  bare  allegation  tliat  the  re- 
lator has  no  other  adequate  remedy  v 
but  a  conclu'sion  and  of  no  value  what- 
ever; this  must  appear  from  the  facts 
alleged.  State  «a;  rel.  Shaw  v.  .Tudge 
of  District  Court,  47  La.  Ann.  1602,  l" 
So.   636. 

10.  Ex  parte  Williams,  4  Ark.  537, 
38  Am.  Dec.  46;  Burch  v.  Hardwjeke, 
23  Gratt.  (64  Va.)  51. 

11.  Ex  parte  Williams,  4  Ark.  .';37. 
38  Am.  Dee.  46. 

12.  Ark. — Ex  parte  Williams,  4  Ark. 
537,  38  Am.  Dec.  46.  Cal. — See  Cariaea 
V.  Dryden,  30  Cal.  244,  knowledge  or 
information  as  well  as  belief  must  be 
stated.  N.  0  -State  v.  Allen,  24  N.  C. 
183.  S.  C— Mate  v.  Hudnall,  2  Nott. 
&  McC.  419.  \'a.— Mayo  v.  James,  12 
Gratt.  (53  Va.>  17.  W.  Va.— Bodley 
V.  Archibald,  3;.  W.  Va.  229.  10  S.  E. 
392;  Jelly  v.  Dils,  27  W.  Va.  267.  Eng. 
Buggin  V.  Bennett,  4  Burr.  2035,  98 
Eng.  Reprint  60;  Burdett  v.  Newell,  2 
Ld.  Raym.  1211,  92  Eng.  Reprint  299. 
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Can, — ^Miron  v.  McCabe,  4  Ont.  Pr. 
171,  entitled  in  the  court  to  which  the 
petition  is  addressed. 

13.  State  ex  rel.  Alladio  v.  Superior 
Court,  17  Wash.  54,  48  Pac.  733. 

14.  As  to  quashal  and  setting  aside 
of  alternative  writs  of  prohibition,  see 
infra,  V,  H. 

15.  Jelly  V.  Dils,  27  W.  Va.  267. 

16.  Me. — Walton  V.  Greenwood,  60 
Me.  356.  N.  C— State  v.  Whitaker, 
114  N.  G.  818,  19  S.  E.  376.  Va.— Mayo 
i;.  James,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  17.  W.  Va. 
Jelly  V.  Dils,  27  W.  Va.  267. 

17.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,  Jurgen- 
son,  25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W.  70. 

18.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Jurgen- 
son,  25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W.  70. 

19.  Northern  Pae.  R.  Co.  v.  Jurgen- 
son,  25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W.  70. 

[a]  Compare  People  ex  rel.  Deal  v. 
Williams,  51  App.  Div.  102,  64  N.  Y. 
Supp.  457,  where  it  is  said  that  it 
is  probably  not  necessary  that  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  alternative 
writ  or  order  to  show  cause  is  issued 
should  appear  therein. 

20.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Jurgen- 
son,  25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W.  70. 

21.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Jurgen-- 
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to  which,  in  some  proper  form,  the  persons  adversely  interested  are 
generally  entitled.^^  It  operates,  also,  as  a  prohibition  until  further 
action  of  the  court,^'  but  expires  automatically  when  the  court  makes 
a  final  order  disallowing  the  writ  prayed  for.^*  In  the  absence  of 
statutory  regulation,  the  fixing  of  the  return  day  is  a  matter  to  be 
determined  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. ^^  The  order  to  show  cause 
need  not  run  in  the  name  of  the  state.^* 

2.  Service.^'  —  In  jurisdictions  where  the  adverse  party  is  not  a 
necessary  party,^*  he  need  not  be  served  with  an  order  to  show  cause.^° 
Service  on  the  court  below  is  made  by  serving  the  judge  presiding.'" 

G.  Demurrer  or  Answer  to  Petition,  —  To  the  petition  the  ad- 
verse party  may  demur  or  answer.*^ 


son,  25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W.  70;  Wil- 
liamBon  v.  Mingo  County  Court,  56  W. 
Va.  38,  48  S.  E.  835;  Brazie  v.  Fayette. 
25  W.  Va.  213. 

22.  La. — Saucier  v.  Saucier,  135  La. 
973,  66  So.  817.  Me. — Walton  v.  Green- 
wood, 60  Me.  356.  N.  0. — State  v.  Al- 
len, 24  N.  C.  183.  Va. — Mayo  v.  James, 
12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  17.  W.  Va.— Jelly 
V.  Dils,  27  W.  Va.  267;  Brazie  v.  Fav- 
ette,  25  W.  Va.  213. 

[a]  How  BecLuired  Notice  Given. 
Such. notice  may  be  given  by  a  single 
notice  signed  by  counsel,  or  in  effect, 
through  the  agency  of  an  order  to 
show  cause,  a  combined  notice  and 
motion.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Jur- 
geuson,  25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W.  70. 

23.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Ray,  45  Ala.  45. 
Oal. — Havemeyer  v.  Superior  Court,  84 
Cal.  327,  24  Pac.  121,  18  Am,  St.  Rep. 
192,  10  L.  R.  A.  627.  Va. — Mayo  v. 
James,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  17.  W.  Va. 
Jelly  V.  Dils,  27  W.  Va.  267. 

24.  Carter  v.  Gear,  16  Hawaii  289-. 
Gibbs  V.  Louisville,  95  Ky.  471.  26 
S.   W.  186. 

That  it  cannd;  be  revived  or  kept 
in  force  by  a  supersedeas,  see  infra. 
VII. 

25.  People  ex  rel.  Jones  v.  House. 
4  Utah  382,  10  Pac.  843. 

26.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Jurgen- 
son,  25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W.  70;  Wil- 
liamson V.  Mingo  County  Court,  56  W. 
Va.  38,  48  S.  E.  835. 

[a]  Statutes  which  require  that 
"process"  (Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
Jurgenson,  25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W. 
70),  and  "writs"  (Williamson  v.  Min- 
go County  Court,  56  W.  Va.  38,  48 
S.  E.  835)  should  run  in  name  of  state 
do  not  alter  this  rule,  for  the  reason 
that  such  an  order  is  not  a  writ.  Wil- 
liamson V.  Mingo  County  Court,  56  W. 
Va.  38.  48  8.  E.  835, 


27.  See  generally  the  title  "Service 
of  Process  and  Papers." 

28.  See  supra,  V,  D. 

29.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Jurgen- 
son, 25  N.  D.  14,  141  N.  W.  70. 

[a]  Substituted  service  on  adverse 
party  provided  for  by  statute.  People 
ex  rel.  Jones  v.  House,  4  Utah  382,  10 
Pac,  843. 

30.  Lewis  v.  Superior  Court,  11  Cal. 
App.  483,   105  Pac.   763. 

31.  Ark. — Ex  parte  WilliamH,  4  Ark. 
537,  38  Am.  Dec.  46.  Mo. — State  ex 
rel.  Boyer  v.  Huck,  260  Mo.  140,  168 
S.  W.  762.  Va.— Mayo  v.  James,  12 
Gratt.  (53  Va.)  17. 

[a]  In  New  York  "the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  fails  to  provide  for  a 
demurrer  to  an  alternative  writ  of 
prohibition,  but  does  provide  (§2097) 
that  an  objection  to  the  'legal  sufS- 
ciency  of  the  papers  upon  which  the 
writ  was  granted  may  be  taken  in  the 
return,'  and  that  a  motion  to  set  aside 
the  alternative  writ,  for  any  matter 
not  involving  the  merits,  must  be  made 
at  a  term  where  the  writ  might  have 
been  granted.  These  provisions  jus- 
tify the  inference  that  an  objection  to 
the  BufS-ciency  of  the  paper  may  be 
taken  in  the  return,  or  presented  at 
a  Special  Term  of  the  court  before 
the  return  day."  People  ■ex  rel.  West 
Shore  Traction  Co.  v.  Bauer,  103  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1081. 

[b]  Both  Demurrer  and  Answer. 
But  the  demurrer  and  answer  will  not 
lie  at  one  and  the  same  time.  Hence 
a  pleading  which  combine*  an  answer 
and  a  demurrer  is  improper.  State 
ex  rel.  Fenn  v.  McQuillin,  256  Mo.  693, 
165  S.   W.  713. 

[c]  If  not  objected  to  the  court 
may,  ex  gratia,  consider  the  same,  and 
determine  such  issues  as  may  be  thus 
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Upon  the  hearing  of  the  demurrer  the  primary  inquiry  is  whether  the 
facts  set  forth  in  the  petition  disclose  a  want  of  jurisdiction  in  tribunal 
whose  acts  are  complained  of.^^  The  facts  alleged  in  the  petition  are, 
in  accordance  with  the  general  rule  in  that  regard,^^  assumed  to  be 
true.^* 

H.  Motion  To  Quash  Alternative  "Writ  or  Order  To  Show 
Cause.  —  The  respondent  may,  at  any  time  before  final  judgment,^* 
move  to  quash  the  alternative  writ  or  order  to  show  cause, ^°  and  this 
right  is  not  waived  because  no  motion  to  quash  was  interposed  before 
trial  of  the  issues  taken  by  the  return.^' 

I.  Mandamus  To  Compel  Vacation.  —  A  superior  tribunal  may, 
where  a  writ  of  prohibition  has  been  improvidently'*  or  irregularly^' 
issued,  award  a  writ  in  the  nature  of  a  mandamus,  to  compel  the 
vacation  of  the  writ  of  prohibition  thus  issued.*" 

J.  Return.  —  If  the  writ  has  issued  to  an  officer  he  is  required  to 
make  a  return  thereto,  upon  which  issue  is  joined;*^  when  issued  to 
the  court  and  the  prosecuting  party,  a  return  is  made  by  the  court.*^ 
The  party,  as  such,  is  not  required  or  permitted  to  make  a  return,*^ 
but  he  may  adopt  the  return  of  the  court.** 

K.  Objections  To  Return  or  Answer.  —  The  granting  or  deny- 
ing of  the  writ  is  commonly  determined  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  re- 
turn,*°  or  upon  a  motion  for  the  final  writ,*^  which  motion  is  prac- 
tically the  equivalent  of  a  motion  for  judgment  upon  the  return.*^ 
The  motion  to  quash  the  return  to  an  alternative  writ  is  in  the  nature 


presented.     State  ex  rel.  Fenn  v.  Me- 
Quillin,  256  Mo.  693,  165  S.  W.  713. 

[d]  Grounds  of  Demurrer. — The  de- 
murrer will  lie  for  defects  q,s  to  parties 
(Armstrong  ;;.  County  Court,  15  W. 
Va.  190),  and  for  failure  of  the  peti- 
tion to  state  facts  sufBoient  to  justify 
the  issuance  of  the  writ.  State  ex  rel. 
Mau  V.  Ausherman,  11  Wyo.  410,  72 
Pao.  200,  73  Pac.  548. 

32.  State  ex  rel.  Mau  v.  Ausherman, 
11  Wyo.  410,  72  Pac.  200,  73  Pac. 
548. 

33.  6   Standard  Pkoc.  981. 

34.  Cal. — Hevren  v.  Eeed,  126  Cal. 
219,  58  Pao.  536.  Mo. — State  ex  rel. 
Fenn  v.  McQuillin,  256  Mo.  693,  165 
S.  W.  713.  S.  C. — State  ex  rel.  Gibbes 
V.  Kirkland,  41  S.  C.  29,  19  S.  E.  215. 
S.  D.— Gates  v.  MoGee,  15  S.  D.  247, 
88   N.   "W.   115. 

[a]  Exhibits  attached  to  the  peti- 
tion cannot  be  considered.  State  ex 
rel.  Fenn  v.  McQuillin,  256  Mo.  693, 
165  S.  W.  713.  But  see  the  title  '  'Ex- 
hibi,ts." 

35.  State  ex  rel.  Kellog  v.  Gary,  33 
Wis.  93. 

[a]  After  verdict  taSen  and 
recorded   a  motion  to   quash    is    still 
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proper  where  prohibition  is  not  the 
proper  remedy.  State  ex  rel.  Kellog  v. 
Gary,  33    Wis.  93. 

[b]  In  New  York,  "a  motion  to  set 
aside  the  alternative  writ,  for  any 
matter  not  involving  the  merits,  must 
be  made  at  a  term  where  the  writ 
might  have  been  granted."  Such  an 
objection  may  be  presented  at  a  special 
term  before  the  return  day  of  the 
writ.  People  ex  rel.  West  Shore  Trac. 
Co.  V.  Bauer,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  1081. 

36.  State  ex  rel.  Boyer  v.  Huck,  260 
Mo.  140,  168  S.  W.  762. 

37.  State  ex  rel.  Kellog  v.  Gary,  33 
Wis.  93. 

38.  Ex  parte  Boothe,  64  Ala.  312. 

39.  •  E-x  parte  Bay,  45  Ala.  15. 

40.  As  to  procedendo,  see  19  Stand- 
ard Proc.  121. 

41.  Dayton  v.  Paine,  13  Minn.  493. 

42.  Dayton  v.  Paine,  13  Minn.  493. 

43.  Dayton  v.  Paine,  13  Minn.  493. 

44.  Dayton  v.  Paine,  13  Minn.  493. 

45.  State  ex  rel.  Boyer  v.  Huck,  260 
Mo.  140,  168  S.  W.  762;  State  ex  rel. 
Dilworth  v.  Braun,  31  Wis.  600. 

46.  State  -ex  rel.  Boyer  v.  Huck,  260 
Mo.  140,  168  S.  W.  762. 

47.  State  ex  r-el.  Boyer  v.  Huels,  260 
Mo.  140,  168  S,  W.  76S. 
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of  a  demurrer  thereto.*^  Upon  a  demurrer  to  the  return  or  answer 
the  allegations  in  the  return  or  answer,  following  the  general  rule  in 
that  regard,*^  must  be  accepted  as  true,""  and  the  same  is  true  upon 
a  motion  for  an  absolute  writ  based  upon  the  return.^'^  A  motion  for 
judgment  on  the  pleadings  is,  in  effect,  a  challenge  to  the  legal  suffi- 
ciency of  the  return."^ 

L.  The  KEPiiY.  —  The  reply  to  the  respondent 's  return  admits  such 
allegations  in  the  return  as  are  not  expressly  denied."' 

M.  The  Hearing.  —  Upon  the  hearing  of  the  application  for  pro- 
hibition the  only  proper  inquiries  are  whether  or  not  the  inferior 
court  is  proceeding  in  a  matter  over  which  it  has  no  jurisdiction,  or 
is  exceeding  its  legitimate  powers,"*  and,  if  so,  whether  the  ordinary 
remedies  are  not  adequate  to  afford  relief.""  Errors  or  irregularities 
occurring  in  the  progress  of  the  cause  are  not  within  the  purview  of 
this  proceeding."^  The  propriety  of  the  remedy  by  prohibition  in  the 
instant  case  need  not  be  passed  upon  where  its  issuance  is  not  con- 
tested on  that  ground."^ 


48.  state  ex  rel.  Dilworth  v.  Braun, 
31  Wis.  600. 

[a]  The  alternative  writ  may  lie 
quashed  upon  a  motion  to  quash  the 
return  thereto  for  the  reason  that  the 
motion  to  quash  being  in  the  nature 
of  a  demurrer,  "reaches  back  to  the 
first  defective  pleading.  If,  therefore, 
the  relation  does  not  state  a  cause  for 
issuing  a  writ  of  prohibition,  it  may 
be  quashed  on  this  motion."  State 
ex  Tel.  Dilworth  v.  Braun,  31  Wis. 
600. 

49.  6  Standabd  Proc.  981. 

50.  State  ex  rel.  Dakota  Trust  Co. 
V.  Stutsman,  24  N.  D.  68,  139  N.  W. 
83,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  7r6. 

51.  State  ex  rel.  W.arde  v.  McQuil- 
lin,  262  Mo.  256,  171  S.  W.  72;  State 
ex  rel.  Letcher  v.  Bearing,  253  Mo.  604, 
162  S.  W.  618;  People  ex  rel.  Living- 
ston V.  Wyatt,  186  N.  Y.  383,  79  N.  E. 
330,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  159. 

52.  State  ex  r^el.  Warde  v.  McQuU- 
lin,  262  Mo.  256,  ,171  S.   W.  72. 

53.  State  ex  rel.  Brady  v.  Evans, 
184  Mo.  632,  83  S.  W.  447;  People 
ex  rel.  Livingston  v.  Wyatt,  113  App. 
Div.  Ill,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  114,  aprmed, 
186  N.  Y.  383,  79  N.  E.  330. 

54.  TJ.  S.— 7ji  re  Cooper^  143  U.  S. 
472,  12  Sup.  Ct.  453,  36  L.  ed.  232. 
Ala. — Goodwin  v.  McConnell,  187  Ala. 
431,  65  So.  788;  Ex  parte  Greene,  29 
Ala.  52.  Ark.— McClendon  v.  Wood, 
125  Ark.  155,  188  S.  W.  6.  Cal.— Mur- 
phy V.  Superior  Court,  84  Cal.  592,  24 
Pac.  310;  Hogan  v.  Superior  Court,  16 
Cal.  App.  783,  117  Pac.  947;  Conlan 
V.   Superior   Court,   12   Cal.   App.   420, 


107  Pac.  577.  Oolo. — ^People  ex  rel. 
Daniels  v.  District  Court,  33  Colo.  293, 
80  Pac.  908;  People  ex  rel.  Smith  v. 
District  Court,  21  Colo.  251,  40  Pao. 
460;  Mclnerney  v.  Denver,  17  Colo. 
302,  29  Pac.  516.  La.— State  ex  rel 
Patton  V.  Houston,  40  La.  Ann.  393, 
4  So.  50,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  532.  Mo. 
State  ex  rel.  Brady  v.  Evans,  184  Mo. 
632,  83  S.  W.  447.  N.  Y.— People  ei- 
rel.  Livingston  v.  Wyatt,  186  N.  Y. 
383,  79  N.  B.  330,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
159;  People  ex  rel.  Mayor  v.  Nichols, 
79  N.  Y.  582,  58  How.  Pr.  200;  Thom- 
son V.  Tracy,  60  N.  Y.  31;  People  ex 
rel.  Jones  v.  Sherman,  66  App.  Div. 
231,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  718,  affirmed,  171 
N.  Y.  684,  64  N.  E.  1124;  People  ex 
rel.  Smith  v.  Eussell,  29  How.  Pr.  176, 
19  Abb.  Pr.  136.  Ohio.— Kelley  v. 
State  ex  rel.  Gellner,  94  Ohio  St.  331, 
114  N.  E.  255.  Okla.— Hirsh  v.  Twy- 
ford,  40  Okla.  220,  139  Pac.  313. 

55.  State  ex  rel.  Thatcher  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  38  Nev.  323,  149  Pac. 
178. 

56.  Ala. — Epperson  v.  Eice,  102  Ala. 
668,  15  So.  434.  Colo.— People  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  54  Colo.  237,  130  Pao. 
324.  Fla.— State  ex  rel.  Floral  City  P. 
Co.  V.  Hocker,  33  Fla.  283,  14  So.  586; 
State  V.  Smith,  32  Fla.  476,  14  So.  43. 
Haw. — In  re  Hobron,  6  Hawaii  407. 
N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Mayor  v.  Nichols, 
79  N.  Y.  582,  58  How.  Pr.  200.  Ohio. 
Kelley  v.  State  ex  rel.  Gellner,  94  Ohio 
St.  331,  114  N.  E.  255. 

57.  McLean  v.  District  Court,  24 
Idaho  441,  134  Pae.  536,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915D,  542: 
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If  the  pleading  by  which  the  proceeding  complained  of  was  insti- 
tuted, shows  a  ease  over  which  the  inferior  court  has  jurisdiction,  the 
court  above  will  not  consider  matter  set  up  in  the  answer  in  an  at- 
tempt to  oust  the  court  below  of  jurisdiction.^' 

N.  Judgment  and  Scope  of  E«e)lief.°^  —  The  judgment  should  be 
that  the  writ  do  or  do  not  issue,  as  justice  and  the  law  may  require,"" 
and  should  also  award  costs  to  the  party  entitled  thereto.*^  But  no 
provision  as  to  costs  shall  be  incorporated  therein  unless  the  court, 
in  disposing  of  the  application,  so  ordered."^  The  writ  may  be  allowed 
as  to  part  of  the  proceedings  below  and  denied  as  to  others."^  In  ad- 
dition to  directing  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of  prohibition,  the  judg- 
ment may  provide  for  such  other  and  incidental  relief  as  may  be 
necessary  to  make  the  relator's  remedy  complete."*  Thus,  it  may  not 
only  prevent  what  remains  to  be  done  but  may,  where  it  is  necessary 
to  give  complete  relief,  undo  that  which  has  already  been  done."° 

VI.  THE  WRIT.  —  A.  General  Eequirements.  —  The  writ  should 
be  directed  to  the  inferior  tribunal  and  the  adverse  party  to  the 
proceeding  being  therein  prosecuted,""  and  should  command  the  court 


58.  People  ex  rel.  Vigil  v.  District 
Court,  33   Colo.  66,  79  Pao.  1024. 

59.  As  to  nature  and  purpose  of  the 
writ,  see  supra,  II,  A. 

60.  Mayo  v.  James,  12  Gratt.  (53 
Va.)   17. 

61.  Mayo  v.  James,  12  Gratt.  (53 
Va.)   17. 

As  to  who  entitled  to  costs,  see 
infra,  VIII. 

62.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Har- 
mon, 159  Ky.  59,  166  S.  W.  786,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915D,  562. 

63.  State  ex  rel.  Burr  «.  Whitney, 
66  Fla.  24,  63  So.  299;  Dole  v.  Gear, 
14  Hawaii  554. 

[a]  Compare  Smith  v.  Whitney,  116 
U.  S.  167,  6  Sup.  Ct.  570,  29  L.  ed. 
601,  where  the  court  says:  "There 
may  indeed  be  cases  in  which  two 
matters  before  the  inferior  court  are 
BO  distinct  that  a  writ  of  prohibition 
may  go  as  to  the  one  and  not  as  to 
the  other.  But  when  the  leading 
charge  is  within  its  jurisdiction,  and 
the  other  charge,  though  varying  in 
form,  is  for  the  same  or  similar  acts, 
like  a  second  count  in  an  indictment, 
and  the  same  sentence  may  be  awarded 
on  the  first  charge  as  upon  both,  a  writ 
of  prohibition  should  not  issue." 

64.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Peterson,  33  Ala. 
74;  Ex  parte  Smith,  23  Ala.  94.  Cal. 
Havemeyer  v.  Superior  Court,  84  Cal. 
.S27,  24  Pac.  121,  18  Am.  St.  Kep.  192, 
10  L.  R.  A.  627.  Oolo.— People  ex  rel. 
Daniels  v.  District  Court,  33  Colo.  293, 
80  Pac.  908;   People  ex  rel.    Long    v. 
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District   Court,   28   Colo.   161,   63   Pac. 
321. 

[a]  The  reason  for  such  a  rule  is 
that  under  a  contrary  one  the  court 
below,  "by  proceeding  expeditiously 
and  arbitrarily,  could  defeat  the 
remedy."  Havemeyer  v.  Superior 
Court,  84  Cal.  327,  391,  24  Pac.  121, 
18  Am.  St.  Eep.  192,  10  L.  E.  A.  627. 

65.  Havemeyer  v.  Superior  Court,  84 
Cal.  327,  24  Pac.  121,  18  Am.  St.  Eep. 
192,  10  L.  E.  A.  627;  People  ex  rel. 
Long  V.  District  Court,  28  Colo.  161,  63 
Pac.  321. 

[a]  "The  Principle  Is  That  Which 
Prevails  in  Equi^.— When  there  is 
jurisdiction,  the  court  will  afford  com- 
plete relief.  A  party  will  not  be  com- 
pelled to  resort  to  more  than  cue  pro- 
ceeding or  more  than  one  court  for 
redress  of  one  injury."  Havemeyer  v. 
Superior  Court,  84  Cal.  327,  394,  24 
Pac.  121,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  192,  10  L. 
E.  A.   627. 

[b]  Where  relief  from  an  order  al- 
ready made  in  the  proceedings  com- 
plained of  is  incidental  the  court  may 
issue  the  writ  of  prohibition  and  di- 
rect that  such  order  be  set  aside.  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Long  v.  District  Court,  28 
Colo.  161,  63  Pac.  321,  order  granting 
new  trial. 

66.  Axk.—Ex  parte  Williams,  4  Ark. 
537,  38  Am.  Dec.  46.  N.  Y.— Norton 
V.  Dowling,  46  How.  Pr.  7.  Va.— Mayo 
V.  James,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  17.  W.  Va. 
Kump  V.  McDonald,  64  W,  Va.  323,  61 
8.  E.  909, 
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not  to  entertain,'''  and  the  adverse  party  not  to  urge  or  prosecute^' 
the  proceeding  complained  of. 

B.  Enforcement  of.  —  The  writ  is  enforced  by  punishing  viola- 
tions of  its  orders  as  a  contempt  of  court.'^ 

C.  Operation  and  Effect.  —  Generally  the  writ  of  prohibition 
operates  upon  the  court  rather  than  the  parties  proceeding  therein/" 
though  in  some  jurisdictions  it  may  be  directed  to  the  party."  It 
will  have  no  force  against  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  record  or  in 
privity  ■nath  such  a  party.^^  It  may  not  be  disregarded  by  the  officer 
or  inferior  tribunal  to  which  it  is  addressed,  even  though,  in  the 
instant  case,  it  may  have  been  improvidently  awarded.'^ 

VII.  APPEAL  AND  ERROR.  —  Appeal  in  prohibition  cases  is 
largely  a  matter  of  statutory  regulation.^*  At  common  law  an  appeal 
does  not  lie  from  an  order  denying  an  application  for  prohibition.'^ 


67.  Ark. — Ex  parte  Williams,  4  Ark. 
537,  38  Am.  Dee.  46.  Va. — Mayo  v. 
James,  12  Gratt.  (53  Vb.1  17.  W.  Va 
Kump  V.  McDonald,  64  W.  Va.  323,  61 
S.  E.  909. 

68.  Ark. — Ex  parte  Williams,  4  Ark. 
537,  38  Am.  Dec.  46.  Va. — Mayo  v. 
James,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  17.  W.  Va. 
Kump  V.  McDonald,  64  W.  Va.  323,  61 
S.  E.  909. 

But  see  infra,  VT,  C. 

69.  Cal.  —  Havemeyer  v.  Superior 
Court,  87  Cal.  267,  25  Pae.  433,  10 
L.  E.  A.  650.  HI. — People  v.  Circuit 
Court,  169  111.  201,  48  N.  E.  717.  La. 
State  ex  r^el.  Saizan  «,  Judge  of  Dis- 
trict Court,  48  La.  Ann.  1501,  21  So. 
94.  Mo. — State  ex  ret  Merriam  v.  Boss, 
136  Mo.  259,  41  S.  W.  1041;  Howard 
V.  Pierce,  38  Mo.  296.  Wis. — State  ex 
ret  Cushing  v.  Hungerford,  8  Wis. 
345. 

As  to  punisluuent  for  contempt,  see 
5  Standard  Peoc.  363. 

70.  HI. — People  v.  Circuit  Court,  169 
111.  201,  48  N."  E.  717.  N.  Y.— People 
ex  rel.  Livingston  v.  Wyatt,  186  N.  T. 
383,'  394,  79  N.  E.  330,  10  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  159.  N.  C— State  v.  Whitaker, 
114  N.  C.  818,  19  S.  E.  376. 

[a]  Under  early  common  law  it 
also  operated  upon  the  prosecuting 
party,  commanding  Mm  "not  to  fol- 
low the  plea.'"  Ex  parte  Williams,  4 
Ark.  537,  38  Am.  Dec.  46. 

71.  See  supra,  VI,  A. 

72.  State  ex  rel.  Wolf  v.  Moore,  16 
Wash.   350,  47  Pac.  757. 

73.  Ex  parte  Boothe,  64  Ala.  312; 
Ex  parte  Bay,  45  Ala.  15. 

74.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
Mayo  V.  James,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  17. 

[&\    Under    ^atutes   providing   for 


appeals  from  "judgments  ...  on  ap- 
plication for  writ  of  certiorari,  man- 
damus, and  other  remedial  writs  ..." 
an  appeal  will  lie  from  a  judgment 
granting  a  writ  of  prohibition.  Ex 
parte   Campbell,   130   Ala.    171,   30   So. 

as."!. 

[b]  In  Georgia  (1)  under  the  Act 
of  1870  (now  in  Civil  Code,  §5540) 
making  certain  writs  of  error  "fast" 
writs,  a  writ  of  error  sued  out  from 
verdict  and  judgment  returned  and  had 
upon  a  final  hearing  on  the  question.^ 
of  fact  raised  by  the  petition  and  re- 
turn, is  not  a  "fast"  writ  of  error. 
Bacon  v.  Jones,  116  Ga.  136,  42  S.  E. 
401.  (2)  But  a  judgment  rendered  at 
chambers  denying  a  motion  to  revoke 
a  writ  of  prohibition  may  be  taken 
up  as  a  "fast"  writ  of  error.  Mayor 
of  Savannah  v.  Grayson,  104  Ga.  105, 
80  S.  E.  693. 

75.  State  ex  rel.  Griffith  v.  Bower- 
man,  40  Mo.  App.  576. 

[a]  "The  remedy  of  the  party  ag- 
grieved, .  .  .  would  then  be  to  apply 
to  this  court  or  to  the  supreme  court 
for  a  new  writ  of  prohibition,  by 
analogy  to  the  proceeding  in  cases  of 
habeas  corpus."  State  ex  rel.  Griffith 
V.  Bowerman,  40  Mo.  App.  576.  Com- 
pare Irrre  Burt,  17  Cal.  App.  3t)9,  119 
Pae.  674,  holding  that  where  an  ap- 
plication is  made  to  the  superior  court 
for  a  prohibition  and  there  denied,  the 
district  court  of  appeals  will  not  exer- 
cise, although  it  possesses,  original 
jurisdiction  of  a  second  application. 

fb]  Statutes  giving  an  appeal  to 
"the  party  aggrieved"  do  not  alter 
this  rule.  But,  under  such  a  statute, 
an  .appeal  may  be  taken  from  a  final 
judgment  granting  the  writ.    State  ex 
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The  right  of  appeal  is  usually  given  when  costs  have  been  awarded^® 
Where  appeals  are  granted  from  final  judgments  or  orders  an  appeal 
will  lie  in  prohibition  whether  the  judgment  was  one  denying  or 
granting  the  application/'  Where  it  appears  from  the  record  that  a 
writ  of  prohibition  should  not  have  issued,  and  the  defect  is  not 
amendable,  the  judgment  awarding  the  writ  will  be  reversed  with 
directions  to  dismiss  the  application/^ 

Supersedeas — Where  on  a  hearing  the  writ  is  denied,  a  supersedeas 
bond  on  appeal  does  not  revive  the  previous  preliminary  prohibitory 
order/^ 

yill.  SECOND  APPLICATION.  — When  an  application  for  a 
writ  of  prohibition  is  denied,  the  applicant  may  apply  to  any  other 
court  having  power  to  grant  the  same.*" 

IX.  COSTS.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  the  prevailing  party  shall 
recover  his  costs,*^  but  the  judgment  may  not  provide  for  costs  unless 
the  court,  in  disposing  of  the  proceeding,  so  orders.*^  Costs  may  not 
be  taxed  against  the  judge  of  the  inferior  court,*'  nor  against  persons 
who  were  not  parties  to  the  prohibition  proceeding.** 


reZ.  Griffith  v.  Bowerman,  40  Mo.  App. 
576. 

76.  People  ex  rel.  Deal  v.  Williams, 
51  App.  Div.  102,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  457. 

77.  Conn. — ^Fayerweather  v.  Monson, 
61  Conn.  431,  23  Atl.  878.  Okla. 
Healy  v.  Loofburrow,  2  Okla.  458,  37 
Pac.  823.  Va.— Burch  v.  Hardwieke, 
23  Gratt.   (64  Va.)   51. 

78.  Adams  County  Court  v.  People, 
48  Colo.  539,  111  Pae.  86. 

79.  Carter  v.  Gear,  16  Hawaii  289; 
Gibbs  V.  Louisville,  95  Ky.  471,  26 
S.  W.  186,  refusing  to  apply  the 
analogous  rule  in  case  of  a  temporary 
injunction. 

[a]  The  supersedeas  will  be  ef- 
fective as  to  the  costs  only  in  such  a 
case.  Gibbs  v.  Louisville,  95  Ky.  471, 
26  S.  W.  186. 

80.  State  ex  rel.  Griffith  v.  Bower- 
man,  40  Mo.  App.  576;  Lindo  v.  Eod- 
ney,  2  Doug.  620,  99  Eng.  Reprint 
392. 

[a]  In  California  the  district  court 
of  appeals  will  not  exercise,  although 


it  possesses,  original  jurisdiction  of  an 
application  for  a  prohibition  where 
the  superior  court  had  previously  de- 
nied a  similar  application  made  on  the 
same  facts.  In  re  Burt,  17  Cal.  App. 
309,   119  Pac.   674. 

81.  State  ex  rel.  Streit  v.  Justice 
Court,  45  Mont.  375,  123  Pae.  405,  48 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  156;  Mayo  v.  James, 
12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  17. 

[a]  Assessment  of  damages  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  not  neessary  to  entitle  him 
to  costs.  Mayo  v.  James,  12  Grpitt. 
(53  Va.)  17. 

82.  See  supra,  V,  N. 

83.  Ky. — Chesapeake  &  O.  K.  Co.  v. 
Harmon,  159  Ky.  59,  166  S.  W.  786, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  562.  Mo. — State  ex 
rel.  Federal  Lead  Co.  v.  Eeynolds,  245 
Mo.  698,  151  S.  W.  85.  S.  0.— State 
V.  Jervey,  4  Strobh.  304.  W.  Va. 
Judy  V.  LashWy,  50  W.  Va.  628,  41 
S.  E.  197,  57  L.  E.  A.  413. 

84.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Har- 
mon, 159  Ky.  59,  166  S.  W.  786,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915D,  562. 


PROPERTY.  —  See  Due  Process  of  Law;  Embezzlement;  Injuries  to 
Persons  and  Property;  Lands  and  Land  Transfers;  Larceny; 
Obtaining  Property  by  False  Pretenses;  Personal  Property; 
Proceedings  in  Rem;  Title. 


PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY.  —  See  Grand  Jury;  Indictment  and 
Information;  OiQcers. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.    INDICTMENT  OR  INFORMATION,  827 


A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 


Generally,  827 

For  Placing  Wife  in  House  of  Prostitution,  828 
For  Accepting  Earnings  of  Prostitute,  828 
Under  White  Slave  Traffic  or  Mann  Act,  829 
Joinder  and  Duplicity,  829 


II.    TRIAL,  830 


CROSS-REFEKENCES: 

Disorderly  House;  Lewdness; 

Vagrancy. 
For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  1009,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

L  INDICTMENT  OR  INFORMATION.^  — A.  Generally.  —  An 
indictment  or  information  under  a  statute  defining  acts  which  con- 
stitute a  female  prostitute  and  fixing  a  punishment  therefor  must  set 
forth,  with  a  reasonable  degree  of  certainty,  the  acts  constituting  the 
crime.^  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule,  however,  it  is  sufficient 
to  charge  the  offense  in  the  language  of  the  statute,^  as  it  is  also  in 
a  prosecution  for  enticing  a  virtuous  female  to  a  house  of  ill  fame,* 
or  in  charging  the  offense  of  resorting  to  or  becoming  an  inmate  of 
a  house  of  ill  fame.®  The  place  where  the  house  was  situated  should 
be  stated  with  particularity  in  an  information  for  the  latter  offense.' 


1.  See  generally  the  title  "Indict- 
meat  and  Information." 

2.  Delano  v.  State,  66  Ind.  348  (not 
sufficient  to  simply  charge  that  defend- 
ant was  "then  and  there  a  female 
prostitute");  People  ex  rel.  Kingsley 
17.  Pratt,  22  Hun  (N.  Y.)  300,  complaint 
charging  merely  upon  information  and 
belief  that  defendant  was  a  "common 
prostitute,"  held  insufficient.  See  also 
Toney  v.  State,  60  Ala.  97;  State  v. 
Bryant,  90  Wash..  20,  155  Pae.  420. 

3.  Stanton  v.  State,  27  Ind.  App. 
105,  60  N.  E.  999,  charging  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute,  that  the  defend- 


ant committed  "fornication  for  hire" 
sufficient.  See  generally  12  Standard 
Peoc.  442,  447,  et  seq. 

4.  State  V.  DickerhofE,  127  Iowa  404, 
103  N.  W.  350. 

5.  See  State  v.  Richards,  76  Wis. 
354,  44  N.  W.  1104,  although,  it  does 
not  charge  that  the  defendant  had 
knowledge  of  the  character  of  the 
house. 

6.  See  State  v.  Richards,  76  Wis. 
354,  44  N.  W.  1104,  alleging  it  to  have 
been  in  the  town  of  V.  in  the  county 
of  A.  was  sufficient. 
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That  the  place  was  a  house  of  ill-fame  need  not  be  alleged  in  terms 
where  the  facts  set  forth  show  it  to  be  such.'' 

The  offense  of  living  with  a  common  prostitute  is  a  continuing  one 
and  may  be  charged  as  such  between  certain  dates  ;^  but  it  does  not 
follow  that  it  may  not  be  charged  upon  a  particular  day.® 

The  offense  of  nightwalHng  is  sufficiently  charged  by  employing  such 
term,  without  setting  forth  the  particular  acts  constituting  the  same.^" 

B.  Fob  Placing  Wipe  in  House  of  Prostitution.  —  The  indict- 
ment or  information  in  a  prosecution  against  a  liusband  for  placing 
or  allowing  his  wife  to  remain  in  a  house  of  prostitution  need  not 
aver  that  defendant  left  his  wife  in  such  a  house  with  the  intention 
that  she  should  act  as  a  prostitute/^  nor  that  the  wife  followed  the 
practice  of  prostitution  after  becoming  an  inmate  of  the  house.^^  De- 
fendant's knowledge  of  the  character  of  the  house  need  not  be  alleged 
in  terms  where  it  is  a  legitimate  inference  from  the  other  allegations.^* 

C.  For  Accepting  Earnings  of  Prostitute.  —  "While  an  indict- 
ment or  information  in  charging  the  offense  of  accepting,  without  con- 
sideration, the  proceeds  of  the  earnings  of  any  woman  engaged  in 
prostitution,  should  employ  the  words  of  the  statute,"  it  is  not  essen- 
tial that  it  do  so  if  equivalent  words  are  used  and  all  the  elements 
of  the  crime  are  set  forth.^'  In  such  indictment,  the  use  of  the  word 
prostitution,  as  used  in  the  statute,  is  sufficient  without  words  of 
limitation  or  description.^^  The  specific  earnings  accepted  need  not 
be  stated."  Nor  need  it  be  charged  that  the  earnings  given  were 
unlawful  earnings  a,ccepted  for  an  unlawful  purpose.^*     Neither  is 


7.  State  V.  Eussell,  95  Iowa  406,  64 
N.  W.  281,  allegation  that  defendant 
resorted  to,  used  and  occupied  the 
place,  which  was  in  his  possession  and 
control,  for  purposes  of  prostitution 
and  lewdness. 

8.  State  V.  Thuna,  59  Wash.  689,  109 
Pac.  331,  111  Pac.  768. 

9.  State  V.  Thuna,  59  Wash.  689,  109 
Pac.  331,  111  Pac.  768,  since  so  living 
for  one  day  with  intent  to  continue 
the  relation   constitutes  the   offense. 

10.  State  V.  Dowers,  45  N.  H.  543; 
State  V.  Russell,  14  R.  I.  506,  defendant 
requiring  more  definite  information 
than  afforded  by  the  charge  may  de- 
mand a  bill  of  particulars.  Compan 
Thomaa  v.  State,  55  Ala.  260,  holding 
that  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  an 
indictment  charging  defendant  with  be- 
ing a"  nightwalker  without  allegations 
showing  the  unlawful  intent  is  insuffi- 
cient. 

11.  People  V.  Conness,  150  Cal.  114, 
88  Pac.  821,  such  an  intent  not  an  ele- 
ment of  offense.  See  also  People  v. 
Mead,  145  Cal.  500,  78  Pac.  1047,  hold- 
ing objection  to  suflSciency  of  infor- 
mation  on   this   ground    could   not   be 
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taken   by   motion  in  arrest    of    judg- 
ment. 

12.  People  V.  Conness,  150  Cal.  114, 
88  Pac.  821. 

13.  State  V.  Barker,  43  "Wash.  69,  86 
Pac.   387. 

14.  State  V.  Cavalluzzi,  113  Me.  41, 
92  Atl.  937. 

[a]  Such  an  Information  Is  Sufi- 
cient. — State  v.  Schuman,  89  Wash.  9, 
153  Pac.  1084,  Ann.  Ca^.  1918A,  633; 
State  V.  Crane,  88  Wash.  210,  152  Pac. 
989;  State  v.  Columbus,  74  Wash.  290, 
133  Pac.  455. 

15.  State  V.  Cavalluzzi,  113  Me.  41, 
92  Atl.  937.  Compare  12  Standard 
Proc.  442,  et  seq. 

[a]  Failure  to  use  word,  "woman" 
as  used  in  statute  held  not  fatal,  it 
appearing  otberwise  that  defendant  ac- 
cepted earnings  from  a  woman.  State 
V.  Cavalluzzi,  113  Me.  41,  92  Atl.  937. 

16.  State  V.  Cavalluzzi,  113  Me.  41, 
92  Atl.  937. 

17.  State  V.  Schuman,  89  Wash.  9, 
153  Pac.  1084,  Ann.  Cas.  1918A,  633; 
State  V.  Crane,  88  Wash.  210,  152  Pae. 
989. 

18.  State  V.  Crane,  88  Wash.  210, 
152  Pac.  989. 
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it  necessary  to  aver  that  the  defendant  knew  that  the  earnings  ac- 
cepted were  the  proceeds  of  prostitution,  where  he  is  charged  with 
"wilfully,  unlawfully  and  feloniously"  accepting  the  earnings  of  a 
common  prostitute."  The  time  may  be  charged  in  accordance  with 
general  rules  elsewhere  treated.^" 

D.  Under  White  Slave  Traefic  or  Mann  Act.  —  Aa  indictment 
founded  upon  the  act  of  congress  of  June  25,  1910,  known  as  the 
white  slave  act,  which  follows  the  language  of  the  statute,^^  or  which 
is  in  language  substantially  equivalent  thereto,^^  is  sufficient.  It  is 
not  necessary  in  an  indictment  for  a  violation  of  this  statute  to  go 
beyond  the  language  or  purpose  of  the  statute.^'  Though  the  trans- 
portation was  effected  by  automobile,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that 
such  automobiles  were  common  carriers.^* 

Under  the  statute  prohibiting  the  importation  of  alien  women  for 
the  purpose  of  prostitution  or  "for  any  other  immoral  purpose,"  an 
indictment  charging  that  the  defendant  imported  an  alien  woman 
that  she  should  live  with  him  as  his  concubine  is  sufScient.^^  A  charge 
of  harboring  an  alien  woman  in  violation  of  the  white  slave  act  must 
show  that'  she  was  from  a  country  covered  by  the  aet.^'^ 

E.  Joinder  and  Duplicity.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  joinder  and 
duplicity  in  criminal  pleadings,  apply  to  prosecutions  concerned  with 
prostitution.^'  Thus  under  proper  circumstances  several  acts  men- 
tioned in  the  act  disjunctively  may  be  charged  disjunctively  in  a  single 
count.^^  An  information  is  not  duplicitous  which  charges  two  per- 
sons with  accepting  the  earnings  of  a  common  prostitute.^^  An  in- 
dictment under  the  Mann  act  charging  the  transporting  of  two  women 
at  the  same  time  and  for  the  same  purpose  is  not  bad  for  duplicity.^" 


19.  State  V.  Sohuman,  89  Wash.  9, 
iry6  Pao.  1084,  Ann.  Cas.  1918A,  633. 
See  also  State  v.  Zenner,  35  Wash.  249, 
77  Pac.  191. 

20.  See  12  Standard  Pkoc.  411. 
[a]     It  is  not  improper    to    charge 

that  the  offense  was  committed  "dur- 
ing the  three  months  next  preceding 
the  finding  of  this  indictment."  Com. 
V.  Peretz,  212  Mass.  253,  98  N.  E.  1054, 
Ann.  CaB.  1913D,  484. 

21.  Weddell  v.  United  States,  213 
Fed.  208,  129  C.  C.  A.  552  (wherein 
defendant  was  first  charged  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute  itself,  with  its 
violation,  and  then  to  make  it  more 
specific  the  way  and  manner  of  its 
violation  was  specifically  pointed  out) ; 
United  States  v.  Flaspoller,  205  Fed. 
1006. 

22.  Kalen  v.  United  States,  196  Fed. 
888,  116  C.  C.  A.  450;  United  States 
V.  Brand,  229  Fed.  847. 

23.  United  States  v.  Brand,  229  Fed. 
847,  "act  does  not  require  the  govern- 
ment's pleading  to  charge  that  the 
woman   or    girl,    transported   in   viola- 


tion of  this  law,  was  actually  subjected 
to  debauchery,  or  that  she  did  actually 
engage  in  prostitution." 

24.  United  States  v.  Burch,  226  Fed. 
974. 

25.  United  States  v.  Bitty,  208  U.  S. 
393,  28  Sup.  Ct.  396,  52  L.  ed.  543. 

26.  United  States  v.  Davin,  189  Fed. 
244. 

27.  See  generally  12  Standard  Pkoc. 
499,  et  seq. 

28.  State  ;;.  Stout,  112  Ind.  245;  13 
N.  E.  715:  Fahnestock  v.  State,  102  Ind. 
156,  1  N.  E.  372.  See  12  Standaku 
Pboc.  507. 

[a]  Thus  an  information  charging 
that  the  defendant  consented  to  the 
placing  of  his  wife  in  a  house  of  pros- 
titution and  also  that  he  allowed  her 
to  remain  in  such  house  is  not  bad  for 
duplicity  as  the  several  acts  constitute 
but  one  offense.  State  v.  Ilomaki,  40 
Wash.  629,  82  Pac.   873. 

29.  State  v.  Columbus,  74  Wash.  290, 
133  Pac.  455,  it  charges  both  with  a 
single  crime. 

30.  United   States  v.   Westman,  182 
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The  offense  of  keeping  a  bawdy  house,  punishable  at  common  law, 
and  the  statutory  offense  of  being  a  common  prostitute  may  be  joined 
in  one  indictment  in  separate  counts.^^ 

II.  TRIAL.^^  —  The  general  rules  governing  variance  obtain  in 
prosecutions  for  the  offense  of  prostitution.'^  So  also,  the  general 
rule  obtains  that  questions  of  fact  are  for  the  jury.^* 

Instructions  in  such  prosecutions  are  governed  by  the  general  rules.'" 


Fed.  1017,  because  the  cTiarge  is  of  a 
single  act.  See  also  Bennett  v.  United 
States,  194  T'ed.  630,  114  C.  G.  A.  402. 

31.  Wooster  v.  State,  55  Ala.  217. 

32.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial." 

33.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Variance  and  Fail- 
ure of  Proof." 

[a]  There  is  no  fatal  variance  (1) 
where  the  indictment  charges  the  trans- 
portation of  a  person  by  one  name  and 
the  evidence  shows  the  transportation 
of  a  person  of  an  entirely  different 
name.  Bennett  v.  tJnited  States,  194 
Fed.  630,  114  C.  C.  A.  402.  (2)  Nor  ia 
there  a  fatal  variance  between  a  charge 
of  transporting  two  persons  for  the 
purpose  stated  and  proof  that  only  one 
of  such  persons  was  transported.  Ben- 
nett V.  United  States,  194  Fed.  630,  114 


C.   C.   A.   402,   violation   of   statute  is 
complete  if  one  person  is  transported. 

34.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
and  Jury." 

[a]  Whether  or  not  a  house  was  a 
house  of,  prostitution  is  a  question  of 
fact  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  from 
the  evidence  in  the  case.  Fahnestock 
V.  State,  102  Ind.  156,  1  N.  B.  372. 

35.  See  generally  13  Standard  Pboc. 
69S,  6t  seq. 

[a]  Must  Not  Invade  Province  of 
Jury. — Fahnestock  v.  State,  102  Ind. 
156,  1  N.  E.  372. 

[b]  Instruction  singling  out  a  par- 
ticular fact  in  evidence  and  giving  it 
undue  prominence  properly  refused. 
Williams  v.  State,  98  Ala.  52,  13  So. 
333. 


PROSECUTORS.  —  See  Indictment  and  Information. 


PROTHONOTARY.  —  See  Officers. 
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I.  GENERAL  STATEMENT,  832 

II.  MIXED  QUESTIONS  OF  LAW  AND  PACT,  834* 

III.  STATUTORY   PROVISIONS  MAKING  JURY   JUDGES   OF 

LAW  AND  FACT,  834 

IV.  PARTICULAR  QUESTIONS,  835 

,        A.  Art,  Science  and  Natural  Philosophy,  835 

B.  Nature,  Quality  and  Condition  of  Things,  835 

C.  Physical  Capacity  and  Condition,  837 

D.  Mental  Condition  and  Operations,  837 

1.  Generally,  837 

2.  Of  Children,  838 

3.  Intent  and  Belief,  838 

4.  Notice  and  Knowledge,  839 

5.  Ratification,  841 

6.  Good  Faith,  841 

7.  Insanity,  842 

8.  Election,  842 

E.  Ownership  and  Title,  842 

F.  Possession  and  Occupancy,  843 

G.  Matters  Relating  to  Written  Instruments,  843 

1.  Construction  of,  843 

2.  Execution  amd  Genuineness,  844 

3.  -Delivery,  844 

4.  Consideration,  844 
H.    As  to  the  Pleadings,  845 
I.     Foreign  Laws,  845 

J.     Necessity  for  Act,  846 
K.    Reasonableness,  847 

1.  Generally,  847 

2.  Reasonable  Time,  847 

3.  Of  Attorney's  Fees,  849 

L,    Identity  of  Persons  and  Property,  849 
M.    Relation  Between  Persons,  849 
N.     Time  and  Place,  850 
0.    Performance,  850 
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P,    In  Criminal  Prosecutions,  851 

.1.  Generally,  851 

2.  Motive,  851 

3.  Corpus  Delicti,  851 

4.  Reasonable  Doubt,  851 

5.  jfaise  Imprisonment,  852 

6.  Former  Jeopardy,  852 

7.  Knowledge  and  Intent,  853 

8.  Degree  of  Crime,  854 

9.  Miscellaneous  Questions,  854 
Q.    Matters  as  to  Evidence,  855 

1.  We«V^*  «w<i  Sufficiency  of,  855 

2.  Admissibility  of,  859 

3.  Credibility  of  Witnesses,  859 

CROSS-REFEBENCES : 

Instructions ;  •  Justices  of  the  Peace ; 

Juries  and  Jurors ;  Special  Interrogatories  to  Juries ; 

Verdict. 

Province  of  judge  and  jury  in  particular  actions  or  proceedings, 
see  the  specific  titles. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  GENERAL  STATEMENT.  —  In  the  determination  of  questions 
of  law  and  fact  the  judge  and  the  jury  are  respectively  independent 
and  neither  is  permitted  to  invade  the  prpvinee  of  the  other,^  except, 
perhaps,  where  the  constitution  or  statutes  make  the  jury,  in  some 
cases,  judges  of  both  the  law  and  the  facts.^     The  province  of  the 


1.  Mawich  v.  Elsey,  47  Mieh.  10,  8 
N.  W.  587,  10  N.   W.  57. 

[a]  The  respective  provinces  of  the 
judge  and  jury  have  been  stated  as 
follows:  "The  line  between  the  duties 
of  a  court  and  jury,  in  the  trial  of 
causes  at  law,  both  civil  and  criminal, 
is  perfectly  well  defined;  and  the  rigid 
observance  of  it  is  of  the  last  import- 
ance to  the  administration  of  systematic 
justice.  Whilst,  on  the  one  hand,  the 
jury  are  the  sole  ultimate  judges  of 
the  facts,  they  are,  on  the  other,  to 
receive  the  law  applicable  to  the  case 
before  them,  solely  from  the  publicly 
given  instructions  of  the  c"ourt.  In 
this  way  court  and  jury  are  made 
responsible,  each  in  its  appropriate  de- 
nartment,  for  the  part  taken  by  each 
in  the  trial  and  decision  of  causes,  and 
in   this  way   alone   can  errors   of  fact 
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and  errors  of  law  be  traced,  for  the 
purpose  of  correction,  to  their  proper 
sources."    State  v.  Smith,  6  E.  I.  33. 

[b]  "Logically  considered,  the  trial 
of  a  criminal  case  is  an  effort  to  com- 
plete a  final  syllogism,  having,  for  one 
premise,  matter  of  law;  for  the  other, 
matter  of  fact;  and  for  the  conclusion, 
the  resulting  proposition  of  guilty  or 
not  guilty.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  judge 
to  supply  the  jury  with  material  for 
the  major  premise  of  this  syllogism; 
and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  col- 
lect from  the  evidence  the  mipor  prem- 
ise, compare  the  two,  draw  tKe  eon- 
cluBion,  and  declare  it  in  their  ver- 
dict. ' '    Habersham  v.  State,  56  Ga.  61. 

Instructions  as  to  facts  or  evidence, 
see  13  Standard  Peoc.  829,  et  seq. 

2.  See  infra,  III,  and  13  Standard 
Peoc.  712,  983. 
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judge  is  to  determine  questions  of  law  arising  during  the  trial  of  a 
eause,^  and  to  instruct  the  jury  as  to  the  law  for  their  guidance  in 
arriving  at  a  verdict.*  The  province  of  the  jury  is  to  determine  the 
questions  of  fact  in  the  case  and  reach  a  verdict  in  accordance  with 
law  given  them  by  the  judge  in  his  charge.*  It  is,  therefore,  error 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  they  are  the  judges  of  the  law  of  the  case,* 
to  submit  to  the  jury  for  their  determination  a  .question  of  law,''  or 
to  withdraw  from  the  jury  the  consideration  of  a  material  question 
of  fact.®     Generally,  however,  if  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts 


3.  U.  S. — Steele's  Lessee  v.  Speneer, 
1  Pet.  552,  7  L.  ed.  259.  Ala.— Birm- 
ingham Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Long,  59 
So.  382;  Tobler  v.  Pioneer  Min.  &  Mfg. 
Co.,  166  Ala.  482,  52  So.  86;  Thomason 
V.  Odum,  31  Ala.  108,  68  Am.  Dee.  159. 
Oal.— Eastin  v.  Stockton  Bank,  66  Cal. 
123,  4  Pac.  1106,  56  Am.  Eep.  77.  D.  C. 
District  of  Columbia  v.  Johnson,  3 
Mackey  120.  111.— People  v.  Alton,  193 
111.  309,  61  N.  E.  1077,  56  L.  K.  A. 
95;  Wright  v.  Hildreth,  69  111.  App. 
588.  Ind. — Plummer  v.  Indianapolis 
Union  E.  Co.,  56  Ind.  App.  615,  104 
N.  E.  601.  Mass. — Peiree  v.  Butler,  14 
Mass.  303.  Mont. — Conway  v.  Monidah 
Trust,  52  Mont.  244,  157  Pac.  178; 
Golden  v.  Northern  Pacific  Ey.  Co.,  39 
Mont.  435,  104  Pac.  549,  34  L.  E.  A. 
(K  S.)  1154,  18  Ann.  Cas.  886.  Tex. 
Colgrove  v.  Falfurrias  State  Bank  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  192  S.  W.  580.  Vt.— State 
V.  Croteau,  23  Vt.  14,  54  Am.  Dec.  90. 

4..    See  the  title  "Instructions." 

5.  Oal. — People  v.  English,  30  Cal. 
214.  Ga. — Jones  v.  Dannenberg  Co.,  115 
Ga.  769,  42  S.  E.  65.  Ind.— Grimes  v. 
Alsop,  7  Blackf.  269.  Me.— Bigelow  v. 
Bigelow,  93  Me.  17,  49  Atl.  49.  Mass. 
McCarthy  v.  Peach,  186  Mass.  67,  70 
N.  E.  1029;  Knickerbocker  v.  Wilcox, 
83  Mich.  200,  47  N.  W.  123,  21  Am. 
St.  Eep.  '595.  Mich. — Williams  v.  Shel- 
den,  61  Mich.  311,  28  N.  W.  115.  N.  H. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hunton,  69  N.  H. 
509,  45  Atl.  351. 

[a]  "  Necessarily,  in  the  application 
of  the  law  as  expotinded  by  the  court, 
the  jury  must  exercise  some  degree  of 
judgment."  Livingston  v.  Taylor,  132 
Ga.  1,  63  S.  E.  694. 

6.  Livingston  v.  Taylor,  132  Ga.  1, 
63  S.  E.  694.  Compare  13  Standard 
Peoc.  714. 

■  7.  17.  S. — What  Cheer  Coal  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  56  Fed.  810,  6  C.  C.  A.  148. 
Ala.— Whitsett  v.  Belue,  172  Ala.  256, 
54  So.  677;  Thomason  v.  Odum,  31  Ala. 
108,  68  Am.  D'e?,  159;   Cafe  v,   Walgh 
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(Ala.  App.),  74  So.  82.  Oal.— People 
V.  Ivey,  49  Cal.  56.  111. — Doggett  v. 
Greene,  254  111.  134,  98  N.  E.  219;  Mer- 
ritt  V.  Boyden,  191  111.  136,  60  N.  E. 
907,  85  Am.  St.  Eep.  246;  Cope  v. 
Brentz,  190  111.  App.  504;  Taylor  v. 
Crowe,  122  111.  App.  518.  Ky.— Minor 
V.  Clarkson,  1  Ky.  Op.  389.  Md. 
Caledonian  Ins.  Co.  v.  Traub,  80  Md. 
214,  30  Atl.  904.  Mich.— Eoby  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Gray,  73  Mich.  356,  41  N.  W. 
420.  Mo.^-Brisooe  v.  Laughlin,  161  Mo. 
App.  76,  143  S.  W.  65;  White  v.  Eeitz, 
129  Mo.  App.  307,  108  S.  W.  601.  N.  Y. 
Outhouse  V.  Baird,  121  App.  Div.  556, 
116  N.  y.  Supp.  246.  Okla.— Midland 
Val.  E.  Co.  V.  Bailey,  124  Pac.  987. 
Tenn. — Ferguson  v.  Moore,  98  Tenn. 
342,  39  S.  W.  341.  Tex.— Stark  v.  Bur- 
kett   (Tex.   Civ.  App.),  120  S.  W.  939. 

8.  Ala. — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Holland,  173  Ala.  675,  55  So.  1001.  Ark. 
Beckley  v.  Miller,  96  Ark.  379,  131 
8.  W.  876.  Oa.— Stewart  v.  Mynatt, 
135  Ga.  637,  70  8.  E.  325;  Mooney 
V.  Tarver,  103  Ga.  573,  30  S.  E.  257; 
Hickman  v.  Bell,  10  Ga.  App.  319,  73 
8.  E.  596.  Ind.— Eump  v.  Woods,  50 
Ind.  App.  347,  98  N.  E.  369.  Ky. 
Castleman  v.  Eustenholtz,  145  Ky.  146, 
140  S.  W.  170.  Md.— National  Bank  of 
Bristol  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  99 
Md.  661,  59  Atl.  134,  105  Am.  St.  Eep. 
321.  Mich.— Williams  v.  Shelden,  61 
Mich.  311,  28  N.  W.  115.  Neb.— Oleson 
V.  Oleson,  90  Neb.  738,  134  N.  W.  648. 
Okla. — Sovereign  Camp  t.  Welch,  16 
Okla.  188,  83  Pac.  547;  Farmers'  State 
Bank  v.  Spencer,  12  Okla.  597,  73  Pac. 
297.  Pa.— PfeifEer  v.  Safe  Deposit  & 
Trust  Co.,  183  Pa.  197,  38  Atl.  622. 
Tex. — Summerhill  v.  Wilkes,  63  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  456,  133  8.  W.  492.  Wash! 
McDermott  v.  McLellan  Co.,  65  Wash. 
693,  118  Pac.  884.  Wis.- Jeffers  v. 
Green  Bay,  etc.  E.  Co.,  148  Wis.  8l5, 
134  N.  W.  900. 

Invading  province  of  jury,  see  the 
title  "Instructions." 
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and  but  one  conclusion  can  reasonably  be  drawn  therefrom,  the  court 
will  not  submit  the  case  to  the  jury.* 

If  the  trial  be  without  a  jury  the  judge  will  determine  the  issues  of 
fact  as  well  as  those  of  law,  the  court's  findings  being  in  the  nature 

of   £li   ST)GC13.1   VGrQlCij  ^^ 

II.  MIXED  QUESTIONS  OP  LAW  AND  PACT.  — A  question  is 
often  said  to  be  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact;  by  this  is  simply 
meant  that  the  question  is  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  under  the 
instructions  of  the  court  as  to  the  law  applicable  thereto,^^  or,  as  it 
is  often  expressed,  the  jury  is  to  find  the  facts  and  then  apply  to 
them  the  rules  of  law  given  by  the  court,  and  thus  determine  the 
ultimate  question  at  issue.^^  It  is  generally  error  to  leave  a  mixed 
question  of  law  and  fact  to  the  jury  without  the  proper  instructions 
as  to  the  principles  of  law  involved. ^^ 

III.  STATUTORY  PROVISIONS  MAKING  JURY  JUDGES  OP 
LAW  AND  PACT.  —  Sometimes  statutes  or  constitutions  provide  that 
juries  shall  be  the  judges  of  both  law  and  fact  in  certain  classes  of 
cases.^*     The  effect  of  such  a  provision  is  to    place    the    final    de- 


9.  See  infra,  IV,  Q. 

10.  Ark. — Woodruff  v.  McDonald,  33 
Ark.  97.  Mo.— Bass  v.  Walsh,  39  Mo. 
192;  Internatioii.al  Text-Book  Co.  v. 
Tount,  129  Mo.  App.  247,  108  S.  "W. 
124.  Tex.— Bell  V.  State,  18  Tex.  App. 
53,  51  Am.  Eep.  293.  Utah. — Kahn  v. 
Central  Smelting  Co.,  2  Utah  371, 
renersea,  102  U.  S.  641,  26  L.  ed.  266. 

11.  McKibbin  v.  Martin,  64  Pa.  352, 
3  Am.  Eep.  588.  See  the  following: 
U.  S.— MeNamee  v.  Hunt,  87  Fed.  298, 
30  C.  C.  A.  653.  Ga.— New  v.  Potts, 
55  Ga.  420.  Kan. — McCarty  v.  Bauer, 
3  Kan.  237.  Me. — Bixler  v.  Wright, 
116  Me.  133,  100  Atl.  467  (frauJ) ; 
Dunn  V.  Hayes,  21  Me.  76.  Mass. — Por- 
ter V.  Blood,  5  Pick.  54.  Mo. — Kansas 
City  V.  Ferd  Heim  Brewing  Co.,  98 
Mo.  App.  590,  73  S.  W.  302.  N.  Y. 
Clarke  v.  Cummings,  5  Barb.  339.  N.  C. 
Sugg  V.  Town  of  Greenville,  169  N.  C. 
606,  86  S.  E.  695.  Ohio. — Davis  v.  Her- 
rick,  6  Ohio  55.  Pa. — Little  v,  Greek, 
233  Pa.  534,  82  Atl.  955;  Poorman  v. 
Smith's  Exrs.,  2  Serg.  &  E.  464;  Hy- 
gienic Fleeced  Underwear  Co.  v.  Way, 
35  Pa.  Super.  229.  S.  C. — Connor  v. 
Johnson,  59  S.  C.  115,  37  S.  E.  240. 
Tex. — Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Neil  P. 
Anderson  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  130 
S.  W.  182.  Wis.— Patten  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  32  Wis.  524. 

12.  Md, — ^Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Breinig,  25  Md.  378,  90  Am.  Dec.  49. 
Mo. — Macklot  v.  Dubreuil,  9  Mo.  477, 
43  Am.  Dec.  5B0.  Tenn. — Bamberger 
V.  Citizens'  St.  E.  Co.,  95  Tenn.  18,  31 
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S.  W.  163,  49  Am.  St.  Eep.  909,  28 
L.  E.  A.  486.  Va. — Dun  v.  Seaboard 
&  E.  E.  Co.,  78  Va.  645,  49  Am.  Eep. 
388. 

See  Colley  v.  Westbrook,  57  Me.  181, 
2  Am.  Eep.  30. 

[a]  Illustrations. — (1)  What  consti- 
tutes adverse  possession  is  a  question 
of  law,  but  whether  the  necessary  facts 
exist  in  a  particular  case,  there  being  a 
dispute,  is  for  the  jury.  Macklot  v.  Dub- 
reuil, 9  Mo.  477,  43  Am.  Dec.  550. 
(2)  So  too  whether  a  person  is  negli- 
gent is  usually  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury,  but  just  what  duty  rested 
on  a  party,  a  breach  of  which  amounts 
to  negligence  is  a  question  of  law. 
Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Breinig,  25 
Md.  378,  90  Am.  Dec.  49.  (3)  Whether 
"due  diligence"  was  used  is  a  mixed 
question  of  law  and  fact.  Davis  v. 
Herrick,  6  Ohio  55.  (4)  So  is  the  ques- 
tion of  probable  cause.  Humphries  v. 
Parker,  52  Me.  502. 

13.  lU.— White  v.  Murtland,  71  111. 
250,  22  Am.  Eep.  100;  Electric  Vehicle 
Co.  V.  Price,  138  111.  App.  594;  Thomas 
Brass  &  Iron  Works  v.  Leonard,  91 
111.  App.  599.  Md.— Northern  Cent.  E. 
Co.  V.  State,  31  Md.  357,  100  Am.  Dec. 
69;  Plater  t;.-  Scott,  6  Gill  &  J.  116. 
Miss. — Greenwade  v.  Mills,  31  Miss, 
464.  Mo. — Jordan  v.  Hannibal,  87  Mo. 
673.  N.  H.— Kent  v.  Tyson,  20  N.  H. 
121. 

14.  See  the  constitutions  and  stat- 
utes, and  13  Standard  Proc.  712,  984; 
18  Standard  Pboc.  952,  971. 
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termination  of  questions  of  law  in  the  province  of  the  jury,  but  the 
court  still  instructs  them  as  to  the  principles  of  law  applicable  to 
the  case,^^  but,  in  some  jurisdictions  at  least,  the  instructions  are  ad- 
visory only  and  they  may  be  disregarded  by  the  jury,^^  though  the 
jury  should  weigh  and  consider  tlie  court's  instructions  and  not  dis- 
regard them  arbitrarily  and  without  reason.^' 

rV.  PARTICULAR  QUESTIONS.  —  A.  Aet,  Science,  and  Nat- 
ural Philosophy.^''  —  Questions  of  science,^'  art,^"  and  natural 
philosophy  or  physics,''^  are  generally  pure  questions  of  fact  to  be 
determined  by  the  jury  and  the  court  will  not  instruct  in  regard  to 
them. 

B.  Nature,  Quality,  and  Condition  op  Things.  —  The  nature, 
quality,  or  condition  of  things  considered  without  regard  to  any  re- 
quirements of  law,  are  generally  questions  of  fact  for  the  jury,^^  as 


15.  People  V.  Seeley,  139  Cal.  118, 
72  Pae.  834;  State  v.  Syphrett,  27  S.  C. 
29,  2  S.  E.  624,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  616. 
See  13  Standard  Proc.  714,  984;  18 
Standard  Peoc.  971,  et  seq. 

16.  People  V.  Seeley,  139  Cal.  118, 
72  Pac.  834.  See  18  Standard  Peoc. 
971,  et  seq.;  13  Standard  Peoc.  714, 
984,  et  seq. 

17.  Blaker  v.  State,  130  Ind.  203,  29 
N.  B.  1077;  Anderson  v.  State,  104  Ind. 
467,  4  N.  E.  63,  5  N.  E.  711;  State  v. 
Ford,  37  La.  Ann.  443.  See  13  Stand- 
ard Proc.  985,  et  seq. 

See  generally  the  particular  titles, 
and  the  index  to  this  work. 

18.  Judicial  knowledge  ,as  to  such 
matters,  see  7  Enct.  of  Ev.  869,  902. 

19.  Sewanee  Min.  Co.  v.  E.  L.  Best 
&  Co.,  3  Head  (Tenn.)  701. 

[a]  "Matters  of  science  are  always 
to  be  proven,  and  are  treated  as  mat- 
ters of  fact,  and  the  court  should  not 
instruct  in  regard  to  them."  People 
V.  Hubert,  119  Cal,  216,  51  Pac.  329. 

[b]  Variations  of  compass  in  a  giv- 
en latitude  is  for  the  jury.  Harlan  v. 
Brown,  2  Gill  (Md.)  475,  41  Am.  Dec. 
436. 

20.  Howland  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  2 
Cranch  C.  C  474,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6,798. 

21.  Case  v.  Weber,  2  Ind.  108. 

22.  Ala. — Thomas  v.  State,  103  Ala. 
18,  16  So.  4;  Sylvester  v.  State,  71 
Ala.  17.  Ga. — Meriwether  v.  State,  104 
Ga.  500,  30  S.  E.  806.  Mo. — State  v. 
Belfiglio,  232  Mo.  235,  134  S.  W.  508; 
Buffington  v.  Atlantic  &  P.  E.  Co.,  64 
Mo.  246,  whether  buffer  of  an  engine 
and   buffer    of   car   would   strike   each 

.other  OK  a  level  track.     N.  H. — Lam- 
bert V.  Pembroke,  66  N.  H.  280,  23  Atl. 


81,  suitableness  of  appliances  for  pur- 
poses for  which  used,  as  wooden  planks 
supporting  a  sidewalk. 

[a]  Whether  stains  were  blood- 
staiiis,  or  c&sed  by  chestnut  timber. 
Campbell  v.  State,  23  Ala.  44. 

[b]  Whether  practical  and  neces- 
sary to  cover  a  mining  pit  when  blast- 
ing. Beauchamp  v.  Saginaw  Mining 
Co.,  50  Mich.  163,  15  N.  W.  65,  45  Am. 
Bep.   30. 

[c]  Drainage  capacity  of  culvert  in 
action  for  personal  injuries  caused  by 
giving  way  of  roadbed.  Stoher  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  91  Mo. 
509,  4  S.  W.  389. 

[d]  Whether  Light,  Brilliant  and 
Conspicuous. — Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Con- 
Ian,  101  111.  93. 

[e]  Whether  Animals  Diseased. 
Troy  V.  State,  10  Tex.  App.  319. 

[f]  Whether  defect  in  highway 
open  and  visible  to  ordinary  observa- 
tion. Galveston  v.  Hemmis,  72  Tex. 
558,  11  S.  W.  29,  13  Am.  St.  Eep. 
828. 

[g]  Under  what  circumstances  con- 
ception may  occur  is  a  question  of  fact. 
State  V.  Carpenter,  124  Iowa  5,  98  N. 
W.  775. 

Whether  liquor  intoxicating,  see  14 
Standard  Proc.  444. 

[h]  Whether  Object  Likely  To 
Frighten  Horses. — Ayer  v.  Norwich,  39 
Conn.  376,  12  Am.  Eep.  396;  Dimock 
V.  Suflaeld,  30  Conn.  129,  134;  Chamber- 
lain V.  Enfield,  43  N.  H.  356.  See  the 
title  "Highways,  Streets  and  Bridges." 

[i]  Obscenity  of  publication  or  pic- 
ture is  generally  a  question  for  the 
jury.  United  States  v.  Bennett,  16 
Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  338,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,571,  2  N.  Y.  Cr.  E.  284,  note;  United 
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whether  or  not  a  thing  is  in  good  condition. ^^  Whether  things  which 
by  the  law  are  defined  and  the  characteristics  or  elements  thereof 
specified,  answer  such  legal  requirements,  is  usually  a  question  to 
be  determined  by  the  jury  under  appropriate  instructions,  being  so- 
called  mixed  questions  of  law  and  f act.^*  Thus  whether  certain  things ' 
are  fixtures  ;^^  what  are  necessaries  for  infants  ;^^  whether  certain 
property  is  baggage;^'  the  navigability  of  water,^*  are  questions  to 


States  V.  Clarke,  38  Fed.  500;  People 
V.  Muller,  32  Hun  (N.  Y.)  209,  2  N.  Y. 
Grim.  279.  See,  however,  United  States 
V.  Smith,  45  Fed.  476;  McNair  v.  Peo- 
ple, 89  111.  441.  See  the  title  "Ob- 
scenity."     « 

[j]  Whether  or  not  a  watercqurse 
exists  has  been  said  to  be  a  question 
for  the  jury.  Vernum  v.  Wheeler,  35 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  53.  See  tiie  title  "Waters 
and  Watercourses." 

23.  Mass. — Harris  v.  Great  Barring- 
ton,  169  Mass.  271,  47  N.  E.  881,  wheth- 
er a  highway  is  reasonably  safe  .and 
convenient  for  travelers,  or  is  defect- 
ive. Mich. — Pomaski  v.  Grant,  119 
Mich.  675,  78  N.  W.  891,  whether  street 
torn  up.  Mo. — Young  v.  Webb  City, 
150  Mo.  333,  51  S.  W.  709,  whether 
there  was  a  hole  in  the  sidewalk  into 
which  plaintiff  claims  she  stepped  and 
was  thereby  injured.  N.  H. — Chamber- 
lain V.  Enfield,   43   N.   H.   356.     R.   I. 

■  McCloskey  v.  Moies,  19  E.  T.  297,  33 
Atl.  225.  Tex. — Texas  &  P.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Robertson,  82  Tex.  657,  17  S.  W. 
1041,  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  929,  condition 
of  a  brakebeam. 

[a]  Whether  Sidewalk  Was  Suffi- 
cient.— Porker  v.  Sandy  Lake,  130  Pa. 
123,  18  Atl.  609. 

24.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Wil- 
liams, 2  Fed.  61,  6  Sawy.  244.  Ala. 
Jackson  v.  State,  117  Ala.  155,  23  So. 
47  (what  is  a  public  place) ;  Carwile 
V.  State,  35  Ala.  392.  Mo. — State  v. 
Shipley,  174  Mo.  512,  74  S.  W.  612. 
Ueb. — Krchnavy  v.  State,  43  Neb.  337, 
61  N.  W.  628.  N.  C— -State  v.  Jarrott, 
23  N.  C.  76.  Tex.— Shelton  v.  State. 
30  Tex.  431.  Wash.— State  v.  Ander- 
son, 30  Wash.  14,  70  Pac,  104. 

[a]  What  Is  a  Deadly  Weapon. 
See  11  Standard  Proc.  640,  et  seq. 

25.  Ala.— Grubbs  v.  Hawes,  173  Ala. 
383,  56  So.  227;  De  Lacy  v.  Tillman, 
83  Ala.  155,  3  So.  294.  Ark.— British 
&  American  Mtg.  Co.  v.  Scott,  70  Ark. 
230,  65  S.  W.  936.  Cal.— Miller  v.  Wad- 
dingham,  91  Cal.  377,  27  Pac.  750,  13 
L.  R.  A.  680.  D.  0. — Towson  v.  Smith, 
13  App.  Cas.  iB.    Ind. — Ochs  v.  Tilton, 
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181  Ind.  81,  103  N.  E.  837.  Kan. 
Traders'  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  6 
Kan.  App.  400,  50  Pac.  1098.  Mass. 
See  Hopewell  Mills  v.  Taunton  Sav. 
Bank,  150  Mass.  519,  23  N.  E.  327, 
15  Am.  St.  Rep.  235,  6  L.  E.  A.  249. 
Mich. — Thomas  v.  Wagner,  131  Mich. 
601,  92  N.  W.  106.  Neb.— President, 
etc.  of  Ins.  Co.  v.  Buckstaff,  92  N.  W. 
755;  Brownell  v.  Fuller,  60  Neb.  558, 
83  N.  W.  669.  Pa.— Catasauqua  Bank 
V.  North,  160  Pa.  303,  28  Atl.  694.  S.  0. 
Hurst  V.  J.  D.  Craig  Furniture  Co.,  95 
S.  C.  221,  78  S.  E.  960.  Va.— Tunis 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  R.  G.  Dennis  Lumb.  Co., 
97  Va.  682,  34  S.  E.  613.  Wash.— Phil- 
adelphia Mtg.  &  Tr.  Co.  V.  Miller,  20 
Wash.  607,  56  Pac.  382,  72  Am.  St. 
Rep.  138,  44  L.  R.  k.  559.  Wis.— Mul- 
terer  v.  Dallendorfer,  158  Wis.  268,  148 
N.  W.  1084.  Wyo. — Anderson  v.  Engle- 
hart,  18   Wyo.  409,  108  Pac.  977. 

26.  Conn. — International  Text  Book 
Co.  17.  Doran,  80  Conn.  307,  68  Atl.  255. 
Ga. — Geiger  v.  Worth,  17  Ga.  App.  361, 
86  S.  E.  938;  McLean  v.  Jackson,  12 
Ga.  App.  51,  76  S.  E.  792.  N.  C— Jor- 
dan V.  Coflfi'eld,  70  N.  C.  110. 

See  12  Standard  Proc.  763.' 

27.  U.  S. — Mauritz  v.  New  York,  L. 
E.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  23  Fed.  765.  Ark. 
Chicago,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Whitten,  90  Ark, 
462,  119  S.  W.  835,  21  Ann.  Cas.  726. 
Fla.— Brock  V.  Gale,  14  Pla.  523^  14 
Am.  Rep.  356.  Ga. — Dibble  v.  Brown, 
12  Ga.  217,  56  Am.  Dec.  460.  Kan. 
Kansas  City,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Morrison, 
34  Kan.  502,  9  Pac.  225,  55  Am.  Rep. 
252.  N.  Y.— Merrill  v.  Grinnell,  30  N. 
Y.  594;  Grant  v.  Newton,  1  E.  D. 
Smith  95.  Ore. — Oakes  v.  Northern 
Pac.  R.  Co.,  20  Ore.  392,  26  Pac.  230, 
23  Am.  St.  Rep.  126,  12  L.  R.  A.  318. 
S.  0. — Vlasservitch  v.  Augusta  &  A.  R. 
Co.,  85  S.  C.  291,  67  S.  E.  306.  Tex. 
Bonner  v.  Blum,  25  S.  W.  60;  Jones  v. 
Priester,  1   Tex.   App,   Civ.   Cas.,   §613. 

28.  Ala.— Olive  v.  State,  86  Ala.  88, 
5  So.  653,  4  L.  R.  A.  33.  See  also 
Rhodes  v.  Otis,  33  Ala.  578,  73  Am. 
Dec.  439.  Ark.— Little  Rock,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V,  Brooks,   39   Ark.   403,  43   Am. 
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be  determined  by  the  jury  under  instructions  from  the  court  as  to 
the  elements  necessary  to  determine  the  legal  status  of  such  matters. 

C.  Physical  Capacity  and  Condition.  —  Questions  pertaining  to 
the  physical  capacity,^^  or  condition,'"  of  a  person  are  generally  for 
the  jury  to  determine.  Thus  whether  a  person  was  diseased;"  the 
age  of  a  person  ;'2  whether  a  person  could  see  a  certain  object,^^  or 
hear  a  bell,  whistle,  or  train'*  under  the  circumstances  of  the  par- 
ticular case ;  the  fitness  for  a  position  f^  and  similar  questions  are  for 
the  jury. 

D.  Mental  Condition  and  Operations.  —  1.  Generally.  —  A  per- 
son's mental  qualities,  state,  or  capacity  is  usually  to  be  determined 
by  the  jury  under  proper  instructions  from  the  court  as  to  the  proper 
tests  to  be  applied  by  them  in  the  particular  case.'° 


Rep.  277.  Me. — Treat  v.  Lord,  42  Me. 
552,  66  Am.  Dee.  298.  N.  Y.— See  Mor- 
gan V.  King,  18  Barb.  277,  285.  Wis. 
See  Eulrich  v.  Eichter,  37  Wis.  226, 
what  is  a  "watercourse." 

29.  State  v.  Johnson,  66  S.  C.  23,  44 
S.  E.  58,  whether  defendant  was  able 
to  strike  a  fatal  blow. 

30.  Dorey  v.  Metropolitan  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  172  Mass.  234,  51  N.  E.  974, 
whether  person  in  sound  health  at  cer- 
tain time. 

[a]  AVhether  a  person  is  a  mulatto 
is  for  jury.  State  v.  Scott,  1  BaUey  L. 
(S.   C.)    270. 

31.  Dorey  V.  Metropolitan  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  172  Mass.  234,  51  N.  B.  974. 

32.  Lynch  v.  Metropolitan  St.  E. 
Co.,  112  Mo.  420,  20  S.  W.   642. 

33.  Vance  v.  Eavenswood,  S.  &  G. 
E.   Co.,   53   W.   Va.   338,  44   S.   E.  461. 

[a]  Whether  a  Person  Could  See  a 
Train. — 111. — Chicago  City  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Van  Vleck,  143  111.  480,  32  N.  E.  262; 
Pennsylvania  Coal  Co.  v.  Conlan,  101 
m.  93.  la.— Selensky  v.  Chicago  G.  W. 
E.  Co.,  120  Iowa  113,  94  N.  W.  272. 
Ohio.— Cleveland,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Craw- 
ford, 24  Ohio  St.  631,  15  Am.  Eep. 
633. 

34.  Petty  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  B. 
Co.,  88  Mo.  306  (train);  McLean  v. 
Erie  E.  Co.,  69  N.  J.  L.  57,  54  Atl. 
238,  ability  to  hear  bell  or  whistle. 

35.  Moore  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  Ey. 
Co.,  65  Iowa  505,  22  N.  W.  650,  54  Am. 
Eep.  26. 

36.  Ala. — Eeynolds  v.  State,  154  Ala- 
14,  45  So.  894;  Porter  v.^  State,  135 
Ala.  51,  33  So.  694;  Parsons  v.  State, 
81  Ala.  577,  2  So.  854,  60  Am.  Eep. 
193;  McLean  v.  State,  16  Ala.  672.  CaJ. 
People  V.  Landman,  103  Cal.  577,  37 
Pac.  518.     Q-a. — Central  of  Georgia  E. 


Co.  V.  Harper,  124  Ga.  836,  53  S.  E. 
391  (sanity) ;  Gardner  v.  Lamback,  47 
6a.  133.  Ind.— Guetig  v.  State,  63 
Ind.  278.  la. — Shuman  v.  Supreme 
Lodge,  K.  H.,  110  Iowa  480,  81  N.  W. 
717.  Kan. — State  v.  Newman,  57  Kan. 
705,  47  Pac.  881.  Ky. — Henning  v. 
Stevenson,  118  Ky.  318,  80  S.  W.  1135, 
26  Ky.  L.  Eep.  159;  Dunaway  v.  Smoot, 
23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2289,  67  S.  W.  62, 
undue  influence.  Mo. — State  v.  Hyde, 
234  Mo.  200,  136  S.  W.  316,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912D,  191.  Mont.— State  v.  Keerl,  29 
Mont.  508,  75  Pac.  362,  101  Am.  St. 
Eep.  579.  N.  H.— State  v.  Pike,  49 
N.  H.  399,  6  Am.  Eep.  533.  N.  Y. 
Matter  of  Miller's  Will,  7?  App.  Div. 
615,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  351;  Matter  of 
Stapleton's  Will,  71  App.  Div.  1,  75 
K.  Y.  Supp.  657,  33  Civ.  Proc.  25.  N.  0. 
State  V.  Jones,  126  N.  C.  1099,  36  S.  E. 
38.  Ohio. — See  Haynes  v.  Haynes,  33 
Ohio  St.  598,  31  Am.  Eep.  579.  Okla. 
Turner  v.  Territory,  11  Okla.  660,  69 
Pac.  804.  S.  D.— State  v.  Shanley,  20 
S-  D.  18,  104  N.  W.  522.  Tex.— Angel 
V.  State,  45  Tex.  Crim.  135,  74  S.  W. 
553.  W.  Va.— State  v.  Young,  50  W. 
Va.  96,  40  S.  E.  334,  88  Am.  St.  Eep. 
846. 
See  19  Standard  Peoc.  766. 

[a]  Tesltamentary  Capacity  of  a  De- 
ceased.— Walker  v.  Walker's  Exr.,  34 
Ala.  469;  Tobin  v.  Jenkins,  29  Ark, 
151. 

[b]  Whether  Deed  Obtained  by 
Fraud.— Me.— Hill  v.  Nash,  41  Me.  585, 
66  Am.  Dec.  266,  intellectual  capacity 
of  the  grantor  and  the  circumstances 
attending  the  conveyance  are  for  the 
jury  to  consider.  Mich. — John  Hancock 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Moore,  34  Mich. 
41,  sanity.  Miss.' — Kelly  v.  Miller,  39 
Miss.  17. 

Vol.  XXI 


838 


PROVINCE  OF  JUDGE  AND  JUBY 


2.  Of  Children.  —  The  question  of  a  child's  mental  development 
and  discretion  is  usually  for  the  jury,'^  thus  whether  a  child  between 
the  ages  of  seven  and  fourteen  years  has  the  requisite  guilty  knowledge 
and  capacity  to  commit  a  crime  is  for  the  jury.'* 

3.  Intent  and  Belief.'*'  —  Unless  it  depends  on  the  construction 
of  a  written  instrument,*"  the  question  of  intent  in  civil  eases  is 
generally  one  of  fact  for  the  jury.*^     So,  too,  what  a  party  believed 


[c]  Whather  Reliance  Placed  on 
False  Representations. — Banta  v.  Sav- 
age, 12  Nev.  151;  Daly  v.  Bernstein, 
6  N.  M.  380,  28  Pac.  764.  And  see 
10  Standard  Prog.  62. 

[d]  Whether  Mental  Capacity  Af- 
fected by  Drunkenness. — State  v.  Carey, 
15  Wash.  549,  46  Pae.  1050. 

[e]  Whether  Mind  Was  Diverted. 
Liehtenberger  v,  Meriden,  100  Iowa 
221,  69  N.   W.  424. 

[f]  Whether  Passion  Aroused. — ^Smith 
V.  State,  103  Ala.  4,  15  So.  843. 

Premeditation  and  deliberation  are 
questions  of  fact  for  the  jury,  see  11 
Standard  Proc.  644. 

37.  D.  C. — Moore  v.  Metropolitan  E. 
Co.,  2  Maokey  437.  111.— Eockford, 
E.  I.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Delaney,  82 
111.  198,  25  Am.  Eep.  308;  Chicago  & 
A.  R.  Co.  V.  Becker,  76  111.  25.  Mo. 
Lynch  v.  Metropolitan  St.  E.  Co.,  112 
Mo.  420,  20  S.  W.  642.  Tex.— Evansich 
V.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  57  Tex. 
126,  44  Am.  Eep.  586.  Utah.— Gesaa 
V.  Oregon  Short  Line  E.  Co.,  33  Utah 
156,  93  Pac.  274. 

38.  Eeynolds  v.  State,  154  Ala.  14, 
45  So.  894  (murder) ;  State  v.  Learnard. 
41  Vt.  585. 

39.  Intent  in  criminal  cases,  see 
infra,  TV,  P,  7. 

40.  Lewis  v.  Harris,  4  Mete.  (Ky.) 
353.     See  infra,  IV,  G,  1. 

41.  U.  S. — See  Hinehman  v.  Parlin 
&  O.  Co.,  74  Fed.  698,  21  C.  C.  A.  273 
{aprmed,  81  Fed.  157,  26  C.  C.  A.  323) ; 
Drainage  Commission  v.  National  Con- 
tracting Co.,  136  Fed.  780;  Howe  Ma- 
chine Co.  V.  Claybourn,  6  Fed.  438.  Ala. 
Fitzpatriok  v.  Bridgman,  133  Ala.  242, 
31  So.  940;  Woolsey  v.  Jones,  84  Ala. 
88,  4  So.  190;  Law  v.  Law,  83  Ala. 
432,  3  So.  752;  De  Lacy  v.  Tillman, 
83  Ala.  155,  3  So.  294.  Cal.— McFad- 
den  V.  Mitchell,  54  Cal.  628;  Oarpentier 
V.  Mendenhall,  28  Cal.  484,  87  Am.  Dec. 
135;  Wellington  v.  Sedgwick,  12  Cal. 
469;  Billings  v.  Billing-s,  2  Cal.  107, 
56  Am.  Dee.  319.  Colo!— Williams  v. 
Williams,  20  Colo.  51,  37  Pac.  614. 
Ga.— Hobbs  V.  Davis,  50  Ga.  213.    See 
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also  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Horner,  115  Ga. 
381,  41  S.  E.  649.  Ind. — Higham  v. 
Vanosdol,  101  Ind.  160.  la. — Press  v. 
Duncan,  100  Iowa  355,  69  N.  W.  543; 
Davidson  v.  Vorse,  52  Iowa  384,  3  N. 
W.  477;  Menderschid  v.  Dubuque,  29 
Iowa  73,  4  Am.  Eep.  196.  Kan. — Eagan 
V.  Eagan,  60  Kan.  697,  57  Pac.  942; 
Traders'  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  6 
Kan.  App.  400,  50  Pac.  1098.  Ky. . 
Locke  V.  Lyon  Medicine  Co.,  27  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1,  84  S.  W.  307  (issue  of  mis- 
take in  reducing  terms  of  contract  to 
writing  is  for  the  jury  on  conflicting 
evidence);  Lytle  v.  Newell,  24  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  188,  68  S.  W.  118.  Me.— Schwartz 
V.  Kuhn,  10  Me.  274,  25  Am.  Dec.  239. 
Mass. — Multer  v.  Knibbs,  193  Mass. 
556,  79  N.  E.  762;  Homer  v.  Perkins, 
124  Mass.  431,  26  Am.  Eep.  677;  Patch 
V.  Washburn,  16  Gray  82.  Mich. — Greg- 
ory i;.  Wendell,  39  Mich.  337,  33  Am. 
Eep.  390;  Gardner  v.  Gorham,  1  Doug. 
507;  Jackson  v.  Dean,  1  Doug.  519. 
Minn. — Wilcox  v.  Landberg,  30  Minn. 
93,  14  N.  W.  365.  Miss.— Ladnier  v. 
Ladnier,  64  Miss.  368,  1  So.  492.  Mo. 
Hartpence  v.  Eodgers,  143  Mo.  623,  45 
S.  W.  650;  Leavell  v.  Leavell,  114  Mo. 
App.  24,  89  S.  W.  55;  Love  v.  Love, 
98  Mo.  App.  562,  73  S.  W.  255;  Modi- 
sett  V.  McPike,  74  Mo.  636;  Cochran 
V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.,  94  Mo. 
App.  469,  68  S.  W.  367.  N.  H.— First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Hunton,  69  N.  H.  509, 
45  Atl.  351;  Fuller  v.  Brown,  67  N.  H. 
188,  34  Atl.  463;  Kelsea  v.  Haines,  41 
N.  H.  246.  N.  J.— Cadwallader  v.  Hirsch- 
field,  62  N.  J.  L.  747,  42  Atl.  1075,  72 
Am.  St.  Eep.  671;  Hendricks  v.  Mount, 
5  N.  J.  L.  738,  8  Am.  Dec.  623.  N.  Y. 
Babcock  v.  Eckler,  24  N.  Y.  623;  Gans- 
berg  V.  Sagemohl,  67  App.  Div. 
554,  73  N.  T.  Supp.  984;  Wilson  v. 
Coulter,  29  App.  Div.  85,  51  N.  Y. 
Supp.  804;  Smith  v.  Lyke,  13  Hun  204; 
Warner  v.  Miller,  17  Abb.  N.  C.  221. 
N.  O. — Brown  v.  Brown,  124  N.  C.  19, 
32  S.  E.  320,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  574; 
Hardy  v.  Simpson,  35  N.  C.  132.  Ohio. 
Westlake  v.  Westlake,  34  Ohio  St.  621, 
32  Am.  Eep.  397.    Ore. — Oliver  v.  Ore- 
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is  for  the  jury  to  determine.*^ 

4.     Notice  and  Kmowledge.^^  —  Whether  a  party  had    notice    or 
knowledge  of  certain  facts  is  generally  for  the  jury.**    Whether  notice 


gon  Sugar  Co.,  45  Ore.  77,  76  Pae.  1086. 
Pa. — Reading  v.  Gaz&am,  200  Pa.  70, 
49  Atl.  889;  Eenninger  v.  Spatz,  128 
Pa.  524,  18  Atl.  405,  15  Am.  St.  Eep. 
692;  Seeger  v.  Pettit,  77  Pa.  437,  18 
Am.  Bep.  452;  McKibbiu  v.  Martin, 
64  Pa.  352,  3  Am.  Kep.  588;  Allentown 
Bank  v.  Beck,  49  Pa.  394.  S.  0.— Har- 
vey V.  Doty,  50  S.  C.  548,  27  S.  E.  943; 
Hume,  Small  &  Co.  v.  Providence  Wash- 
ington Ins.  Co.,  23  S.  C.  190;  Hamil- 
ton V.  Greenwood,  1  Bay  173,  1  Am. 
Dec.  607.  Tex. — Tennent,  S.  &  E.  Shoe 
Co.  V.  Partridge,  82  Tex.  329,  18  S.  W. 
310.  Wash. — Durand  v.  Heney,  33 
Wash.  38,  73  Pac.  775.  Wis.— Hooser 
V.  Hunt,  65  Wis.  71,  26  N.  W.  442; 
Evans  v.  Eugee,  63  Wis.  31,  23  N.  W. 
24. 

[a]  Question  of  illegal  purpose  of 
parties  to  a  contract,  the  evidence  be- 
ing conflicting,  should  be  left  to  the 
jury.  United  States  Consol.  S.  E.  Co. 
V.  Griffin  &  Skelley  Co.,  126  Fed.  364, 
61  C.  C.A.  334. 

[b]  Where  terms  of  contract  are  am- 
biguous, the  intention  of  the  parties  is 
a  question  for  the  jury.  Summero'ur  v. 
Pappa,  119  Ga.  1,  45  S.  E.  713.  See  11 
Standard  Pkoc.  1057. 

[c]  Sense  in  which  parties  to  a  con- 
tract used  the  word  "tailings"  held 
properly  left  to  jury.  Butte  &  B. 
Consol.  Min.  Co.  v.  Montana  Ore  P. 
Co.,  121  Fed.  524,  58  C.  C.  A.  634. 

[d]  Whether  grantor  intended  to 
deliver  deed  to  grantee  under  the  cir- 
cumstances is  a  question  for  the  jury 
to  determine.  Fitzpatrick  v.  Bridgman, 
133  Ala.   242,  31   So.   940. 

[e]  Intent  to  dedicate  property  is  a 
fact  to  be  determined  by  the  jury. 
U.  S. — Boston  ».  Lecraw,  17  How.  426, 
15  L.  ed.  118.  CaJ. — Harding  v.  Jasper, 
14  Gal.  642.  Md. — See  Maenner  v.  Car- 
loll,  46  Md.  193.  Miss. — New  Orleans, 
J.  &  G.  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Moye,  39  Miss. 
374.  Wis. — Gardiner  v.  Tisdale,  2  Wis. 
153,  60  Am.  Dec.  407. 

[f]  Intent  of  alleged  donor  as  to 
making  a  gift  is  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury.  Stroup  v.  Bridger,  124  Iowa 
401,  100  N.   W.  113. 

[g]  Question  of  delivery  of  goods 
sold  or  passing  of  title,  where  it  de- 
pends on  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  jury.   Clark 


V.  Shannon  &  Mott  Co.,  117  Iowa  645, 
91  N.  W.  923. 

[h]  Malice  a  Question  of  Fact. 
D.  C. — Porter  v.  White,  5  Mackey  180. 
Ind. — Newell  v.  Downs,  8  Blackf.  523. 
Kan. — Malone  v.  Murphy,  2  Kan. 
250.  Ky.— Bunton  v.  Worley,  4  Bibb 
38,  7  Am.  Dec.  735.  Me. — Cooper  v. 
Waldron,  50  Me.  80.  Md.— Smith  v. 
Thompson,  55  Md.  5,  39  Am.  Eep.  409; 
Turner  v.  Walker,  3  Gill  &  J.  377,  22 
Am.  Dec.  329.  Mo.— Hyde  v.  MoCabe, 
100  Mo.  412,  13  S.  W.  875.  N.  Y. 
Laird  v.  Taylor,  66  Barb.  139.  Utah. 
Lowe  V.  Herald  Co.,  6  Utah  175,  21 
Pac.  991. 

Malice  in  particular  proceedings,  see 
specific  titles;  in  criminal  prosecutions, 
see  infra,  IV,  P,  1.  And  see  the  title 
' '  Malicious  Prosecution. ' ' 

42.  U.  S. — Stewart  v.  Sonneborn,  98 
U.  S.  187,  25  L.  ed.  116.  lU. 
Anderson  v.  Friend,  71  111.  475;  Chi- 
cago Forge  &  Bolt  Co.  v.  Eose,  69  111. 
App.  123.  la.— Warfield  v.  Clark,  118 
Iowa  69,  91  N.  W.  833.  Mass.— Healey 
V.  Aspinwall,  195  Mass.  453,  81  N.  E. 
256.  N.  Y.— Hall  v.  Suydam,  6  Barb. 
S3.  N.  D.— Kolka  v.  Jones,  6  N.  D. 
461,  71  N.  W.  558,  66  Am.  St.  Eep. 
615.  Wis. — Billingsley  v.  Maas,  93  Wis. 
176,  67  N.  W.  49;  Spear  v.  Hiles,  67 
Wis,  350,  30  N.  W.  506.  Eng.— Hicks 
V.  Faulkner,  8  Q.  B.  Div.  167. 

See  19  Standard  Peoc.  108. 

[a]  But  where  there  is  no  conflict 
in  the  evidence  the  belief  of  the  de- 
fendant should  not  be  left  to  the  jury 
to  determine.  Krause  v.  Bishop,  18 
S.  D.  298,  100  N.  W.  434;  Blatchford 
17.  Dod,  2  B.  &  Ad.  179,  22  E.  C.  L. 
83,  9  L.  J.  K.  B.  O.  S.  196,  109  Eng. 
Eeprint  1110. 

43.  Knowledge  in  criminal  cases,  see 
infra,  IV,  P,  7. 

44.  Ala.— Smith  v.  Collins,  94  Ala. 
394,  10  So.  334;  Louisville  &  N.  S. 
Co.  V.  Watson,  90  Ala.  68,  8  So.  249; 
Collins  V.  State,  33  Ala.  434,  73  Am. 
Dec.  426;  Saltmarsh  v.  Bower  &  Co.,  22 
Ala.  221.  Ark. — Overton  v.  Matthews, 
35  Ark.  146,  37  Am.  Eep.  9.  D.  0. 
District  of  Columbia  v.  Payne,  13  App. 
Cas.  500;  Washington  &  G.  E.  Co.  v. 
Grant,  11  App.  Cas.  107.  Ga. — Mounee 
V.  Byars,  11  Ga.  180.  111. — Murray  v. 
Beckwith,   48   111.    391.     Ind.— Judd  V. 
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is  imputable  from  the  face  of  commercial  paper  is  generally  a  question 
of  law  for  ,the  judge  to  determine,*"  but  whether  a  holder  of  corn- 


Gray,  156  Ind.  278,  59  N.  E.  849;  Ab- 
bitt  V.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  Ey.  Co.,  150 
Ind.  498,  50  N.  E.  729;  Pulwider  v. 
Ingels,  87  Ind.  414.  la. — Earmers'  & 
Merchants'  State  Bank  v.  Shaffer,  172 
Iowa  173,  154  N.  W.  485;  Williams  v. 
Barrett,  52  Iowa  637,  3  N.  W.  690. 
Kan. — Davis  v.  Holton,  59  Kan.  707, 
54  Pae.  1050;  Kansas  City  v.  Bradbury, 
45  Kan.  381,  25  Pae.  889,  23  Am.  St. 
Eep.  731.  Me. — Colley  v.  Westbrook, 
57  Me.  181,  2  Am.  Bep.  30;  Garcelon 
V.  Hampden  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  50  Me.  580. 
Md.— Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Hoover,  79 
Md.  253,  29  Atl.  994,  47  Ain.  St.  Eep. 
392,  25  L.  E.  A.  710.  Mass.— Free- 
man's Nat.  Bank  v.  Savery,  127  Mass. 
75,  34  Am.  Eep.  345.  Mich. — ^Michigan 
Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  46  Mich.  176, 
9  N.  W.  243,  knowledge  by  master  of 
incompetency  of  servant.  Mo. — Gratiot 
V.  Missouri  Pae.  E.  Co.,  116  Mo.  450, 
21  S.  W.  1094,  16  L.  E.  A.  189  (knowl- 
edge of  speed  of  train) ;  State  v.  Ma- 
son, 112  Mo.  374,  20  S.  W.  629,  34 
Am.  St.  Eep.  390;  Owens  v.  Sector, 
44  Mo.  389.  Neb.— Central  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Ericson,  92  Neb.  396,  138  N.  W.  563. 
N.  Y.— Duffy  V.  People,  26  N.  T.  588; 
Clark  V.  Dearborn,  6  Duer  309;  Schutt 
V.  Large,  6  Barb.  373.  Ohio. — Hadley 
V.  Clinton  County  Importing  Co.,  13 
Ohio  St.  502,  82  Am.  Dec.  454.  Ore. 
Farmers'  State  Bank  v.  West,  77  Ore. 
602,  152  Pae.  238.  Pa.— Goff  v.  Phila- 
delphia, 214  Pa.  172,  63  Atl.  431.  S.  0. 
Tart  V.  Crawford,  1  McCord  479.  S.  D. 
Eapp  V.  Giddings,  4  S.  D.  492,  57  N.  W. 
237.  Tex. — Eeese  v.  Medlock,  27  Tex. 
120,  84  Am.  Dec.  611;  La  Brie  v.  Cart- 
wright,  55  Tex.  Civ.  App.  144,  118  S. 
W.  785;  El  Paso  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
McComuB,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  170,  81 
S.  W.  760.  Va. — Dickinson  v.  Dickin- 
son &  Co.,  25  Gratt.  (66  Va.)  321. 
Wis. — Westberg  v.  Chicago  Lumb.  & 
Coal  Co.,  117  Wis.  589,  94  N.  W.  572; 
Warner  v.  Ben.iamin,  89  Wig.  290,  62 
N.  W.   179. 

[a]  Whether  notice  of  dishonor  of 
negotiable  paper  was  received  is  gen- 
erally question  for  jury.  Ala.— Stan- 
ley V.  Bank  of  Mobile,  23  Ala.  652. 
HI. — Kewanee  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ladd,  175 
111.  App.  151.  Mass. — Marston  v.  Bige- 
low,  150  Mass.  45,  22  N.  E.  71,  5  L. 
E.  A.  43.  Pa.'-Stewart  v.  Allison,  6 
Serg.,  &  E.  324,  9  Am.  Dec.  433. 
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[b]  Where  facts  are  uncontroverted, 
question  of  notice  is  for  court.  la. 
Arnd  v.  Aylesworth,  145  Iowa  185,  123 
N.  W.  1000,  29  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  638. 
N.  Y.— Birdsall  v.  Eussell,  29  N.  Y. 
220.  N.  O. — Smathers  &  Co.  v.  Toxa- 
way  Hotel  Co.,  168  N.  C.  69,  84  S.  E. 
47. 

[c]  Whether  due  inquiry  was  made 
l)y  a  party  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  is  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Nute  V.  Nute,  41  N.  H.  60. 

[d]  Sufficiency  of  facts  to  put  rea- 
sonable person  upon  inquiry  is  for  the 
jury.  Park  •».  Buxton,  10  Ga.  App. 
356,  73  S.  E.  557;  Hume  v.  Ware,  87 
Tex.  380,  28  S.  W.  935. 

[e]  Constructive  Notice.  ^  Whether 
the  possession  of  a  person  with  an  un- 
recorded deed  is  of  such  a  characteV 
as  to  amount  to  constructive  notice  is 
a  question  of  fact.  Helm  v.  Kaddatz, 
107  111.  App.  413;  Ponton  v.  Ballard, 
24  Tex.  619. 

[f]  Whether  city  had  notice  of  de- 
fect in  streeii,  either  actual  or  con- 
structive, is  for  the  jury  to  determine 
under  instructions  of  the  court.  Ga. 
Enright  v.  Atlanta,  78  Ga.  288.  111. 
Decatur  v.  Besten,  169  III.  340,  48 
N.  E.  186;  Joliet  v.  Walker,  7  111. 
App.  267.  Ind. — Aurora  v.  Bitner,  100 
Ind.  396;  Evansville  v.  Senhenn,  26 
Ind.  App.  362,  59  N.  E.  863.  la.— Cut- 
ter V.  Des  Moines,  137'  Iowa  643,  113 
N.  W.  1081;  Garnetz  v.  Carroll,  136 
Iowa  569,  114  N.  W.  57;  Smith  v. 
Sioux  City,  119  Iowa  50,  93  N.  W. 
81.  Ean. — Holitza  v.  Kansas  City,  68 
Kan.  157,  74  Pae.  594.  Mass. — Welsh 
V.  Amesbury,  170  Mass.  437,  49  N.  E. 
735.  N.  Y.— Duncan  v.  Buffalo,  50  Hun 
600,  18  N.  Y.  St.  841,  2  N.  Y,  Supp. 
503.  N.  0.— Fitzgerald  v.  Concord,  140 
N.  C.  110,  52  8.  E.  309.  S.  Dj- Fritz 
V.  Watertown,  21  S.  D.  280,  111  N.  W. 
630.  Tex;— Klein  v.  Dallas,  71  Tex. 
280,  8  S.  W.  90.  See  the  title  "High- 
ways, Streets  and  Bridges." 

45.  U.  S. — Pittsburg  Bank  v.  Neal, 
22  How.  96,  16  L.  ed.  323;  Goodman 
V.  Simonds,  20  How.  343,  15  L.  ed.  934; 
Fowler  v.  Brantley,  14  Pet.  318,  10  L. 
ed.  473;  Andrews  v.  Pond,  13  Pet.  65, 
10  L.  ed.  61.  la.— See  Campbell  v. 
Eusch,  9  Iowa  337.  Mass. — ^Freeman's 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Savery,  127  Mass.  75,  34 
Am.  Eep.  345. 
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mercial  paper  had  notice  of  infirmities  from  matters  not  appearing 
on  the  face  of  the  paper  is  for  the  jury.*" 

5.  BatificBftion.  —  Whether  an  act  has  been  ratified  is  generally 
to  be  determined  by  the  jury.*^ 

6.  Good  Faith.  —  The  question  of  bona  fides  and  good  faith  is 
usually  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  under  the  instructions  of  the 
court.**  So  whether  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a  negotiable  in- 
strument is  a  bona  fide  holder  is  for  the  jury,**"  unless  but  one  in- 


46.  la.^ — Farmers'  etc.  State  Bank  v. 
Shaffer,  172  Iowa  173,  154  N.  W.  485. 
Mass. — ^Freeman  'a  Nat.  Bank  v.  Savery, 
127  Mass.  75,  34  Am.  Eep.  345.  Minn. 
Mendenhall  v.  Ulrich,  94  Minn.  lOO, 
101  N.  W.  1057.  Mo.— "Wright  Invest- 
ment Co.  V.  Fillingham,  85  Mo.  App. 
534.  N.  Y.— Western  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Flannagan,  14  Misc.  317,  35  N.  T. 
Supp.  848,  70  N.  Y.  St.  324.  Pa. 
Charnley  v.  Dulles,  8  Watts  &  S.  353. 
S.  D. — ^Landauer  v.  Sioux  Falls  Imp. 
Co.,   10   S.   D.   205,   72   N.   W.   467. 

See  infra,  IV,  D,  6. 

47.  U.  S.  —  Edison  Phonograph 
Works  V.  Goodwin  Mfg.  Co.,  191  Fed. 
560,  112  C.  C.  A.  170.  Ga.— Dixon  v. 
Bristol  Sav.  Bank,  102  Ga.  461,  31  S.  E. 
96,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  193,  whether  de- 
positor has  ratified  an  unauthorized  de- 
livery of  a  deed  by  the  depository  to 
the  grantee.  HI. — Chicago  Edison  Co. 
V.  Fay,  164  111.  323,  45  N.  E.  534. 
Kam. — Hartwell  v.  Equitable  Mfg.  Co., 
78  Kan.  259,  97  Pac.  432.  Mass.— Sils- 
bee  V.  Webber,  171  Mass.  378,  50  N.  B. 
555  (ratification  of  act  done  under 
duress) ;  Fogg  v.  Boston  &  L.  E.  Corp., 
148  Mass.  513,  20  N.  E.  109,  12  Am. 
St.  Eep.  583.  Mo. — Butts  v.  Ajax-Grieb 
Rubber  Co.,  169  Mo.  App.  657,  155  S. 
W.  837.  Mont. — Carlson  v.  Stone-Odean- 
Wells  Co.,  40  Mont.  434,  107  Pac.  419. 
N.  Y. — ^LUienthal  v.  German  American 
Brewing  Co.,  121  App.  Div.  628,  106 
N.  Y.  Supp.  402.  Pa.— Farmers'  &  Me- 
chanics' Bank  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank,  165 
Pa.  500,  30  Atl.  1008.  Tex.— Fifth  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Iron  City  Nat.  Bank,  92  Tex. 
436,  49  S.  W.  368.  W.  Va.— Uniontown 
Grocery  Co.  v.  Dawson,  68  W.  Va.  332, 
69  S.  E.  845,  Ann.  Cas.  1912B,  148. 

Eatificatiou  by  principal  of  act  of 
agen^,  see  the  title  "Principal  and 
Agent." 

48.  IT.  S.— Wright  v.  Mattison,  18 
How.  50,  15  L.  ed.  280.  Ala. — Barnes 
V.  State,  103  Ala.  44,  15  So.  901.  CaJ. 
People  V.  Eastman,  77  Cal.  171,  19  Pac. 
266.  Ga. — Broughton  v.  Foster,  69  Ga. 
712.    m.— Anthony  v.  Wheeler,  130  III. 


128,  22  N.  E.  494,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  281. 
Ky. — Chiles  v.  Conley's  Heirs,  2  Dana 
21.  Mich. — Thomas  v.  Wagner,  131 
Mich.  601)  92  N.  W.  106;  People  v. 
Hillhouse,  80  Mich.  580,  45  N.  W.'484. 
N.  Y.— Perth  Amboy  Mut.  Loan  H.  & 
B.  Assn.  V.  Chapman,  80  App.  Div.  556, 
81  N.  Y.  Supp.  38.  N.  C— Carolina 
Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  McCaskill,  98  N.  C.  526, 
4  S.  E.  468.  Pa.— Duff  v.  Patterson, 
159  Pa.  312,  28  Atl.  250.  S.  C— Tem- 
pleton  «i  Lowry,  22  S.  C.  389.  S.  D. 
Meadows  v.  Osterkamp,  13  S.  D.  571, 
83  N.  W.  624.  Tex. — Tram  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Hancock,  70  Tex.  312,  7  S.  W.  724; 
Downs  V.  Stevenson,  56  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
211,  119  S.  W.  315;  Stipe  v.  Shirley, 
33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  223,  76  S.  W.  307; 
Cahill  V.  Benson,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  30, 
46  S.  W.  888. 

49.  V.  8. — Crosley  v.  Reynolds,  196 
Fed.  640,  116  C.  C.  A.  314.  Ark.— Hogg 
V.  Thurman,  90  Ark.  93,  117  S.  W. 
1O70,  17  Ann.  Cas.  383.  111.— J'aft  v. 
Myerscough,  197  111.  600,  64  N.  E.  711. 
la. — Shaulis  v.  Buxton,  109  Iowa  355, 
80  N.  W.  397;  Richardson  v.  Monroe, 
85  Iowa  359,  52  N.  W.  339,  39  Am. 
St.  Rep..  301;  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank 
V.  McNulty,  36  Iowa  229.  Md.— Wil- 
liams V.  Huntington,  68  Md.  590,  13 
Atl.  336,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  ill;  Maitland 
V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  40  lifd.  540, 
17  Am.  Eep.  620.  Mich. — Neyens  v. 
Worthington,  150  Mich.  580,  114  N.  W. 
404,  18  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  142;  Burroughs 
V.  Ploof,  73  Mich.  607,  41  N.  W.  704. 
Minn. — Mendenhall  v.  Ulrich,  94  Minn. 
100,  101  N.  W.  1057;  Drew  v.  Wheeli- 
han,  75  Minn.  68,  77  N.  W.  558.  Mo. 
First  State  Bank  v.  Hammond,  104  Mo. 
App.  403,  79  S.  W.  493;  Hahn  v.  Brad- 
ley, 92  Mo.  App.  399.  Mont.— Har- 
rington V.  Butte  &  B.  Min.  Co.,  27 
Mont.  1,  69  Pac.  102.  Neb.— Padget  v. 
O'Connor,  71  Neb.  314,  98  N.  W.  870; 
State  Bank  v.  Wilkie,  35  Neb.  579,  53 
N.  W.  603.  N.  H.— Hallock  v.  Young, 
72  N.  H.  416,  57  Atl.  236.  N.  Y.— Joy 
V.  Diefendorf,  130  N.  Y.  6,  28  N.  E. 
602,   27   Am.   St.   Eep.   484;    Vosburgh 

Vol.  XXI 


842 


PROVINCE  OF  JUDGE  AND  JURY 


ference  can  be  reasonably  drawn  from  the  evidence.^" 

7.  Insanity. — Insanity  is  generally  a  question  for  the  jury  to  da- 
tannine,  whether  in  a  eivil,^^  or  criminal,^^  proceeding. 

8.  Election.  —  Whether  an  election  has  been  made  is  a  question 
for  the  jury.^^ 

E.  Ownership  and  Title.  —  Unless  it  depends  on  the  construction 
of  writings,^*  the  question  of  the  ownership  of  real  property,^^  per- 
sonalty,^^ or  choses  in  action,^^  is  for  the  jury  where  more  than  one 


V.  Diefendorf,  119  N.  Y.  357,  23  N.  E. 
801,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  836;  Duncan  v. 
Gasehe,  8  Bosw.  243,  21  How.  Pr.  344; 
Pool.  V.  Watson,  18  Jones  &  S.  53; 
Bailey  v.  Griswold,  4  Jones  &  S.  68. 
N.  C. — Fidelity  Trust  Co.  v.  Whitehead, 
165  N.  C.  74,  80  S.  E.  1065,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915D,  200.  Ore. — Owens  v.  Snell, 
Heitshu  &  Woodard  Co.,  29  Ore.  483, 
44  Pae.  827.  Pa. — Lancaster  County 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Garber,  178  Pa.  91,  35 
Atl.  848;  National  Bank  of  Bedford  v. 
Stever,  169  Pa.  574,  32  Atl.  603.  S.  D. 
Bank  of  Spearfish  v.  Graham,  16  S.  D. 
49,  91  N.  W.  340;  Dunn  v.  National 
Bank,  11  S.  D.  305,  77  N.  W.  111. 
Tex. — Masterson  v.  Mansfield,  25  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  262,  61  S.  W.  505.  Vt. 
Gould  V.  Stevens,  43  Vt.  125,  5  Am. 
Eep.  265;  Benior  v.  Paquin,  40  Vt.  199; 
Both  &  Co.  V.  Colvin,  Allen  &  Co.,  32 
Vt.  125.  Wash. — Barry  v.  Danielson,  78 
Wash.  453,  139  Pac.  223,  Wis.— Thomp- 
son V.  Brennan,  104  Wis.  564,  80  N.  W. 
947. 

See  supra,  IV,  D,  4. 
■  BO.  Ala.— Scott  V.  Taul,  115  Ala. 
529,  22  So.  447.  Fla.— Berryhill-Cro- 
martie  Co.  v.  Manitowoc  Shij)Fuilding 
&  Dry  Dock  Co.,  66  Fla.  170,  63  So. 
720.  Kan. — Lowe  v.  Higginbotham,  13 
Pac.  790,  affirmed  on  rehearing,  36  Kan. 
765,  15  Pac.  151.  Mich.— Drovers'  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Potvin,  116  Mich.  474,  74  N. 
W.  724.  N.  Y.— Hoibrook  v.  Wilson,  4 
Bosw.  64.  S.  C. — Citizens'  Trust  & 
Savings  Bank  v.  Stackhouse,  91  S.  C. 
455,  74  S.  B.  977,  40  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
454.  Wash. — McLaughlin  v.  Dopps,  84 
Wash.  442,  147  Pac.  6;  Scandinavian 
American  Bank  v.  Johnston,  63  Wash. 
187,  115  Pae.  102. 

51.  Ala. — Burney  v.  Torrey,  100  Ala. 
157,  14  So.  685,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  33. 
Ark. — Tobin  v.  Jenkins,  29  Ark.  151. 
/  Conn. — Dunham's  Appeal,  27  Conn.  192. 
Ga. — Gardner  v.  Lamback,  47  Ga. 
133.  lU.— Hyatt  v.  Walker,  44  III.  485. 
Ind.— Koile  v.  Ellis,  16  Ind.  301.  la. 
Vannest  v.  Murphy,  135  Iowa  123,  112 
N.  W.  236;  Shuman  v.  Supreme  Lodge, 
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K.  H.,  110  Iowa  480,  81  N.  W.  717. 
Me.— Hill  V.  Nash,  41  Me.  585,  66  Am. 
Dec.  266.  Mass.— Wright  v.  Wright, 
139  Mass.  177,  29  N.  E.  380.  N.  B. 
Young  V.  Stevens,  48  N.  H.  133,  2  Am. 
Eep.  202,  97  Am.  ^Dec.  592.  Teiin. 
Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Brundige,  114  Tenn.  31,  84  S.  W.  805. 
Tex. — Sogers  v.  Armstrong  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  30  S.  W.  848.  Wis.— See 
Boorman  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  Eelief 
Assn.,  90  Wis.  144,  62  N.  W.  924. 

52.  lu  criminal  cases  generally,  see 
13  Standabd  Peoc.  625. 

In  homicide  cases,  see  11  Standard 
Proc.  650. 

53.  Zimmerman  v.  Lebo,  151  Pa.  345, 
24  Atl.  1082,  17  L.  E.  A.  536;  Mayo 
V.  Tudor 's  Heirs,  74  Tex.  471,  12  S.  W. 
117,  whether  election  to  take  under 
will  has  taken  place. 

54.  Hunt  V.  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.,  75 
Mo.  252;  Counellogue  v.  English,  8 
Watts  &  S.    (Pa.)    11.     See  infra,  IV, 

55.  People  v.  Scott,  22  Cal.  App.  54, 
133  Pac.  496,  prosecution  for  selling 
land  twice. 

56.  Ala. — Smart  v.  Hodges,  105  Ala. 
634,  17  So.  22;  Corbett  v.  State,  31  Ala. 
329.  Cal. — Stanton  v.  French,  91  Cal. 
274,  27  Pac.  657,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  174 
(ownership  of  property  claimed  to  be 
exempt);  People  v.  Treadwell,  69  Cal. 
226,  236,  10  Pae.  502  (ownership  of 
money  embezzled);  Smith  v.  Arnold,  56 
Cal.  640.  111.— Charles  v.  Lasher,  20 
111.  App.  36.  la. — Stephens  v.  Williams, 
46  Iowa  540.  Mich. — Van  Baalen  v. 
Dean,  27  Mich.  104.  Minn. — Honey- 
well V.  Norby,  61  Minn.  188,  63  N.  W. 
488.  Mo. — Calderwood  v.  Eobertson, 
112  Mo.  App.  103,  86  S.  W.  879;  Anchor 
Milling  Co.  v.  Walsh,  24  Mo.  App.  97. 
S.  D. — Peet  V.  Dakota,  F.  &  M.  Ins. 
Co.,  1  S.  D.  462,  47  N.  W.  532. 

In  replevin  actions,  see  the  title 
"Replevin." 

57.  Crogley  v.  Reynolds,  196  Fed. 
640,  116  C.  C.  A.  314,  note. 

[a]    Whether  One  Is  Owner  of  Ne- 
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inference  may  be  drawn  from  the  evidence;  otherwise  it  should  not 
be  submitted  to  the  jury.**^  However,  what  constitutes  ownership  is 
a  question  for  the  court.°^ 

F.  Possession  and  Occupancy.  —  While  what  constitutes  posses- 
sion or  occupancy  is  a  question  of  law,''"  whether  property  was  un- 
occupied," or  who  was  in  possession  of  real,"^  or  personal,''^  property 
is  generally  for  the  jury  to  determine  under  proper  instructions  from 
the  court. 

Whether  possession  was  adverse  ig  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  under 
the  instructions  of  the  court.** 

G.  Matters  Relating  to  Written  Instruments.''^  —  1.  Con- 
struction of.  —  The   construction  of  writings  is  generally"*  for  the 


gotiahle  Paper. — Mich. — Beed  v.  Me- 
Cready,  170  Mich.  532,  136  N.  W.  488; 
Big  Eapids  Nat.  Bank  v.  Peters,  120 
Mich.  518,  79  N.  W.  891.  N".  Y.— Zim- 
mer  v.  Chew,  34  App.  Div.  504,  54 
N.  Y.  Supp.  685.  Tex. — Jones  v.  Gaines- 
ville First  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
160  S.  W.  126.  Wis. — Davy  v.  Kelley, 
66  Wis.  452,  29  N.  W.  232. 

58.  Fisher  v.  Mueoke,  82  Iowa  547, 

48  N.  W.  936. 

59.  Ware  v.  Souders,  120  111.  App. 
209.  See  also  Charles  v.  Lasher,  20 
111.  App.  36. 

60.  Moody  v.  Amazon  Insurance  Co.,  I 
52  Ohio  St.  12,  38  N.  E.  1011,  49  Am. 
St.  Eep.  699,  26  L.  E.  A.  313.  "What 
constitutes  vacancy  or  nonoccupancy  of 
a  building  is  a  question  of  law;  but 
whether  a  building  is  vacant  or  un- 
occupied, or  not;  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law,  is  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury." 

61.  Bass  V,  Dinwiddle,  Cooke  130,  2 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,092;  Moody  v.  Amazon 
Ins.  Co.,  52  Ohio  St.  12,  38  N.  E.  1011, 

49  Am.  St.  Eep.  699,  26  L.  E.  A.  313. 

62.  Ala. — Lawrence  v.  Alabama  State 
Land   Co.,  144   Ala.   524,   41   So.    612; 
Herbert  v.  Hanriok,  16  Ala.  581.     Cal. 
Hicks  V.  Davis,  4  Cal.  67.    Oonn.— Gage 
V.    Smith,    27    Conn.     70;     St.     Peter's 
Church  V.   Beach,   26   Conn.   355.      Ga.  '-, 
Baxley  v.  Baxley,  117  Ga.  60,  43  S.  B. 
436.     La. — Succession  of  Zebriska,  119 
La.  1076,  44  So.  893.     Md. — Armstrong 
V.  Eisteau's  Lessee,  5  Md.  256,  59  Am. 
Dec.  115.    IVIich. — Maxwell  v.  Paine,  53  , 
Mich.  30,  18  N.   W.  546;   Hendricks  v.  1 
Easson,   42   Mich.   104,   3   N.   W.    281;  | 
Twogood  V.  Hoyt,  42  Mich.   609,  4  N. 
W.   445.     Miss. — Ford    v.    Wilson,    35 
Miss.    490,    72     Am.     Dee.     137.      Mo. 
Gordon  v.  Park,  219  Mo.  600,  117  S.  W. 
1163.    N.  M. — Johnston  v.  Albuquerque, 


12  N.  M.  20,  72  Pac.  9.  N.  Y.— Martin 
V.  Eeetor,  101  N.  Y.  77,  4  N.  E.  183; 
Lucas  V.  Johnson,  8  Barb.  244.  Ore. 
Altschul  V.  O'Neill,  35  Ore.  202,  58 
Pac.  95.  Pa.— Euug  v.  Shoneberger,  2 
Watts  23,  26  Am.  Dec.  95.  S.  C. — Bryce 
V.  Cayce,  62  S.  C.  546,  40  S.  E.  948. 
Wis. — Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Budzizs,  119 
Wis.  580,  97  N.  W.  166. 

[a]  Whether  one  holds  possession 
by  consent  of  plaintiff,  for  jury.  Jones 
V.  Porter,  3  Pen.  &  W.   (Pa.)    132. 

As  to  adverse  possession,  see  1  Stand- 
ard Proc.  635,  et  seq. 

63.  Mass.— Odd  Fellows'  Hall  Assn. 
V.  McAllister,  153  Mass.  292,  26  N.  E. 
862,  11  L.  E.  A.  172.  Mich.— Clute  v. 
Everhart,  137  Mich.  5,  100  N.  W.  124. 
N.  Y. — Merritt  v.  Lyon,  3  Barb.  110. 

In  replevin  cases,  see  the  title  "Re- 
plevin. ' ' 

64.  See  1  Standard  Peoc.  632,  et 
seq. 

65.  Questions  of  law  and  fact  per- 
taining to  contracts  generally,  see  11 
Standard  Proc.  1054,  et  seq. 

66.  Fla'.— Upchureh  v.  Mizell,  50  Pla. 
456,  40  So.  29.  lU.— Eecke  v.  Sayers, 
106  111.  App.  283.  Ind.— Alexander  v. 
Johnson,  144  Ind.  82,  41  N.  E.  811; 
Louthain  v.  Miller,  85  Ind.  161;  Nipp 
V.  Diskey,  81  Ind.  214,  42  Am.  Eep. 
124;  Leviston  v.  Junction  E.  Co.,  7  Ind. 
597.  Kan. — Dobbs  v.  Campbell,  66  Kan. 
805,  72  Pac.  273;  Akin  v.  Davis,  11 
Kan.  580.  Mass. — Dunnell  v.  Fiske,  11 
Mete.  551.  Mich. — Slater  v.  United 
States  Health  &  Accident  Ins.  Co.,  133 
Mich.  347,  95  N.  W.  89.  Mo.— Brewer 
,!7.  White,  110  Mo.  App.  571,  85  S.  W. 
641.  N.  J. — Boulevard  Globe  &  Lamp 
Co.  V.  Kern  Incandescent  Gaslight  Co., 
67  N.  J.  L.  279,  51  Atl.  704.  Pa. 
Eyon  V.  Starr,  214  Pa.  310,  63  Atl. 
701;   Gill  V.  Fisher  &  O'Eourke,  6  Pa. 
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court,  and  the  court  should  inform  the  jury  of  their  legal  meaning 
and  effect.*^ 

2.  Execution  and  Gemiineness.  —  Unless  depending  on  the  con- 
struction of  written  instruments  or  evidence  from  which  but  one 
inference  may  be  drawn,  the  execution  of  a  contract  is  for  the  jury  to 
determine.^^  The  genuineness  of  a  written  instrument  sued  on  is  for 
the  jury  on  conflicting  evidence. °® 

3.  Delivery.  — ■  What  constitutes  a  delivery  of  an  instrument  is  a 
question  of  law,^"  while  whether  a  delivery  was  made  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  a  particular  case  will  be  for  the  jury  where  the  facts 
are  disputed.'^ 

4.  Consideration.  —  The  questions  whether  there  was  any  con- 
sideration for  an  agreement,^^  whether  the  consideration  was  an 
illegal  one,'^  or  whether  there  has  been  a  failure  of  consideration,'* 


Super.  605,  42  Wkly.  Notes  Gas.  67. 
S.  0.— EioTdan  v.  Doty,  56  S.  C.  Ill, 
34  S.  E.  68.  Tex.— Ellis  v.  Littlefield, 
41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  318,  93  S.  W.  171. 
[a]  May  Be  Mixed  Question  of  Law 
and  Fact. — While  the  construction  of 
a,  written  instrument  is  the  exclusive 
province  of  the  court,  the  description 
of  land  conveyed,  its.  limits  and  con- 
tents, are  frequently  mixed  questions 
of  law  and  fact,  and  where  from  the 
generality  of  the  terms  used  in  a  deed 
or  from  uncertainty  of  description,  a 
doubt  is  raised  as  to  the  boundaries 
or  location  or  limits  of  land  sold,  evi- 
dence aliunde  may  be  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  aiding  a  jury  to  deter- 
mine what  land  was  intended  to  be  in- 
cluded in  the  grant.  Little  v.  Greek, 
233  Pa.  534,  82  Atl.  955. 

67.  Ind. — ^Nipp  v.  Diskey,  81  Ind. 
214,  42  Am.  Eep.  124.  Md. — Aetna 
Indem.  Co.  v.  "Waters,  110  Md.  673,  73 
Atl.  712.  Mass. — ^Eaton  v.  Smith,  20 
Pick.  150.  N.  J. — ^Eogers  v.  Colt,  21 
N.  J.  L.  18.  Pa.— Codding  v.  Wood, 
112  Pa.  371,  3  Atl.  455. 

68.  111. — Telluride  Power  Trans.  Co. 
V.  Crane  Co.,  103  111.  App.  647.  Mich. 
International  Text-Book  Co.  v.  Eoberts, 
168  Mich.  501,  134  N.  W.  460.  Mo. 
See  International  Text-Book  Co.  v. 
Yount,  129  Mo.  App.  247,  108  S.  "W. 
124,  is  a  question  of  fact.  Neb. — Lipps 
V.  Panko,  93  Neb.  469,  140  N.  W.  761. 
Wis. — First  Nat.  Bank  of  Antigo  v. 
Wunderlich,  145  "Wis.  193,  130  N.  W. 
98. 

69.  Ala. — Corbett  v.  State,  31  Ala. 
329.  Ga.— Dupree  v.  Price,  37  Ga.  235, 
note.  Mass. — Sears  v.  Moore,  171  Mass. 
514,  50  N.  E.  1027. 

70.  See  cases  cited  in  next  note. 
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71.  111. — Telluride  Power  Trans.  Co. 
V.  Crane  Co.,  103  HI.  App.  647.  Miss. 
Young  V.  Power,  41  Miss.  197.  Mich. 
Jaquith  v.  Hudson,  5  Mich.  123.  N.  Y. 
Hiekok  v.  Bunting,  '67  App.  Div.  560, 
73  N.  Y.  Supp.  967;  Scott  v.  Pentz, 
5   Sandf.   572. 

72.  111. — Knowles  v.  Knowles,  128 
111.  110,  21  N.  E.  196.  la.— State  Bank 
of  Indiana  v.  Mentzer,  125  Iowa  101, 
100  N.  "W.  69.  Kan.— Calvin  v.  Ster- 
rit,  41  Kan.  215,  21  Pae.  103;  Bank  of 
Horton  v.  Brooks,  10  Kan.  App.  576, 
62  Pac.  675.  Mass. — Mercantile  Guar- 
anty Co.  V.  Hilton,  191  Mass.  141,  77 
N.  E.  312;  Chemical  Electric  L.  &  P. 
Co.  V.  Howard,  148  Mass.  352,  20  N.  E. 
92,  2  L.  E.  A.  168;  Morris  v.  Bowman, 
12  Gray  467.  N.  Y. — Kramer  v. 
Kramer,  90  App.  Div.  176,  86  N.  Y. 
Supp.  129  (reversed,  181  N.  Y.  477,  74 
N.  E.  474) ;  Hiekok  v.  Bunting,  67  App. 
Div.  560,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  967.  Ore. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cecil,  23  Ore.  58, 
31  Pac.  61,  32  Pac.  393.  Pa.— Heffner 
V.  Wenrich,  32  Pa.  423;  Swain  v.  Ett- 
ling,  32  Pa.  486;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Muir- 
head,  16  Pa.  117. 

[a]  Whether  there  was  a  valuable 
consideration  for  jury.  Pelton  v.  Spider 
Lake  S.  &  L.  Co.,  117  Wis.  569,  94 
N.  W.  293,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  946. 

73.  Ala.-^Thedford  v.  McClintock, 
47  Ala.  647.  la.— State  Bank  of  In- 
diana V.  Mentzer,  125  Iowa  101,  100 
N.  W.  69.  Mass. — Baker  v.  Callender, 
118  Mass.  390  (whether  consideration 
was  illegal  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor); 
Taylor  v.  Jaques,  106  Mass.  291,  wheth- 
er note  given  to  compound  felony.  Neb. 
Kittle  V.  Be  Lamater,  3  Neb.  325. 

74.  111.— Murray  v.  Beckwith,  48  HI. 
391.      la.-r-Eichardson    v.    Monroe,    85 

I  Iowa  359,  52   N.   W.   339,  39  Am.  St. 
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are  for  the  jury  under  appropriate  instructions  from  the  court,  where 
there  is  conflict  in  the  evidence  or  more  than  one  conclusion  may  be 
drawn  thereform. . 

H.  As  TO  THE  Pleadings.'^  —  The  construction  of  the  pleadings 
lies  in  the  province  of  the  court,"  and  it  is  for  the  court  to  determine 
the  sufficiency  of  the  pleadings ;"  what  are  material  allegations/^  what 
allegations  are  admitted  or  denied,"  and  to  determine  the  issues  raised,*" 
as  well  as  other  questions  relating  to  the  pleadings.*^ 

I.  Foreign  Laws.  —  "While  the  existence  of  a  foreign  law  is  gen- 
erally a  question  of  fact,^^  some  authorities  hold  that  the  foreign  law 


Eep.    301.     Me.— Herbert   v.   Ford,   29 
Me.  546. 

75.  Variance  as  a  question  of  law 
or  fact,  see  the  title  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

76.  Ala. — Birmingham  E.,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Hayes,  153  Ala.  178,  44  So.  1032;  Alex- 
ander V.  Wheeler,  69  Ala.  332.  Conn. 
Fenton  v.  Mansfield,  82  Conn.  343,  73 
Atl.  770.  lau — Pharo  v.  Johnson,  15 
Iowa  560.  Ky. — Hall  &  Co.  v.  Renfro, 
3  Mete.  51. 

77.  Ky. — Becker  v.  Crow,  7  Bush 
198;  Yeiser  v.  Brown,  6  Bush  190.  Md. 
Burgess  v.  Lloyd,  7  Md.  178.  Mich. 
Sherwood  v.  Chicago  &  W.  M.  Ey.  Co., 
88  Mich.  108,  50  N.  W.  101.  R.  I. 
Cimini  v.  Tambarano,  36  E.  I.  122,  89 
Atl.  295. 

78.  111. — Chicago  Terminal  Transfer 
E.  Co.  1'.  Schmelling,  197  111.  619,  64 
N.  B.  714;  St.  Clair  County  School 
Trustees  v.  Yoeh,  133  111.  App.  32; 
Lodge  V.  Hampton,  116  III.  App.  414; 
Davenport,  E.  I.  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
De  Yaeger,  112  111.  App.  537;  Bavies 
V.  Cobb,  11  111.  App.  587.  la.— Otto- 
way  V.  Milroy,  144  Iowa  631,  123  N.  "W. 
467;  Williams  v.  Iowa  Cent.  E.  Co., 
121  Iowa  270,  96  N.  W.  774.  Ky.— Al- 
lard  V.  Smith,  2  Mete.  297;  Tipton  v. 
Triplett,  1  Mete.  570;  Becker  v.  Crow, 
7  Bush  198.  W.  Va. — Dieken  v.  Liver- 
pool Salt  &  Coal  Co.,  41  W.  Va.  511, 
23  8.  E.  582. 

79.  Potter  v.  Wooater,  10  Iowa  334; 
Fannon  v.  Eobinson,  10  Iowa  272;  Steil 
V.  Ackli,  15  Mo.  289. 

80.  Erb  V.  German-American  Ins. 
Co.,  112  Iowa  357,  83  N.  W.  1053; 
Gabrielson  v.  Hague  Box  &  Lumber  Co., 
55  Wash.  342,  104  Pac.  635,  133  Am. 
St.  Eep.  1032. 

81.  Beebe  v.  Stutsman,  5  Iowa  271 
(nature  of  action  or  what  plaintiffl 
Beeks  to  recover);  Oliver  v.  Chapman, 
15  Tex.  400,  should  not  leave  to  jury 
to  decide  what  facta  are  not  distinctly 


averred  and  charged  in  the  petitioh. 

[a]  Whether  Flea  Has  Been  Aban- 
doned.— Moore  v.  Stuart,  215  Mass.  456, 
102  N.  E.  658. 

[b]  Court  may  instruct  jury  as  to. 
meaning   of  words    in    the    pleadings. 
Smith  V.  Plant,  216  Mass.  91,  103  N.  E. 
58. 

[c]  Where  Burden  of  Proof  Bests. 
McClintock  v.  McClure,  171  Ky.  714, 
188  S.  W.  867. 

82.  TJ.  S. — Mexican  Cent.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Chantry,  136  Fed.  316,  69  C.  C.  A.  454. 
111. — Mexican  Cent.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Gehr,  66 
III.  App.  173.  Md.— De  Sobry  a.  De 
Laistre,  2  Har.  &  J.  191,  3  Am.  Dec. 
535;  Thrasher  v.  Everhart,  3  Gill  &  J. 
145.  Mass.— Cook  v.  Bartlett,  179 
Mass.  576,  61  N.  B.  266;  Hancock  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Ellis,  172  Mass.  39,  51  N.  E. 
207,  70  Am.  St.  Eep.  232,  42  L.  E.  A. 
396;  Ufford  v.  Spaulding,  156  Mass.  65, 
30  N.  E.  360;  Murphy  v.  Collins,  121 
Mass.  6;  Haven  v.  Poster,  9  Pick.  112, 
19  Am.  Dec.  353;  Holman  v.  King,  7 
Mete.  384.  Mo. — Charlotte  v.  Chouteau, 
33  Mo.  194.  N.  Y.— Bank  of  China  v. 
Morse,  44  App.  Div.  435,  61  N.  Y. 
Supp.  268,  aprmed,  168  N.  Y.  458,  61 
N.  E.  774,  85  Am.  St.  Eep.  676,  56 
L.  E.  A.  139.  N.  C. — Hancock  v.  West- 
ern Union  Tel.  Co.,  137  N.  C.  497,  49 
S.  E.  952,  69  L.  E.  A.  403.  Ohio. 
Ingraham  v.  Hart,  11  Ohio  255.  Vt. 
Morrisette  v.  Canadian  Pac.  E.  Co.,  74 
Vt.  232,  52  Atl.  520. 

[a]  Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws,  §638, 
states  the  rule:  "All  matters  of  law 
are  properly  referable  to  the  court,  and 
the  object  of  the  proof  of  foreign  laws 
is  to  enable  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  what,  in  point  of  law,  is  the  re- 
sult of  the  foreign  law  to  be  applied 
to  the  matters  in  controversy  before 
them.  The  court  are  therefore  to  de- 
cide what  is  the  proper  evidence  of 
the  laws  of  a  foreign  country;  and, 
when  evidence  is  given  of  those  laws, 
the   court   are   to  judge   of  their  ap- 

voi.  XXI 


846  PROVINCE  OF  JUDGE  AND  JURY 

is  to  be  determined  by  the  eourt,^^  others  that  it  is  a  question  for  the 
jury  to  determine  the  same  as  any  other  fact.^*  The  question  of  the 
construction  and  effect  of  foreign  laws  shown  by  statutes  or  judicial 
decisions  is  generally  for  the  court.*^ 

J.  Necessity  foe  Act.  —  Whether  or  not  a  particular  act  was 
necessary  under  the  circumstances  is  generally  to  be  determined  by 
the  jury.^'^ 

plie  ability,  -when  proved,  to  the  ease  rial  bearing  upon  the  same  question  of 
in  hand. ' '  But  when  the  evidence  con-  liability  and,  in  the  absence  of  statu- 
sists  of  parol  testimony  of  experts  ,as  tory  provisions  found  applicable,  de- 
to  the  existence  or  prevailing  con-  terminative  of  this  branch  of  the  case, 
struction  of  a  statute;  or  as  to  any  Clearly  in  these  circumstances  the 
point  of  unwritten  law,  the  jury  must  question  of  what  the  provincial  law 
determine  what  the  foreign  law  is,  as  was,  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
in  the  ease  of  any  controverted  fact  jury."  Rainey  v.  Grand  Trunk  E.  Co., 
depending  upon  like  testimony.  But  34  'yt.  521,  80  Atl.  723. 
when  the  evidence  admitted  consists  |  gg_  m.—Mexican  Cent.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
entirely   of   a  written   document    stat-  ■  ^^^     gg  jjj  ^^^     Mass.-Electrie 

ute,  or  judicial  opinion,  the  question  of  ^_  ^^  ^_  p^j^^  200  j^^^g_  ^  gg 
Its   construction  and  effect   is  for   the  j  j^_  j,_  g^^^  ^38  Am.  St.  Eep.  434;  Cook 

"°oo      T?,^^'     nx.  ■  A.-  ..      wiT„™    «•   Bartlett,    179    Mass.    576,   61    N.    E. 

83.  lU.  -  Chnstmnsen    v      William    ggg     g^^^^^j^  j^^^    g^^^  ^  . 

S'^^'oT^^A         P     %o     Tr?«      w  Vl  Mass.  39,  51  N.  E.  207,  70  Am.  St.  Eep. 

N.  E.  97,  7  Ann   Cas.  69.    Kan.-Hutch-  233,  42  L.  E.  A.  396;  tJfford  v.  Spauld- 

ings    Sealy  &  Co.  j   Missouri    K.  &  T.  .        ^gg  j^^^^     g   3  '  ^_  P 

E     Co      84   Kan    479,   114   Pac.     1077.  ^^^^  ^^  ^hina  v.  Morse,  44  App.  Div. 

"By  tho  weight  of  authority    and,  as  435    g^  j^_  ^    g  268   (affirmed,  168 

we    think    by    the    better    reason,    the  j^_  '^    ^gg    g^   j^i'i'j,_   ^^^^  ^'g   ^^'.    g 

court  ordinarily  determines  the  law  of  ^  'gg  ^  ^        '        Molson's 

a  sisterstate  without  the  intervention  ^^^j^  ^_  feoardman,  47  Hun  135,  14  N. 

of  the  jury,  notwithstanding  the  ques-  y.    g^^   ggg_     g_  C.-Frasier  v.   Charles- 

^r/^vTw   -P    P       1^?^^   ?lf%i  ton  &  W.   C.   R.  Co.,  73  S.   C.   140,  52 

^°t°\^  Z-  n-  w'  i  f\Trl  ^t  S.  B.  964.;  Va.-TJni'on  Cent.  Life  Ins. 
^T  ^-  ?In   ^i  °-~,      7,          ^^Jl        .  Co.   V.    Pollard,    94   Va.    146,   26   S.   E. 

?7  M  r^%7  4  ^Z  ^  Wnll  i?7  ?'  '  421,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  715,  36  L.  E.  A. 
27  N.  C.  187;  Knight  v.  Wall,  19  N.  C.     „„-,'     „j.      -o^^^i^-^  ^,    -d^C+i^,,     oc   it^ 

125,  129.     wksli.-Ongaro  v.  Twohy,  57    H]-  sJ^Jn^g^^^'^  ''•   ^'''^^^^'   ^^   ^*- 

Wash.  668,  107  Pac.  834.  ^^'''  *^^  ^"-  3;,  . 

84.  111.— Mexican  Cent.  Ry.  Co.  v.  '■  86.  Ala.— Williams  v.  State,  44  Ala. 
Gehr,  66  111.  App.  173.  Mass.— Elec-  41.  Ga.— Clay  v.  State,  124  6a.  795, 
trie  Welding  Co.  v.  Prince,  200  Mass.  53  S.  E.  179;  Mitchell  v.  State,  71  Ga. 
386,  86  N.  E.  947,  128  Am.  St.  Eep.  i  128-  Ind.— Ellis  v.  State,  152  Ind.  326, 
434;  TJfford  v.  Spaulding,  156  Mass.  65,  52  N.  E.  82.  Ky.— Tapscott  v.  Com., 
30  k  E.  360.  Vt.— jIAness  v.  Simp-  |  140  Ky.  573,  131  S.  W.  487.  Miss. 
son,  84  Vt.  127,  78  Atl.  886;  Morrisette  '  Jackson  v.  State,  66  Miss.  89,  5  So. 
V.  Canadian  P,ac.  E.  Co.,  74  Vt.  232,  52  ,  690,  14  Am.  St.  Eep.  542.     Mo.— State 

[a]  ''The  question  of  what  the  for- '  State  v.  Hicks,  92  Mo.  431,  4  S.  W. 
elgn  law  was  after  it  was  proved  as  742.  Neb.— Housh  v.  State,  43  Neb. 
facts  did  not  depend  merely  upon  the  163,  61  N.  W.  571.  HT.  J.— Brown  c. 
construction  and  effect  of  a  written  State,  62  N.  J.  L.  666,  42  Atl.  811. 
statute  or  the  interpretation  of  judicial    N-  Y.— Conraddy    v.    People,    5    Park, 


opinion;  it  involved,  as  seen,  the  con- 
struction and  effect  of  written  statutes 
and  of  judicial  opinion,  with  the  opin- 
ions of  expert  witnesses  touching  the 
meaning  and  legal  effect  of  the  same, 


Crim.  234.  N.  0.— State  v.  Bland,  97 
N.  C.  438,  2  S.  E.  460.  Ore.- Lander 
V.  Miles,  3  Ore.  40. 

[a]    Whether    obstruction    of    side- 
walk  or   street  was  necessary  is   for 


together  with  tlje  common  law  proved    the  jury.    Jochem  v.  Eobinson,  66  Wis. 
by  expert  testimony  as  having  a  mate-    638,  29  N.  W.  642,  57   Am.  Eep.  298. 
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K.  Reasonableness.  —  1.  Generally.  —  Whether  punishment  in- 
flicted on  a  scholar  was  reasonable  and  proper;*'  whether  reasonable 
diligence  exercised,**  or  reasonable  notice  given  ;*°  or  the  reasonable- 
ness of  a  contract,""  are  generally  for  the  jury.  The  reasonableness 
or  unreasonableness  of  a  municipal  ordinance,  there  being  no  dispute 
as  to  the  facts,  is  to  be  determined  by  the  court,*^  but  the  reasonable- 
ness of  a  carrier's  rule  requiring  notice  of  damage  to  freight  has  been 
held  to  be  for  the  jury.*^ 

2.  Reasonable  Time.  —  What  is  a  reasonable  time,  where  the  facts 
are  undisputed,  is  generally  a  question  of  law  for  the  court,'^  but  if 


See  the  title  "Highways,  Streets  and 
Bridges." 

Whether  killing  done  in  necessary 
self-defense,  see  11  Standard  Pkoc. 
652. 

87.  Ala.— Boyd  v.  State,  88  Ala.  169, 
7  So.  268,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  31.  Conn. 
Sheehan  v.  Sturges,  53  Conn.  481,  2 
Atl.  841.  la. — State  v.  Mizner,  45  Iowa 
248,  24  Am.  Eep.  769.  Mass.— Com. 
v.  Eandall,  4  Gray  36.  Mo. — State  v. 
Boyer,  70  Mo.  App.  156.  Neh. — Clasen 
V.  Pruha,  69  Neb.  278,  95  N.  W.  640. 
Tex.— Smith  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  20 
S.  W.  360.  Vt.— Lander  v.  Seaver,  32 
Vt.  114,  76  Am.  Dec.  156. 

88.  Eehberg  v.  New  York,  91  N.  Y. 
137,  43  Am.  Eep.  657.  See  the  title 
"Negligence." 

89.  Warder  v.  Bell,  2  Dall.  233,  1 
Yeatea   (Pa.)    531,  1  L.  ed.   361. 

[a]  Reasonableness  of  notice  to  quit 
for  jury.  Wheeler  v.  Wheeler,  77  Vt. 
177,  59'  Atl.  842. 

90.  Kansas  &  A.  V.  E.  Co.  v.  Ayers, 
63  Ark.  331,  38  S.  W.  515. 

91.  U.  S.— Lusk  V.  Dora,  224  Fed. 
650.  Cal. — Ex  parte  Prank,  52  Cal. 
606,  28  Am.  Eep.  642.  111. — Hawes  v. 
City  of  Chicago,  158  111.  653,  42  N.  E. 
373,  30  L.  E.  A.  225.  la. — Meyers  v. 
Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  57  Iowa 
555,  10  N.  W.  896,  42  Am.  Eep.  50. 
Mo. — St.  Louis  V.  Liessing,  190  Mo. 
464,  89  S.  W.  611,  109  Am.  St.  Eep. 
774,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  918,  4  Ann. 
Cas.  112.  Ore. — Wygant  v.  McLauch- 
lan,  39  Ore.  429,  64  Pac.  867,  87  Am. 
St.  Eep.  673,  54  L.  E.  A.  636.  Wis. 
Maercker  v.  Milwaukee,  151  Wis.  324, 
139  N.  W.   199,  L.  E.  A.  1915F,  1196. 

92.  Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Adams,  78 
Tex.  372,  14  S.  W.  666,  22  Am.  St. 
Eep.  56,  rule  requiring  notice  thirty-six 
hours  after  delivery. 

93.  XT.  S. — Long-Bell  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Stump,  86  Fed.  574,  30  0.  C.  A.  260. 
Colo.— Denver  &  K.  G.  Co.  v.  Doyle,  58 


Colo.  327,  145  Pac.  688.  Del.— See  Cov- 
erdale  v.  Eickards,  6  Penne.  467,  69 
Atl.  1065.  Fla.— Mizell  v.  Watson,  57 
Fla.  Ill,  49  So.  149.  111.— Doane  v. 
Dunham,  65  111.  512.  Kan. — Cooking- 
ham  V.  Dusa,  41  Kan.  229,  21  Pac.  95. 
Me.— Libby  v.  Haley,  91  Me.  331,  39 
Atl.  1004;  Kingsley  v.  Wallis,  14  Me. 
57.  Mass.— Williams  v.  Powell,  101 
Mass.  467,  3  Am.  Eep.  396;  Holbrook 
V.  Burt,  22  Pick.  546;  Gilmore  v.  Wil- 
bur, 12  Pick.  120,  22  Am.  Dec.  410.  N.  J. 
Eoseugarten  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  E. 
Co.,  77  N.  J.  L.  71,  71  Atl.  35.  N.  Y. 
Wright  V.  Bank  of  Metropolis,  110  N. 
Y.  237,  18  N.  E.  79,  6  Am.  St.  Eep. 
356,  1  L.  E.  A.  289;  Colt  v.  Owens,  90 
N.  Y.  368;  Hedges  v.  Hudson  Eiver 
E.  Co.,  49  N.  Y.  223;  Dressner  v.  Man- 
hattan Del.  Co.,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  800. 
Ore. — McGregor  v.  Oregon  E.  &  N.  Co., 
50  Ore.  527,  93  Pac.  465,  14  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  668.  -Pa.— Muncy  Borough 
School  Dist.  V.  Com.,  84  Pa.  464;  Mor- 
gan V.  McKee,  77  Pa.  228;  Zineman  & 
Bro.  V.  Harris,  6  Pa.  Super.  303.  Tex. 
Luhn  V.  Fordtran,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
148,  115  S.  W.  667.  Wis.— Gammon  v. 
Abrams,  53  Wis.  323,  10  N.  W.  479; 
Churchill  v.  Price,  44  Wis.  540. 

Beasanable  time  for  performance  of 
a  contract,  see  11  Standard  Proc.  1064, 
et  seq.  '  ' 

[a]  Whether  statement  of  account 
returned  or  objected  to  in  reasonable 
time  in  determining  whether  account 
stated  was  reached,  is  a  question  for 
the  court  where  the  facts  are  clear. 
U.  S. — Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Van  Btten, 
107  U.  S.  325,  1  Sup.  Ct.  178,  27  L. 
ed.  319;  Wiggins  v.  Burkham,  10  Wall. 
129,  19  L.  ed.  884;  Toland  v.  Sprague, 
12  Pet.  300,  9  L.  ed.  1093;  Charlotte 
Oil  &  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Hartog,  85  Fed. 
150,  29  C.  C.  A.  56;  Edwards  v.  Haef- 
finghoff,  38  Fed.  635.  Cal.— See  Cusick 
V.  Boyne,  1  Cal.  App.  643,  82  Pac.  985. 
Fla. — Daytona  Bridge  Co.  v.  Bond,  47 
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the  facts  be  disputed,  or  different  conclusioHS  may  be  drawn  from 
the  evidence,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury.®*  What  is  a  reasonable 
time  within  which  a  tenant  may  remove  his  fixtures  after  the  ex- 
piration of  his  term,*^  what  is  a  reasonable  time  for  transportation 
by  a  carrier  of  goods,®*  or  whether  a  chattel  mortgage  is  recorded 
with  reasonable  dispatch,®'  what  is  a  reasonable  time  for  passengers 
to  call  for  baggage  after  arrival  so  as  to  terminate  liability  of  the 
carrier  as  such,®'  or  a  reasonable  time  for  the  completion  by  a  street 


Fla.  136,  36  So.  445;  Martyn  v.  Arnold, 
36  ria.  446,'  18  So.  791.  Mo.— Brown 
V.  Kimmel,  67  Mo.  430.  See  also  Ottofy 
V.  Winsor,  137  Mo.  App.  272,  119  S.  W. 
40;  McKeen  v.  Boatmen's  Bank,  74  Mo. 
App.  281.  Ore. — Nodine  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  41  Ore.  386,  68  Pac.  1109;  How- 
ell V.  Johnson,  38  Ore.  571,  64  Pac. 
659;  Pleisehner  v.  Kubli,  20  Ore.  328, 
25  Pac.  1086.  Wash.— Ault  v.  Inter- 
state Sav.  &  L.  Assn.,  15  Wash.  627, 
47  Pac.  13.  Contra,  it  is  a  question  for 
the  jury,  see:  Idaho. — Lewis  v.  Utah 
Construction  Co.,  10  Idaho  214,  77  Pac. 
336.  III. — Moran  v.  Gordon,  33  111. 
App.  46.  la. — Hollenbeck  v.  Eistine, 
105  Iowa  488,  75  N.  W.  355,  67  Am. 
St.  Eep.  306.  Mich. — ^Peter  v.  Thiekstun, 
51  Mich.  589,  17  N.  W.  68.  N.  H. 
Austin  V.  Bicker,  61  N.  H.  97.  N.  Y. 
Little  V.  McClain,  134  App.  Div.  197, 
118  N.  Y.  Supp.  916, 

94.  Ark. — Kansas  City,  etc.  E.  Co. 
V.  McGahey,  63  Ark.  344,  38  S.  W. 
659,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  Ill,  36  L.  E.  A. 
781.  Ind. — American  Window  Glass  Co. 
17.  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.,  37 
Ind.  App.  439,  76  N.  E.  1006;  Penn- 
sylvania Co.  V.  Liveright,  14  Ind.  App. 
518,  41  N.  E.  350,  43  N.  E.  162.  Ky. 
Louisville,  C.  &  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Mahan,  8 
Bush  184.  Me.— Libby  v.  Haley,  91 
Me.  331,  39  Atl.  1004.  Mo.— Felton  v. 
Chicago  G.  W.  E.  Co.,  86  Mo.  App. 
332;  Burks  v.  Stam,  65  Mo.  A.pp.  455. 
N.  J. — ^Burr  v.  Adams  Express  Co.,  71 
N.  J.  L.  263,  58  Atl.  609.  N.  Y.— Eoth 
V.  Buffalo  &  S.  l;  E.  Co.,  34  N.  Y. 
548,  90  Am.  Dec.  736;  'Burgevin  v.  New 
York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  69  Hun 
479,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  415,  52  N.  Y.  St. 
617;  German- American  Bank  v.  Mills, 
99  App.  Div.  312,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  142; 
Church  V.  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E. 
Co.,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  560.  Ohio.— Crane 
V.  Standard  L.  &  Aoo.  Ins.  Co.,  4  Ohio 
N.  P.  309.  Pa. — Aspinwall  v.  Viney, 
206  Pa.  383,  55  Atl.  1038.  Tex.— Luhn 
V.  Pordtran,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  148,  115 
S.  W.  667. 

[a]    "Where  what  is  a  reasonable 
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time  depends  upon  certain  other  con- 
troverted points,  or  where  the  motives 
,of  the  party  enter  into  the  question, 
the  whole  is  necessarily  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  a  jury  before  any  judgment 
can  be  formed  whether  the  time  was 
or  was  not  reasonable."  Hill  v.  Ho- 
bart,  16  Me.  164,  168. 

[b]  Whether  reasonable  time  for 
city  to  repair  street  elapsed  is  for  the 
jury.  Covington  v.  Gates  (Ky.),  117 
S.  W.  342;  Eevis  v.  Ealeigh,  150  N.  C. 
348,  63  8.  B.  1049. 

[c]  Whether  reasonable  time  given 
passengers  to  alight  from  a  train  is  for 
the  jury  to  determine.  U.  S. — Texas 
&  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Nunn,  98  Fed.  963,  39 

C.  C.  A.  364;  McSloop  v.  Eichmond  & 

D.  E.  Co.,  59  Fed.  431.  Ga.— Central 
of  Georgia  E.  Co.  v.  MeKenuey,  116 
Ga.  13,  42  S.  E.  229.  HI.— Illinois  Cen- 
tral E.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  46  111.  App. 
141. 

95.  III.— Berger  v.  Hoerner,  36  111. 
App.  360.  Mo. — Idalia  Eealty  &  Dev. 
Co.  V.  Norman  (Mo.  App.),  183  S.  W. 
348;  Cowgill  V.  Little  Persimmon,  etc. 
Co.  (Mo.  App.),  183  S.  W.  346.  Wash. 
Welsh  V.  McDonald,  64  Wash.  108,  116 
Pac.  589.  I 

96.  Fremont  Canning  Co.  v.  Pere 
Marquette  E.  Co.,  180  Mich.  283,  146 
N.  W.  678.  See  also  10  Standard  PeOc. 
258. 

97.  Hardoastle  v.  Stiles,  70  N.  J.  L. 
828,  59  Atl.  1117. 

98.  Schnitzmeyer  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  147  111.  App.  101;  Wallace  v.  De- 
troit, G.  H.  &  M.  E.  Co.,  176  Mich. 
128,  142  N.  W.  550,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B, 
631. 

[a]  "Where  the  facts  are  not  dis- 
puted what  constitutes  a  reasonable 
time  for  a  passenger  to  remove  his 
baggage  after  arriving  at  its  destina- 
tion is  a  question  of  law  which  the 
court  must  determine.  .  .  .  The  court 
left  the  jury  to  determine  from  all 
the  admitted  facts  and  circumatances 
whether  plaintiff  called  for  her  bag- 
gage within  a,    reasonable    tisie,    an^ 
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railway  company  of  its  road  where  no  time  is  specified,^'  are  held  ques- 
tions of  fact  for  the  jury  to  determine. 

3.  Of  Attorney's  Pees.  — What  is  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee  to 
be  allowed  in  a  given  ease  is  usually  for  the  court  to  determine.^ 

L.  Identity  op  Persons  and  Property.  —  The  identity  of  per- 
sons,2  or  property,'  is  for  the  jury,  if  more  than  one  inference  may 
be  drawn  from  the  evidence. 

M.  Relation  Between  Persons.  —  "Whether  a  certain  legal  rela- 
tion did  or  did  not  exist  between  persons  is  generally  for  the  jury 
under  proper  instructions.*     Thus  whether  the  relation  of  principal 


whether  the  liability  of  the  company 
had  shifted  from  that  of  a  common 
carrier  to  that  of  a  warehouseman. 
This  was  error.  Plaintiff's  baggage  ar- 
rived at  1:45  p.  m.,  on  the  15th,  and 
remained  in  the  baggage  room  until 
the  night  of  the  16th  without  being 
called  for,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  have  held,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  that  the  baggage  was  not  de- 
manded within  a  reasonable  time  after 
it  arrived."  Denver  &  E.  G.  R;  Co.  v. 
Doyle,  58  Colo.  327,  145  Pac.  688. 

99.  Los  Angeles  Traction  Co.  v.  Wil- 
shire,  135  Cal.  654,  67  Pac.  1086. 

1.  Holder  Turpentine  Co.  v.  M.  C. 
Kiser  Co.,  68  Fla.  312,  67  So.  85; 
Fowler  v.  Bell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  35 
S.  W.  822. 

2.  la. — State  v.  Eankin,  150  Iowa 
701,  130  N.  W.  732.  Mich.— Campau  v. 
Dewey,  9  Mich.  381.  N.  C— State  v. 
Lilliston,  141  N.  C.  857,  54  S.  E.  427, 
115  Am.  St.  Eep.  705.  Pa. — Com.  v. 
Eonello,  242  Pa.  381,  89  Atl.  553.  Tex. 
Gates  V.  State,  50  Tex.  Grim.  39,  95 
S.  W.  105.  Wash.— State  v.  Williams, 
36  Wash.  143,  78  Pac.   780. 

In  homicide  cases,  see  11  Standard 
Peoc.  645. 

3.  Ark.— Kennedy  v.  State,  119  Ark. 
611,  178  S.  W.  920.  Cal.- Hicks  v. 
Davis,  4  Cal.  67.  Conn. — Munson  v. 
Munson,  30  Conn.  425.  111. — Linnertz 
17.  Dorway,  175  111.  508,  51  N.  E.  809, 
67  Am.  St.  Eep.  232;  Vennum  v.  Thomp- 
son, 38  111.  143.  Mo. — Miller  v.  Marks, 
20  Mo.  App.  369.  Pa. — Franklin  Coal 
Co.  V.  Bertels,  109  Pa.  550. 

Identification  of  stolen  property,  see 
18  Standard  Proc.  774. 

In  replevin  suits,  see  the  title  "Re- 
plevin." 

4.  U.  S. — Cunard  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Carey, 
119  U.  S.  245,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1360,  30  L. 
ed.  354;  Northwestern  Union  Packet 
Co.  V.  McCue,  17  Wall.  508,  21  L.  ed. 
705;   Quinlan  &  Co.  v.  Holbrook,  162 


Fed.  272,  89  C.  C.  A.  252;  Northern 
Pac.  E.  Co.  V.  Clarke,  106  Fed.  794, 
45  C.  C.  A.  635.  Ala.— Mobile,  J.  & 
K.  C.  E.  Co.  V.  Odom,  169  Ala.  507, 
53  So.  765;  Boswell  v.  Thompson,  160 
Ala.  306,  49  So.  73.  Ark.— Short  &  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  89  Ark.  279,  116  S.  W. 
658;  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Hammond,  58  Ark.  324,  24  S.  W. 
723;  Vahlberg  v.  Keaton,  51  Ark.  534, 
11  S.  W.  878,  14  Am.  St.  Eep.  78, 
4  L.  E.  A.  462.  Conn.- Bloch  v.  De 
Lucia,  80  Conn.  7l6,  66  Atl.  769; 
Graves  v.  Lockwood,  30  Conn.  276.  Ga. 
Wilson  V.  Huguenin,  117  Ga.  546,  43 
S.  E.  857;  Chandler  v.  Southern  Ey. 
Co.,  113  Ga.  130,  38  S.  E.  305;  Bar- 
nett  V.  Northeastern  E.  Co.,  87  Ga.  199, 
13  S.  E.  646;  White  Sewing  Maeh.  Co. 
V.  Horkan,  7  Ga.  App.  283,  66  S.  E. 
811.  111. — Missouri  Malleable  Iron  Co. 
V.  Dillon,  206  111.  145,  69  N.  E.  12; 
St.  Louis  Consol.  Coal  Co.  v.  Bruce, 
150  111.  449,  37  N.  E.  912;  Hankinson 
v.  Lombard,  25  111.  572,  79  Am.  Dec. 
348;  Franklin  County  v.  Layman,  43 
111.  App.  163.  Ind. — Indiana  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Hartwell,  100  Ind.  566;  American 
Car  &  P.  Co.  V.  Smock,  48  Ind.  App. 
359,  91  N.  E.  ^49;  Evansville  &  T.  H. 
E.  Co.  V.  Claspell,  8  Ind.  App.  685,  36 
N.  E.  297.  la.— Aga  v.  Harbach,  127 
Iowa  144,  102  N.  W.  833,  109  Am.  St. 
Eep.  377;  Jewell  v.  Posey,  119  Iowa 
412,  93  N.  W.  379;  Theleman  v.  Moeller, 
73  Iowa  108,  34  N.  W.  765,  5  Am.  St. 
Eep.  663.  Kan. — Brower  v.  Timreek,  66 
Kan.  770,  71  Pac.  581.  Ky. — Crabtree 
Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Sample's  Admr.,  24 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1703,  72  S.  W.  24.  Md. 
Morrison  v.  Whiteside,  17  Md.  452,  79 
Am.  Dec.  661.  Mass.— Whittier  v.  Child, 
174  Mass.  36,  54  N.  E.  344;  Morgan 
V.  Smith,  159  Mass.  570,  35  N.  E.  101. 
Mich. — Fontaine  Crossing  &  Elect.  Co. 
V.  Ranch,  117  Mich.  401,  75  N.  W. 
1063;  McDonald  v.  Michigan  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  108  Mich.  7,  65  N.  W.  597.    Minn. 
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and  agent,^  bailor  and  bailee,"  master  and  servant,'  partners,'  land- 
lord and  tenant,^  or  passenger  and  carrier,^"  existed  between  persons 
is  generally  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  where  it  does  not  depend 
on  the  construction  of  a  written  instrument. 

N.  Time  and  Place.  —  The  time  when  a  particular  event  oc- 
curred," or  the  place  of  oecurrence,^^  are  questions  for  the  jury  to 
determine. 

0.  Perpokmance.^^  —  Whether  a  particular  act  has  been  performed 
is  a  question  for  the  jury  if  more  than  one  inference  may  be  drawn 
from  the  evidence.^* 


Caron  v.  Powers-Simpson  Co.,  96  Minn. 
192,  104  N.  W.  889;  Jensen  v.  Weide, 
42  Minn.  59,  43  N.  "W.  688.  Mo.— Gayle 
V.  Missouri  Car  &  F.  Co.,  177  Mo.  427, 
76  S.  W.  987;  Eice  v.  Groffmann,  56 
Mo.  434.  Nel).— Walsh  v.  Peterson,  59 
Neb.  645,  81  N.  W.  853;  Union  Pacific 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Doyle,  50  Neb.  555,  70  N.  W. 
43.  N.  J.^Hardy  v.  Delaware,  L.  & 
W.  E.  Co.,  57  N.  J.  L.  505,  31  Atl.  281; 
Gulick  V.  Grover,  33  N.  J.  L.  463,  97 
Am.  Dec.  728.  N.  Y.— Brophy  v.  Bart- 
lett,  108  N.  Y.  632,  15  N.  E.  368,  1 
Silv.  575;  Greenwood  v.  Shumaeker,  82 
N.  T.  614.  Ohio. — Cincinnati  Ice  Co. 
V.  Higdon,  7  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  239. 
Okla.— Scott  V.  Moore,  52  Okla.  200, 
152  Pac.  823;  McNabb  v.  Hunt,  28 
Okla.  43,  119  Pac.  210.  Ore.— Busch  v. 
Eobinson,'  46  Ore.  539,  81  Pac.  237; 
Eingue  v.  Oregon  Coal  Co.,  44  Ore.  407, 
75  Pac.  703;  Connell  v.  McLoughlin,  28 
Ore.  230,  42  Pac.  218.  Pa. — Evilhoek 
V.  Philadelphia,  H.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  169 
Pa.  592,  32  Atl.  588;  Playford  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 135  Pa.  426,  19  Atl.  1019;  Union 
Eefining  &  Storage  Co.  v.  Bushnell,  88 
Pa.  89.  S.  0.— Davis  v.  Atlanta  &  C. 
Air  Line  Ey.  Co.,  63  S.  C.  370,  41 
S.  E.  468;  Dickert  v.  Farmers'  Mut. 
Ins.  Assn.,  52  S.  C.  412,  29  S.  E.  786; 
Whaley  v.  Bartlett,  42  S.  C.  454,  20 
S.  E.  745.  Tenn. — Willcox  v.  Hines, 
100  Tenn.  524,  45  S.  W.  781,  66  Am. 
St.  Eep.  761.  Tex. — Bradstreet  Co.  v. 
Gill,  72  Tex.  115,  9  S.  W.  753,  13  Am. 
St.  Eep.  768,  2  L.  E.  A.  405.  Vt. 
Sherman  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co., 
71  Vt.  325,  45  Atl.  227;  Taplin  v. 
Marcy,  81  Vt.  428,  71  Atl.  72;  Brigg's 
V.  Georgia,  15  Vt.  61.  Va. — Baltimore 
&  O.  E.  Co.  V.  McKenzie,  81  Va.  71. 
Wasb. — Hammons  v.  Setzer,  72  Wash. 
550,  130  Pac.  1141;  Novelty  Mill  Co. 
V.  Heinzerling,  39  Wash.  244,  81  Pac. 
742.  Wis. — Garlick  v.  Morley,  147  Wis. 
397,  132  N.  W.  601;  Kronshage  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  40  Wis.  589. 
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5.  See  the  title  ''Principal  and 
Agent." 

6.  See  tie  title  "Personal  Prop- 
erty." 

7.  See  the  title  "Master  and  Ser- 
vant." 

[a]  Whether  one  is  a  fellow-servant 
of  another  is  a  question  of  fact.  Chi- 
cago &  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Kelly,  127  111. 
637,  21  N.  E.  203.  See  the  title  "Mas- 
ter and  Servant." 

8.  See  the  title   "Partnership." 

9.  Jennings  v.  McCarthy,  16  N.  Y. 
Supp.  161,  40  N.  Y.  St.  678. 

10.  See  the  title  "Passengers." 

11.  Kan. — Ball  v.  Biggam,  6  Kan. 
App.  42,  49  Pac.  678.  N.  Y.— Coons 
V.  Chambers,  1  Abb,  Dee.  439,  1  Abb. 
Pr.  165.  Va. — Keen's  Exr.  v.  Monroe, 
75  Va.  424. 

[a]  Time  when  indorsement  of 
credit  on  note  was  made  is  for  jury. 
Carter  v.   Carter,  44  Mo.   195. 

[b]  Whether  note  was  delivered  on 
Sunday  when  shown  to  have  been  signed 
on  that  day  but  is  dated  another,  is 
for  the  jury.  Flanagan  v.  Meyer  &  Co., 
41  Ala.  132. 

Reasonableness  of  time,  see  supra, 
IV,  K,  2. 

12.  Vaughan  v.  State,  130  Ala.  18, 
30  So.  669;  People  v.  More,  68  Cal. 
500,  504,  9  Pac.  461,  county  in  which 
crime  committed.  See  also  the  title 
"Venue." 

13.  Performance  of  contract,  see  11 
Standard  Proc.  1064,  et  seq. 

14.  111.— Ogden  v.  Kirby,  79  111.  555. 
Mo. — Lewis  v.  Slack,  27  Mo.  App.  119. 
Mont. — Waite  v.  Shoemaker  &  Co.,  50 
Mont.  264,  146  Pac.  736.  Heb.— Esta- 
brook  V.  Omaha  Hotel  Co.,  5  Neb.  76. 

[a]  Whether  Revenue  Stamps  Can- 
celed.— Eees  V.  Jackson,  64  Pa.  486,  3 
Am.  Eep.  608. 

Whether  the  grantee  has  performed 
the  acts  required  by  a  condition  in  a 
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P.  In  Criminal  Prosecutions."  —  !.  Generally.  —  Questions  as 
to  the  admissibility  of  evidence/"  and  the  construction  of  writings,"  in 
a  criminalease  are  for  the  judge,  the  same  as  in  civil  eases. 

2.  Motive.  —  The  question  of  motive  is  one  of  fact  for  the  jury 
to  determine.^^ 

3.  Corpus  Delicti."  —  It  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the 
corpus  delicti  has  been  proven.^" 

4.  Reasonable  Doubt.  —  Whether  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt  of 
the  guilt  of  the  defendant  in  a  criminal  prosecution  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  jury  under  the  instruction  of  the  court.^^ 


deed  is  for  the  jury  on  conflicting  evi- 
dence.    See  18  Standard  Peoc.  711. 

15.  Questions  for  court  and  jury  in 
homicide  cases,  see  11  Standard  Peoc. 
639. 

Identification,  see  supra,  IV,  L. 

Variance  as  a  question  of  law  or 
fact  in  criminal  prosecution,  see  the 
title  "Variance." 

Whether  venue  properly  laid,  see  the 
title  "Venue." 

16.  See  infra,  IV,  Q,  2. 

[a]  Conspiracy. — It  is  for  the  court 
in  the  first  instance  to  determine 
whether  there  is  sufficient  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  conspiracy  to  warrant 
the  admission  of  evidence  of  acts  and 
declarations  of  a  supposed  co-conspira- 
tor; but  ultimately  it  is  for  the  jury 
to  determine  whether  upon  the  whole 
evidence  any  conspiracy  has  been 
shown,  and  if  they  find  that  none  has 
been  established  it  is  then  their  duty 
not  to  consider  the  acts  and  declara- 
tions of  the  supposed  co-conspirator 
which  have  been  admitted.  Colo. — Sol- 
ander  v.  People,  2  Colo.  48.  la. — State 
V.  Walker,  124  Iowa  414,  100  N.  W. 
354.  Mo. — State  v.  Kennedy,  177  Mo. 
98,  119,  75  S.  W.  979.  Okla.— Driggers 
V.  United  States,  21  Okla.  60,  95  Pae. 
612.  Tex.— Crook  v.  State,  27  Tex. 
App.  198,  11  S.  W.  444.  Wis.— Schultz 
V.  State,  133  Wis.  215,  113  N.  W.  428. 
And  see  3  Ency.  of  Ev.  428. 

[b]  Competency  of  child  to  testify 
is  for  the  court  to  determine.  Peters 
V.  State,  106  Miss.  333,  63  So.  666, 
and  infra,  IV,  -P,  2. 

[e]  Whether  alleged  confession  is 
admissible  is  primarily  a  question  for 
the  court  to  determine.  17.  S. — Har- 
Told  V.  Oklahoma,  169  Fed.  47,  94  C.  C. 
A.  415.  Ala.— Bush  v.  Slate,  136  Ala. 
85,  33  So.  878.  Ark.— Iverson  v.  State, 
99  Ark.  453,  138  S.  W.  958;  Smith  v. 
State,  74  Ark.  397,  85  S.  W.  1123,  Cal. 
People  V.  Siemsen,  153  Cal.  387,  95  Pac. 


863.  Conn.— State  v.  Wakefield,  88 
Conn.  164,  90  Atl.  230.  Fla.— Thomas 
V.  State,  58  Fla.  122,  51  So.  410.  111. 
Zuckermau  v.  People,  213  111.  114,  72 
N.  E.  741.  Ind. — Thurman  v.  State,  169 
Ind.  240,  82  N.  E.  64.  la.— Simons  v. 
Petersberger,  171  low.a  564,  151  N.  W. 
392.  Md.— McCleary  v.  State,  122  Md. 
394,  89  Atl.  1100.  N.  M.— State  v. 
Ascarate,  21  N.  M.  191,  153  Pac.  1036. 
Ore. — State  v.  Humphrey,  63  Ore.  540, 
128  Pac.  824.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Johnson, 
217  Pa.  77,  66  Atl.  233.  S.  D.— State 
V.  Allison,  24  S.  D.  622,  124  N.  W. 
747.  Wis.— Hintz  v.  8ia,te,  125  Wis. 
405,  104  N.   W.   110. 

17.  See  supra,  IV,  G,  1. 

18.  Ala.— Salm  v.  State,  89  Ala.  56, 
8  So.  66;  Burke  v.  State,  71  Ala.  377. 
Mass. — Vogel  V.  Brown,  201  Mass.  261, 
87  N.  E.  686.  N.  M.— Territory  v.  Mon- 
toya,  17  N.  M.  122,  125  Pae.  622.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Zachello,  168  N.  Y.  35,  60 
N.  E.  1051;  People  v.  Whaley,  6  Cow. 
661,  motives  of  justice  of  peace  charged 
with  extortion,  as  whether  corrupt  or 
whether  he  acted  through  a  mistake  of 
law,  is  for  the  jury.  Wash. — State  v. 
Galtes,  28  Wash.  689,  69  Pae.  385. 

19.  In  homicide  cases,  see  11  Stand- 
ard Proc.  639. 

20.  U.  S. — Perovich  «.  United  States, 
205  U.  S.  86,  27  Sup.  Ct.  456,  51  h. 
ed.  722.  Ala.— Winslow  v.  State,  76 
Ala.  42.  111. — Cunningham  v.  People, 
195  111.  550,  63  N.  E.  517.  Kan.— See 
State  V.  Jackson,  42  Kan.  384,  22  Pac. 
427.  Ky. — Levering  v.  Com.,  132  Ky. 
666,  117  S.  W.  253,  136  Am.  St.  Rep. 
192. 

[a]  Prima  facie  sufficiency  of  pre- 
liminary proof  of  corpus  delicti  is  for 
the  determination  of  the  court.  Floyd 
V.  State,  82  Ala.  16,  2  So.  683;  Lam- 
bright  V.  State,  34  Fla.  564,  16  So. 
582. 

21.  Ala. — Howard  v.  State,  108  Ala. 
571,  18  So.  8T3;  Albritton  v.  State,  94 
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5.  False  Imprisonment.  —  False  imprisonment  is  a  mixed  question 
of  law  and  fact.  Whether  there  has  been  an  imprisonment  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury,^^  and  whether  the  authority  under  which  the  im- 
prisonment was  effected  was  lawful  is  generally  a  question  for  the 
eourt.^^ 

6.  Former  Jeopardy.  —  "Where  only  the  record  of  the  former  pro- 
ceeding is  produced  the  question  of  former  jeopardy  is  for  the  court 
to  determine,^*  but  when  evidence  outside  of  the  record  is  presented 
it  becomes  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.^^ 


Ala.  76,  10  So.  426.  Ark.— Byrd  v. 
State,  69  Ark.  SST,  64  S.  W.  270. 
Colo. — Wisdom  v,  People,  11  Colo.  170, 
17  Pac.  519.  Ga. — Tarver  v.  State,  95 
Ga.  222,  21  S.  E.  381.  la.— State  v. 
Trout,  74  Iowa  545,  38  N.  W.  405,  7 
Am.  St.  Eep.  499.  Miss. — Pollard  v. 
State,  53  Miss.  410,, 24  Am.  Eep.  703. 
Neb. — Nightingale  v.  State,  62  Neb. 
371,  87  N.  W.  158;  Henry  v.  State,  51 
Neb.  149,  70  N.  W.  924,  66  Am.  St. 
Eep.  450.  Nev. — State  v.  Waterman,  1 
Nev.  543.  Okla. — Shoemaker  v.  Terri- 
tory, 4  Okla.  118,  43  Pac.  1059.  S.  C. 
State  V.  Taylor,  57  S.  C.  483,  35  S.  E. 
729,  76  Am.  St.  Eep.  575.  Tenn.— Ford 
V.  State,  101  Tenn.  454,  47  S.  W.  703. 
W.  Va.— State  v.  Strauder,  11  W.  Va. 
745,  27'  Am.  Eep.  606. 

22.  Floyd  v.  State,  12  Ark.  43,  54 
Am.  Dec.  250. 

23.  Floyd  v.  State,  12  Ark.  43,  54 
Am.  Dec.  250. 

[a]  Where  evidence  not  conflicting 
may  be  question  of  law  for  court. 
Diers  v.  Mallon,  46  Neb.  121,  64  N.  W. 
722,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  598. 

24.  Oal. — See  People  v.  Cummings, 
123  Cal.  269,  55  Pac.  898.  Ga.— Min- 
yard  v.  State,  17  Ga.  App.  398,  87  S.  E. 
710;  Darsey  v.  State,  17  Ga.  App.  280, 
86  S.  E.  781.  la.— State  v.  Blodgett, 
143  Iowa  578,  121  N.  W.  685.  Kan. 
State  V.  Bowen,  16  Kan.  475.  Ky. 
Brady  v.  Com.,  1  Bibb  517.  La.— State 
V.  Foley,  114  La.  412,  38  So.  402.  Md. 
Watson  V.  State,  105  Md.  650,  66  Atl. 
635.  Mo.— State  v.  Potter,  125  Mo. 
App.  465,  102  S.  W.  668.  N.  J.— State 
V.  Eosa,  72  N.  J.  L.  462,  62  Atl.  695. 
N.  M.— Territory  v,  West,  14  N.  M. 
546,  99  Pac.  343.  N.  0.— State  v. 
Smith,  170  N.  C.  742,  87  S.  E.  981; 
State  V.  Ellsworth,  131  N.  C.  773,  42 
S.  E.  699,  92  Am.  St.  Eep.  790.  Okla. 
Loyd  V.  State,  6  Okla.  Crim.  76,  116 
Pac.  959;  Morfis  v.  Territory,  1  Okla. 
Crim.  617,  99  Pac.  760.  S.  C— State 
V.  Dewees,  76  S.   C.  72,  56  S,  E.  674. 
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Tenn. — Slaughter  v.  State,  6  Humph. 
410;  Hite  «.  State,  9  Yerg.  357;  Hill 
V.  State,  2  Yerg.  248.  Wis.— Lanphere 
V.  State,  114  Wis.  193,  89  N.  W.  128. 
See  14  Standard  Peoc.  621,  622. 

[a]  When  raised  on  demurrer  (1) 
court  determines  question  of  former 
jeopardy.  State  v.  Eosa,  72  N.  J.  L. 
462,  62  Atl.  695.  (2)  The  court  can- 
not overrule  a  plea  of  former  jeopardy 
on  demurrer,  because,  from  the  facts 
within  its  own  knowledge,  the  aver- 
ments are  untrue,  but  the  issues  must 
be  submitted  to  a  jury.  Dockstader 
V.  People,  43  Colo.  437,  97  Pac.  254. 

[b]  If  no  evidence  to  support  plea 
of  former  jeopardy  it  is  for  the  court. 
Territory  v.  West,  14  N.  M.  546,  99 
Pac.  343. 

25.  Ala.— Eeynolds  v.  State,  1  Ala. 
App.  24,  55  So.  1016.  Cal.— People  v. 
Ammerman,  118  Cal.  23,  50  Pac.  15; 
People  V.  Hamberg,  84  Cal.  468,  24 
Pac.  298.  Colo.- Kinkle  v.  People,  27 
Colo.  459,  62  Pac.  197.  Del.— State  v. 
Day,  5  Penne.  101,  58  Atl.  946.  Ga. 
Daniels  v.  State,  78  Ga.  98,  6  Am.  St. 
Eep.  238.  Ind.— Dunn  v.  State,  70  Ind. 
47;  Cooper  v.  State,  47  Ind.  61;  Wil- 
lard  V.  State,  4  Ind.  407.  Ky.— Eau- 
bold  V.  Com.,  Ill  Ky.  433,  63  S.  W. 
781;  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Com., 
88  Ky.  368,  11  S.  W.  87.  La.— State 
V.  Williams,  45  La.  Ann.  936,  12  So. 
932;  State  ex  rel.  Voorhies  v.  Judge, 
42  La.  Ann.  414,  7  So.  678.  Misa. 
Helm  V.  State,  67  Miss.  562,  7  So.  487. 
Mo.— State  v.  Williams,  152  Mo.  115, 
53  S.  W.  424,  75  Am.  St.  Eep.  441; 
State  V.  Wisebeek,  139  Mo.  214,  40  S. 
W.  946;  State  v.  Laughlin,  168  Mo.  415, 
68  S.  W.  340.  Neb.— Arnold  v.  State, 
38  Neb.  752,  57  N.  W.  378.  Nev. 
State  V.  Johnson,  11  Nev.  273.  N.  J. 
State  V.  Ackerman,  64  N.  J.  L.  99,  45 
Atl.  27.  N.  Y.— Grant  v.  People,  4 
Park.  Crim,  527.  Ohio.— Miller  v.  State, 
3  Ohio  St.  475.  S.  D.— State  v.  Irwin, 
17  S.  D.  380,  97  N.  W.  7.    Tenn.— Hite 
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Knowledge  and  Intent.^^  —  Whether  a  defendant  in  a  criminal 
case  had  guilty  knowledge,^^  or  committed  the  act  with  the  requisite 
criminal  or  felonious  intent,^®  is  for  the  jury. 


V.  State,  9  Yerg.  357.  Tex. — Scott  •  v. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  68  S.  W.  680; 
Cook  V.  State,  43  Tex.  Crim.  182,  63 
S.  W.  872,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  854;  Muneh 
V.  State,  25  Tex.  App.  30,  7  S.  W. 
341.  XTtah. — People  v.  Kerm,  8  Utah 
268,  30  Pae.  988.  Eng. — Beg.  v.  Bird, 
5  Cox  C.  C.  20. 

[a]  See,  however.  Storm  v.  Terri- 
tory, 12  Ariz.  109,  99  Pae.  275,  where 
the  court  says:  "No  constitutional 
privilege  of  the  defendant  is  invaded 
when  the  court  in  its  instruction  di- 
rects the  jury  that  it  cannot  in  de- 
fiance of  the  facts  decide  the  issue 
of  former  jeopardy  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  nor  is  any  privilege  invaded 
which  was  recognized  at  common  law. 
When  courts  have  held  that  a  plea  of 
former  jeopardy  raises  an  issue  upon 
which  the  trial  court  cannot  direct  a 
verdict  against  the  defendant,  they 
have  held  so  eilTier  by  reason  of  pro- 
visions of  state  constitutions,  which 
find  no  counterpart  in  the  constitution 
of  the  United  States,  or  the  acts  of 
Congress,  which  comprise  the  funda- 
mental law  of  this  territory,  or  through 
failure  to  observe  the  difference  in 
status  between  pleas  of  former  jeopar- 
dy and  pleas  of  not  guilty  under  the 
provisions  of  such  constitutions,  and 
also  under  the  common  law.  If  such 
verdict  may  lawfully  be  directed,  it  is 
a  necessary  inference  that  where  the 
record  affirmatively  shows'  that  the 
jury,  with  legal  propriety,  could  not 
have  found  for  the  defendant  upon 
the  plea  of  former  jeopardy  and  the 
trial  court  formally  so  adjudicated  and 
so  instructed  the  jury,  the  defendant 
has  been  deprived  of  no  fundamental 
right  by  the  absence  of  the  jury's 
finding  upon  the  plea  and  is  uninjured 
thereby. ' ' 

26.  In  civil  cases,  see  supra,  IV,  D, 
3,4. 

27.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Hough- 
ton, 14  Fed.  544;  United  States  v. 
Smith,  1  Sawy.  277,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,341.  Mich.— Bonker  v.  People,  37 
Mich.  4.  Tex. — Hailes  v.  State,  15  Tex. 
App.  93. 

[a]  Whether  defendant  knew  goods 
were  stolen,  in  a  prosecution  for  re- 
ceiving  stolen  property,  is  for  the  jury. 


I  People  V.   Teal,   1   Wheel.   Crim.   Cas. 

I  (N.  Y.)  199. 

I  [b]  In  a  prosecution  for  assisting 
and  comforting  a  felon,  the  question  of 
the  defendant's  knowledge  that  the 
person  was  a  felon  is  for  the  jury. 
Wren  v.  Com.,  26  Gratt.  (67  Va.)  952. 
28.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Hough- 
ton, 14  Fed.  544.  Ala. — Hainsworth  v. 
State,  136  Ala.  13,  34  So.  203;  TSte- 
MuUen  v.  State,  53  Ala.  531;  Frank  v. 
State,  27  Ala.  37.  Cal.— People  v.  Wil- 
son, 119  .Cal.  384,  51  Pae.  639;  Peo- 
ple V.  Mize,  80  Cal.  41,  45,  22  Pao.  80; 
People  V.  Claudius,  8  Cal.  App. 
597,  97  Pae.  687.  Colo.— Horton  v. 
People,  47  Colo.  252,  107  Pae.  257. 
Ga. — Glaze  v.  State,  2  Ga.  App.  704, 
58  S.  E.  1126.  Idaho.-,-State  v.  Hines, 
5  Idaho  789,  51  Pae.  984.  la.— Stato 
V.  Sego,  161  Iowa  71,  140  N.  W.  802. 
Mo.— State  v.  Hyde,  234  Mo.  200,  136 
S.  W.  316,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  191.  Mont. 
State  V.  Howard,  30  Mont.  518,  77 
Pae.  50.  Neb. — Goldsberry  v.  State,  66 
Neb.  312,  92  N.  W.  906.  Ner.— State 
V.  Newton,  4  Nev.  410.  N.  Y. — People 
V.  Hall,  6  Park.  Crim.  642;  People  v. 
Teal,  1  Wheel.  Crim.  Cas.  199;  People 
V.  Wiman,  9  Misc.  441,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1034,  9  N.  Y.  Crim.  304,  61  N.  Y. 
St.  65.  N.  C— State  v.  Coy,  119  N.  C. 
901,  26  S.  E.  120;  State  v.  Barbee,  92 
N.  C.  820;  State  v.  Boon,  35  N.  C.  244, 
57  Am.  Dec.  555.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Chap- 
ler,  228  Pa,  630,  77  Atl.  1013,  34  L.  B. 
A.  (N.  S.)  74.  S.  C— Herriott  v.  State, 
1  McMull.  126.  Tex. — Angel  v.  State, 
45  Tex.  Grim.  135,  74  S.  W.  553.  Vt. 
State  V.  White,  70  Vt.  225,  39  Atl. 
1085.  W.  Va.— State  v.  Legg,  59  W. 
Va.  315,  53  S.  E.  545,  3  L.  B.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1152;  State  v.  Beatty,  51  W.  Va. 
232,  41  S.  E.  434. 
See  19  Standard  Peoc.  966. 
[a]  Whether  act  done  with  malice 
is  for  the  jury.  U.  S. — United  States 
V.  Alden,  1  Spr.  95,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,427.  Ala.— Dixon  v.  State,  128  Ala. 
54,  29  So.  623.  Conn. — State  v.  Scheele, 
57  Conn.  307,  18  Atl.  256,  14  Am.  St. 
Eep.  106.  Ky. — Crittenden  v.  Com.,  3 
Ky.  L.  Bep.  56,  that  an  instruction 
that  the  law  implies  malice  under  cer- 
tain circumstances,  is  erroneous,  the 
existence  of  malice,  in  every  instance, 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  jury.    Mich. 
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8.  Degree  of  Crime,  —  The  question  of  degree  of  crime  is  one  of 
fact  for  the  jury  to  determine  under  proper  instructions,^®  though  the 
court  determines  whether  there  is  evidence  tending  to  establish  any- 
particular  degree  of  crime.^" 

9.  Miscellaneous  Qxiestions,  —  Whether  a  witness  was  an  ac- 
complice,^^ whether  an  alibi  has  been  proven  so  as  to  raise  a  reason- 


Maher  v.  People,  10  Mich.  212,  81  Am. 
Dec.  781.  Mo. — Stubbs  v.  Mulliolland, 
168  Mo.  47,  67  S.  W.  650;  State  v. 
Allen,  22  Mo.  318.  N.  C— Coble  v. 
HufBnes,  133  N.  C.  422,  45  S.  B.  760; 
State  V.  Eash,  34  N.  C.  382,  55  Am. 
Dec.  420. 

Malice  in  homicide  cases,  see  11 
Standard  Peoc.  644. 

[b]  Fremeditatiou  and  deliberation 
are  questions  for  the  jury.  People  v. 
Jones,  34  Hun  620,  3  N.  Y.  Crim.  252. 
And  see  11  Standard  Proc.  644. 

[c]  Though  evidence  thereof  is  clear 
and  convincing,  question  of  criminal 
intent  is  still  for  the  jury.  People  v. 
Wiman,  9  Misc.  441,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1034,  9  N.  Y.  Crim.  304,  61  N.  Y. 
St.  65. 

[d]  Intent  in  Burglary  Cases.— CaJ. 
People  V.  Winters,  93  Cal.  277,  28  Pac. 
946;  People  v.  Soto,  53  Cal.  415.  Ga. 
Woodward  v.  State,  54  Ga.  406.  111. 
Schwabacher  v.  People,  165  111.  618,  46 
N.  E.  809. 

[e]  Intent  In  Kidnaping  Prosecu- 
tions.— Oliver  v.  State,  17  Ala.  587; 
Com.  V.  Nickerson,  5  Allen  (Mass.) 
518.     See  also  8  Ency.  of  Ev.  1. 

[f]  In  Larceny  Cases. — ^Ariz. — Mil- 
ler V.  Territory,  9  Ariz.  123,  80  Pac. 
321.  Ark.— Jackson  v.  State,  101  Ark. 
473,  142  S.  W.  1153.  Cal.— People  v: 
Mullaley,  16  Cal.  App.  44,  116  Pac.  88. 
ria.— Collier  v.  State,  55  Pla.  7,  45 
So.  752.  Ind. — Robinson  v.  State,  113 
Ind.  510,  16  N.  E.  184.  Mo.— Witt  v. 
State,  9  Mo.  671.  N.  Y.— McCourt  v. 
People,  64  N.  Y.  583.  Vt.— State  v. 
Smith,  2  Tyler  272.  W.  Va.— State  v. 
Bailey,  63  W.  Va.  668,  60  S.  E.  785. 
Wis.— Stoddard  v.  State,  132  Wis.  520, 
112  N.  W.  453.  See  also  18  Standard 
Pboc.  773. 

29.  U.  S.— Hopt  V.  Utah,  110  U.  S. 
574,  4  Sup.  Ct.  202,  28  L.  ed.  262. 
Ala.— Young  V.  State,  149  Ala.  16,  43 
So.  100.  Cal.— People  v.  Mahatch,  148 
Cal.  200,  82  Pac.  779  ("It  is  exeluBive- 
ly  the  province  of  a  jury  to  determine 
the  degree  of  crime  when  there  is  any 
evidence  in  the  case  which  will  sup- 
port the  determination");    People    v. 
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Eussell,  81  Cal.  618,  23  Pac.  418;  Peo- 
ple V.  Belencia,  21  Cal.  544.  Conn. 
State  V.  Dowd,  19  Conn.  388.  Fla. 
Adams  v.  State,  28  Fla.  511,  10  So. 
106.  Ga.— Crawford  v.  State,  12  Ga. 
142.  Idaho.— State  v.  Phinnev,  13  Idaho 
307,  89  Pac.  634,  12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
935.  la. — State  v.  Moran,  7  Iowa  236. 
Mo. — State  v.  Turlington,  102  Mo.  6*2, 
15  S.  W.  141.  Nev. — State  v.  Lindsey, 
19  Nev.  47,  5  Pac.  822,  3  Am.  St.  Eep. 
776.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Johnson,  185 
N.  Y.  219,  77  N.  E.  1164.  Ohio.— Beau- 
dien  v.  State,  8  Ohio  St.  634.  Pa. 
Com.-c.  Chapler,  228  Pa.  630,  77  Atl. 
1013,  34  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  74;  Com. 
V.  Prucci,  216  Pa.  84,  64  Atl.  879;  Com. 
V.  Sutton,  205  Pa.  605,  55  Atl.  781. 
Tex.— McGill  V.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim. 
614,  132  S.  W.  941.  Wash.— State  v. 
Boyee,  24  Wash.  514,  64  Pac.  719. 

In  homicide  prosecutions,  see  11 
Standard  Peoc.  645,  et  aeq.,  and  13 
Standard  Peoc.  942. 

30.  State  v.  Turlington,  102  Mo.  642, 
15  S.   W.  141. 

31.  U.  S.  —  Holmgren  v.  United 
States,  217  U.  S.  509,  30  Sup.  Ct.  588, 
54  L.  ed.  861.  Ala. — Washington  v. 
State,  58  Ala.  355.  Cal. — People  v. 
Compton,  123  Cal.  403,  56  Pac.  44; 
People  V.  Curlee,  53  Cal.  604,  607; 
People  V.  Bunkers,  2  Cal.  App.  197,  84 
Pac.  364,  370.  Ga. — Hargrove  v.  State, 
125  Ga.  270,  54  S.  B.  164.  la.— State 
V.  Norfis,  127  Iowa  683,  104  N.  W. 
282..  N.  Y.— People  v.  Swersky,  216  N. 
Y.  471,  111  N.  B.  212;  People  v.  O'Par- 
rell,  175  N.  Y.  323,  67  N.  E.  588.  Okla. 
Driggers  v.  United  States,  21  Okla.  60, 
95  Pac.  612;  Cudjoe  v.  State,  12  Okla. 
Crim.  246,  154  Pac.  500.  Tex.— Brown 
17.  State,  58  Tex.  Crim.  336,  125  S.  W. 
915. 

[a]  If  facts  are  admitted  it  is  a 
question  for  the  court.  People  v.  Wood, 
157  N.  Y.  Supp.  541;  Hatcher  v.  State, 
43  Tex.  Crim.  237,  65  S.  W.  97.  But 
see  Bell  v.  State,  39  Tex.  Crim.  677, 
47  S.  W.  1010,  where  the  court  laid: 
"In  our  view,  much  the  better  prac- 
tice in  all  cases  is  to  instruct  the  jury 
what  it  takes  to  constitute  an  aecom- 
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able  doubt  of  defendant's  guilt,^^  whether  the  instrument  used  by  the 
defendant  was  a  deadly  weapon,^^  or  whether  a  person  was  really  a 
participant  in  or  accessory  to  a  crime,  or  only  a  feigned  accomplice,^* 
are  questions  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  under  the  instructions  of 
the  court. 

Q.  Matters  as  to  Evidence.  —  1.  Weight  and  Sufficiency  of. 
The  weight  and  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  is  for  the  jury,"^  and  where 
there  is  any  evidence  tending  to  support  the  issues  in  the  case,  al- 
though slight,  the  cause  should  go  to  the  jury.^^    So  too,  where  there 


plice,  and  then  leave  them  free  to  find 
whether  or  not  such  a  person  is  an 
aceompliee." 

32.  Ala. — ^Albritton  v.  State,  94  Ala. 
76,  10  So.  426.  Cal.— People  v.  Sears, 
119  Cal.  267,  270,  51  Pac.  325.  Colo. 
Wisdom  V.  People,  11  Colo.  170,  17  Pac. 
519.  Ga.— Montford  v.  State,  144  Ga. 
582,  87  S.  E.  797;  Evans  v.  State,  13 
Ga.  App.  700,  79  S.  E.  916.  Miss.— Pol- 
lard V.  State,  53  Miss.  410,  24  Am. 
Eep.  703.  Neb. — Nightingale  v.  State, 
62  Neb.  371,  87  N.  W.  158;  Henry  v. 
State,  51  Neb.  149,  70  N.  W.  924,  66 
Am.  St.  Eep.  450.  Nev.— State  v. 
Waterman,  1  Nev.  543.  Okla. — Wright 
V.  Territory,  5  Okla.  78,  47  Pac.  1069; 
Shoemaker  v.  Territory,  4  Okla.  118,  43 
Pac.  1059.  Tenn.— Ford  v.  State,  101 
Tenn.  454,  47  S.  W.  708.  Wash.— State 
V.  Fair,  35  Wash.  127,  76  Pac.  731,  102 
Am.  St.  Rep.  897. 

33.  See  11  Standard  Proc.  640,  et 
seq. 

34.  Cal. — People  v.  Bolanger,  71  Cal. 
17,  11  Pac.  799.  la. — State  v.  McKean, 
36  Iowa  343,  14  Am.  Eep.  530.  Kan. 
State  V.  Jansen,  22  Kan.  498.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Baker,  155  Mass.  287,  29  N.  B. 
512.  Pa.— Campbell  v.  Com.,  84  Pa. 
187.  Tex.— Wright  v.  State,  7  Tex. 
App.  574,  32  Am.  Eep.  599. 

35.  Ark. — Ingram  v.  Marshall,  23 
Ark.  115.  Dak. — Territory  v.  Egan,  3 
Dak.  119,  13  N.  W.  568.  Ga.— Lake  v. 
Hardee,  55  Ga.  667;  Warner  v.  Eob- 
ertson,  13  Ga.  370.  111. — Paton  v.  Stew- 
art, 78  111.  481;  Stacy  ».  Cobbs,  36  111. 
349.  Md. — Jackson  v.  Jackson,  82  Md. 
17,  33  Atl.  317,  34  L.  E.  A.  773.  Mo. 
Chouquette  v.  Barada,  28  Mo.  491;  Pat- 
terson V.  McClanahan,  13  Mo.  507;  Da- 
vis V.  Kroyden,  60  Mo.  App.  441.  N.  M. 
Territory  v.  O'Donnell,  4  N.  M.  196, 
12  Pac.  743.  N.  Y.- Tuttle  v.  Buck, 
41  Barb.  417;  Michigan  Carbon 
Works  V.  Schad,  38  Hun  71.  N.  C. 
Wittkowsky  v.  Wasson,  71  N.  C.  451. 
Pa.- -Hill  V.  Canfield,  56  Pa.  454;  Kies- 


ter  V.  Miller,  25  Pa.  481.  Tex. — Wood 
V.  Samnels,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas., 
§922.  Va. — Hardaway  v.  Manson,  2 
Munf.  (16  Va.)  230.  Wis.— Zonne  v. 
Wiersom,   3  Pin.   217,  3   Chand.   240. 

[a]  Relative  weight  of  positive  and 
negative  testimony  is  for  the  jury;  the 
court  cannot  say  as  a  matter  of  law 
that  positive  testimony  will  control 
negative.  Ehoades  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T. 
Ry.  Co.,  58  Mich.  263,  25  N.  W.  182. 

36.  Cal. — Braunton  v.  Southern  Pac. 
Co.,  2  Cal.  App.  173,  83  Pac.  265.  Idaho. 
Idaho  Comstock  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v. 
Lundstrum,  9  Idaho  257,  74  Pac.  975. 
111. — Chicago  City  E.  Cp.  v.  MeCaughna, 
216  111.  202,  74  N.  E.  819;  Illinois 
Third  Vein  Coal  Co.  v.  Cioni,  215  III. 
583,  74  N.  E.  751;  West  Chicago  St. 
E.  Co.  V.  Shiplett,  85  111.  App.  683. 
Ind. — Galbraith  v.  Holmes,  15  Ind.  App. 
34,  43  N.  E.  575.  Kan. — Duncan  v. 
Huse,  73  Kan.  432,  85  Pac.  589;  Water- 
son  V.  Eogers,  21  Kan.  529.  Ky. — Even- 
ing Post  Co.  V.  Eichardson,  113  Ky. 
641,  68  S.  W.  665;  Jenkins  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.,  104  Ky.  673,  47 
S.  W.  761;  Hughes  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O. 
&  T.  P.  E.  Co.,  91  Ky.  526,  16  S.  W. 
275;  Gladstone  Baptist  Church  v.  Scott, 
25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  237,  74  S.  W.  1075. 
Mich. — Chamberlain  v.  Detroit  Stove 
Works,  103  Mich.  124,  61  N.  W.  532; 
Mynning  v.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  E.  Co.,  64 
Mich.  93,  31  N.  W.  147,  8  Am.  St, 
Eep.  804.  Minn. — Hamm  Eealty  Co.  v. 
New  Hampshire  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  80  Minn. 
139,  83  N.  W.  41.  Mo.— Claflin  v.  Eos- 
enberg,  42  Mo.  439,  97  Am.  Dec.  336; 
Eosenbaum  v.  Gilliam,  101  Mo.  App. 
126,  74  S.  W.  507;  Morrow  v.  Pullman 
Palace  Car  Co.,  98  Mo.  App.  351,  73 
S.  W.  281;  Carr  v.  Ubsdell,  97  Mo. 
App.  326,  71  S.  W.  112.  N.  C— Craft 
V.  Norfolk  &  S.  E.  Co.,  136  N.  C.  49, 
48  S.  E.  519.  Ore.— North  Pac.  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Spore,  44  Ore.  462,  75  Pac.  890. 
Pa. — Kelton  v.  Fifer,  26  Pa.  Super.  603. 
S.   C— Eiordan  v.  Doty,  56  S.   C.  Ill, 
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is  a  conflict  in  the  evidence  on  material  issues,"  or  different  minds 


34  S.  E.  68.  Tex. — Bowman  v.  Texas 
Brewing  Co.,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  446, 
43  8.  W.  808.  Vt.— Brooks  v.  Thacher, 
49  Vt.  492. 

37.  U.  S.— New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E. 
E.  Co.  V.  FralofE,  100  V.  S.  24,  25  L. 
ed.  531;  Upton  v.  Tribilcock,  91  TJ.  S. 
45,  23  L.  ed.  203;  Weightman  v.  Wash- 
ington, 1  Black  39,  17  L.  ed.  52.  Ala. 
Alabama  Midland  Ey.  Co.  v.  Johnson, 
123  Ala.  197,  26  So.  160;  Alabama  Min- 
eral E.  Co.  V,  Jones,  121  Ala.  113,  25 
So.  814;  Cole  v.  Propst,  119  Ala.  99, 
24  So.  884;  Loeb  v.  Huddleston,  105 
Ala.  257,  16  So.  714;  De  Loach  Mills 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  MiddlebrookB,  95  Ala.  459, 

10  So.  917.  Ark.— St.  Louis,  L  M.  & 
'S.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Lewis,  60  Ark.  409,  30 
S.  W.  765,  1135;  Sibley  v.  EatlifiEe,  50 
Ark.  477,  8  S.  W.  686;  Little  Eock 
&  Ft.  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Atkins,  46  Ark.  423. 
Cal.— Di  Nola  v.  Allison,  143  Cal.  106, 
76  Pac.  976,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  84,  65 
L.  E.  A.  419;  Taylor  v.  Middleton,  67 
Cal.  656,  8  Pac.  594;  Caldwell  v.  Center, 
30  Cal.  539,  89  Am.  Dec.  131;  God- 
ohaux  V.  Mulford,  26  Cal.  316.  322,  85 
Am.  Dec.  178;  Gerke  v.  California 
Steam  Nav.  Co.,  9  Cal.  251,  70  Am. 
Dec.  650.  Colo.^ — Sanderson  v.  Frazier, 
8  Colo.  79,  5_Pac.  632,  54  Am.  Eep. 
544.  Del. — Mauck  v.  Merchants'  & 
Mfrs.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  4  Penne.  325,  54 
Atl.  952.  D.  0.— Payne  v.  Pomeroy,  10 
Mackey  243;  Olmstaad  v.  Webb,  5  App. 
Cas.  38;  Huber  v.  Teuber,  3  MacArthur 
484,  36  Am.  Eep.  110.  Fla.— Smith  v. 
Klay,  47  Fla.  216,,  36  So.  54.  Ga. 
Gardner  v.  Lamback,  47  Ga.  133;  Peter- 
son V.  State,  47  Ga.  524.  Haw. 
Pahukula  v.  Parke,  6  Hawaii  210.  Idaho, 
York  V.  Pacific  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.,  8 
Idaho  574,  69  Pac.  1042.  HI.— Sand- 
wich V.  Dolan,  133  111.  177,  24  N.  K. 
526,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  598;  Jefferson  v. 
Chapman,   1^7   111.   438,   20   N.    E.    33, 

11  Am.  St.  Eep.  136.  Ind.— LouisviDe, 
N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Falvey,  104  Ind. 
409,  3  N.  E.  389,  4  N.  B.  908;  Cin- 
cinnati, H.  &  I.  E.  Co.  V.  Eaton,  94 
Ind.  474,  48  Am.  Eep.  179;  Albion  v. 
Hetrick,  90  Ind.  545,  46  Am.  Eep.  230; 
Noblesville  &  E.  Gravel  Eoad  Co.  v. 
Gause,  76  Ind.  142,  40  Am.  Eep.  224; 
JefiPorsonville  E.  Co.  v.  Eogers,  38  Ind. 
116,  10  Am.  Eep.  103.  la.— Crittenden 
V.  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  85 
Iowa  652,  52  N.  W.  548,  39  Am.  St. 
Etep.  321;  Kaufman  v.  Farley  Mfg.  Co., 
78  Iowa  679,  43  N.  W.   612,  16  Am. 
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St.  Eep.  462;  Burns  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  69  Iowa  150,  30  N.  W. 
25,  58  Am.  Eep.  227;  Manderschid  v. 
Dubuque,  29  Iowa  73,  4  Am.  Eep.  196. 
Kan.— Kansas  City  v.  Bradbury,  45 
Kan.  381,  25  Pac.  889,  23  Am.  St.  Eep. 
731;  Baughman  v.  Penn,  33  Kan.  504, 
6  Pac.  890.  Ky.— Dedway  v.  Powell, 
4  Bush  77,  96  Am.  Dec.  283;  Bunton 
«.  Worley,  4  Bibb  38,  7  Am.  Dec.  735; 
White  V.  Fox,  1  Bibb  369,  4  Am.  Dec. 
643;  Green  v.  Hollingsworth,  5  Dana 
173,  30  Am.  Dec.  680.  Me.— Nugent 
V.  Boston,  C.  &  M.  E.  E.  Co.,  80  Me. 
62,  12  Atl.  797,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  151; 
Ehoda  V.  Annis,  75  Me.  17,  46  Am. 
Eep.  354;  Lake  v.  Milliken,  62  Me.  24U 
^6  Am.  Eep.  ,456;  Hill  v.  Nash,  41  Me! 
o85,  66  Am.  Dec.  266.  Md.— Newbold 
V.  Hayward,  96  Md.  247,  54  Atl.  67; 
Cumberland  Valley  E.  Co.  v.  Maugans, 
61  Md.  53,  48  Am.  Eep.  88;  Baltimore, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Miller,  29  Md.  252,  96 
Am.  Dee.  528;  Sprigg  v.  Moale,  28  Md. 
497,  92  Am.  Dee.  698.  Mass.— A.  J. 
Tower  Co.  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  184 
Mass.  472,  69  N.  E.  348;  Hoist  v.  Stew- 
art, 161  Mass.  516,  37  N.  E.  755,  42 
f/S"  ^}-  ^*P-  **2;  Flagg  V.  Hudson, 
142  Mass.  280,  8  N.  E.  42,  56  Am. 
Bep.  674;  Gaynor  v.  Old  Colony  &  N. 
Ey.  Co.,  100  Mass.  208,  97  Am.  Dec. 
96;  Woods  v.  Keyes,  14  Allen  236,  92 
Am.  Dec.  765.  Mich.— Eeid  v.  Detroit 
Ideal  Paint  Co.,  132  Mich.  528,  94  N. 
W.  3;  Lee  v.  Huron  Indemnity  Union, 
135  Mich.  291,  97  N.  W.  709;  Carland 
V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  118  Mich. 
369,  76  N.  W.  762,  74  Am.  St.  Eep. 
394,  43  L.  E.  A.  280;  Dnndas  v.  Lan- 
sing, 75  Mich.  499,  42  N.  W.  1011,  13 
Am.  St.  Eep.  457,  5  L.  B.  A.  143; 
People  V.  Garbutt,  17  Mich.  9,  97  Am. 
Dec.  162.  Minn. — Price  v.  Standard 
Life  &  Accident  Ins.  Co.,  92  Minn. 
238,  99  N.  W.  887;  Dahlberg  v.  Min- 
neapolis St.  E.  Co.,  32  Minn.  404,  21  N. 
W.  545,  50  Am.  Eep.  585.  Miss.— Williams 
V.  Southern  E.  Co.,  33  So.  972;  GriSan 
V.  Brock,  33  So.  968.  Mo.— Henderson 
V.  Kansas  City,  177  Mo.  477,  76  S.  W. 
1045;  Glasscock  v.  Swoflford  Bros.  Dry 
Goods  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  74  S.  W.  1039; 
Lynch  v.  Metropolitan  St.  Ey.  Co.,  112 
Mo.  420,  20  S.  W.  642;  State  v.  Mason, 
112  Mo.  374,  20  S.  W.  629,  34  Am.  St. 
Eep.  390.  Mont.— Nord  v.  Boston  &  M. 
Consol.  C.  &  S.  Min.  Co.,  30  Mont.  48, 
75  Pac.  681.  Neb.— New  Omaha  Thomp- 
I  son-Houston  B.  L.  Co.  v.  Bombold,  68 
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might  reasonably  draw  different  conclusions  from,  or  place  different 


Neb.  54,  72,  93  N.  W.  966,  97  N.  W. 
1030;  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Sporer,  69  Neb.  8,  94  N.  W.  991;  Demp- 
ster Mill'  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Lofquist,  3  Neb. 
(Unof.)  388,  91  N.  W.  524.  Nev. 
Sharon  v.  Davidson,  4  Nev.  416.  N.  H. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hunton,  69  N.  H. 
509,  45  Atl.  351;  Huntress  v.  Boston  & 
M.  E.  E.  Co.,  66  N.  H.  185,  34  Atl. 
154,  49  Am.  St.  Eep.  600;  State  *. 
Jones,  50  N.  H.  369,  9  Am.  Eep.  242; 
Graves  v.  Shattuck,  35  N.  H.  257,  69 
Am.  Dec.  536;  Lord  v.  Colley,  6  N.  H. 
99,  25  Am.  Dec.  445.  N.  J.— Underfeed 
Stoker  Co.  v.  Hudson  County  Consum- 
ers' Brewing  Co.,  70  N.  J.  L.  649,  58 
Atl.  296;  Henn  v.  Metropolitan  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  67  N.  J.  L.  310,  51  Atl.  689; 
Baumann  v.  Hamburg-American  Packet 
Co.,  67  N.  J.  L.  250,  51  Atl.  641.  N.  M. 
Crabtree  v.  Segrist,  3  N.  M.  278,  6 
Pac.  202.  N".  y. — ^McDonald  v.  Metro- 
politan St.  Ey.  Co.,  167  N.  Y.  66,  66 
N.  E.  282;  Tolman  v.  Syracuse,  B.  & 
N.  Y.  E.  Co.,  98  N.  Y.  198,  50  Am. 
Eep.  649;  Mangam  v.  Brooklyn  City 
E.  Co.,  38  N.  Y.  455,  98  Am.  Dee.  66; 
Johnson  v.  Weed,  9  Johns.  310,  6  Am. 
Dec.  279.  N.  C— North  Carolina  Cor- 
poration Commission  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  E.  Co.,  137  N.  C.  1,  49  S.  E. 
191,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  636;  Brown  v. 
Mitchell,  102  N.  C.  347,  9  S.  E.  702, 
11  Am.  St.  Eep.  748;  Wallace  v.  West- 
ern North  Carolina  E.  Co.,  98  N.  C. 
494,  4  S.  E.  503,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  346; 
State  V.  Boon,  35  N.  C.  244,  57  Am. 
Dec.  555.  N.  D. — Pewonka  v.  Stewart, 
13  N.  D.  117,  99  N.  W.  1080;  Hazel- 
ton  Boiler  Co.  v.  Fargo  Gas  &  B.  Co., 
4  N.  D.  365,  61  N.  W.  151.  Ohio. 
Pennsylvania  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Snyder,  55 
Ohio  St.  342,  45  ,N.  E.  559,  60  Am. 
St.  Eep.  700;  Moody  v.  Amazon  Ins. 
Co.,  52  Ohio  St.  l2,  38  N.  E.  1011,  49 
Am.  St.  Eep.  699,  26  L.  E.  A.  313; 
Hadley  v.  Clinton  County  Importing 
Co.,  13  Ohio  St.  502,  82  Am.  Dec.  454; 
Harris  v.  Protection  Ins.  Co.,  Wright 
548.  Okla. — Neeley  v.  Southwestern 
Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.,  13  Okla.  356,  75 
Pac.  ,537,  64  L.  E.  A.  145;  Turner  v. 
Territory,  11  Okla.  660,  69  Pac.  804. 
Pa. — Heh  V.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.,  201 
Pa.  443,  50  Atl.  994,  88  Am.  St.  Eep. 
819;  Corcoran  v.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co., 
203  Pa.  380,  53  Atl.  240;  Annville  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Kettering,  106  Pa.  531,  51 
Am.  Eep.  536;  Hass  v.  Philadelphia  & 


S.  S.  Co.,  88  Pa.  269,  32  Am.  Eep.  462; 
Stahl  V.  Berger,  10  Serg.  &  E.  170,  13 
Am.  Dee.  666.  R.  tj — Le  Beau  v.  Dyer- 
ville  Mfg.  Co.,  26  E.  I.  34,  57  Atl. 
1092;  Hampson  v.  Taylor,  15  E.  I.  83, 
8  Atl.  331,  23  Atl.  732;  Butcher  v. 
Providence  Gas  Co.,  12  E.  I.  149,  34 
Am.  Eep.  626.  S.  0. — Morrow  v.  Gaff- 
ney  Mfg.  Co.,  70  S.  C.  242,  49  S.  E. 
573;  Wood  v.  Victor  Mfg.  Co.,  66  S.  C. 
482,  45  S.  E.  81;  State  v.  Johnson,  66 
S.  C.  23,  44  S.  E.  58;  Carolina  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Wallace,  13  S.  C.  347,  36  Am. 
Eep.  694.  S.  D. — Lockhart  v.  Hewitt, 
18  S.  D.  522,  101  N.  W.  355;  Mc- 
Keever  v.  Homestake  Mining  Co.,  10 
S.  D.  599,  74  N.  W.  1053.  Tenn. 
Hines  v.  Wilcox,  96  Tenn.  148,  33  ^.  W. 
914,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  823,  34  L.  E.  A. 
824,  832;  Shadden  v.  McElwee,  86  Tenn. 
146,  5  S.  W.  602,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  821; 
Swindle  v.  State,  2  Yerg.  581,  24  Am. 
Dec.  515.  Tex. — Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Eobertson,  82  Tex.  657,  17  S.  W. 
1041,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  929;  Brad- 
street  Co.  V.  Gill,  72  Tex.  115,  9 
S.  W.  753,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  768,  2 
L.  E.  A.  405;  Shepherd  v.  Cassiday,  20 
Tex.  24,  70  Am.  Dec.  372;  Northern 
Texas  Traction  Co.  v.  Peterman  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  80  S.  W.  535.  Utah.— Olson 
V.  Oregon  Short  Line  E.  Co!,  24  Utah 
460,  68  Pac.  148;  Lowe  v.  Herald  Co., 
6  Utah  175,  21  Pac.  991;  Burrows  v. 
Guest,  5  Utah  91,  12  Pac.  847.  Vt. 
Morrisette  v.  Canadian  Pac.  E.  Co.,  74 
Vt.  232,  52  Atl.  520;  In  re  Claflin,  73 
Vt.  129,  50  Atl.  815,  87  Am.  St.  Eep. 
693;  Drew  v.  Sutton,  55  Vt.  586,  45 
Am.  Eep.  644;  Hill  V.  New  Haven,  37 
Vt.  501,  88  Am.  Deo.  613.  Va. — Bowen 
V.  Flanagan,  84  Va.  313,  4  S.  E.  724; 
I  Coleman  v.  Com.,  25  Gratt.  (66  Va.) 
'  865,  18  Am.  Eep.  711.  Wash.— Eattel- 
miller  v.  Stone,  28  Wash.  104,  68  Pac. 
168;  Lane  v.  Spokane  Falls  &  N.  E. 
,  Co.,  21  Wash.  119,  57  Pac.  367,  75 
I  Am.  St.  Eep.  821,  46  L.  E.  A.  153; 
i  State  V.  Barr,  11  Wash.  481,  39  Pac. 
j  1080,  48  Am.  St.  Eep.  890,  29  L.  E. 
A.  154.  W.  Va.— Snooks  v.  Wingfield, 
'  52  W.  Va.  441,  44  S.  E.  277;  Young 
[  V.  West  Virginia  &  P.  E.  Co.,  44  W. 
Va.  218,  28  S.  E.  932;  Schwarzbach 
V.  Ohio  Valley  Protective  Union,  25  W. 
Va.  622,  52  Am.  Eep.  227;  Sheff  v. 
Huntington,  16  W.  Va.  307.  Wis. 
Teesdale  v.  Bennett,  123  Wis.  355,  101 
N.  W.  688;  Morton  v.  Smiley,  119  Wis. 
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constructions  on  the  evidence,^^  the  ease  should  go  to  the  jury  for 
them  to  determine  the  issues  of  fact.^®  The  court  is  to  determine 
whether  there  is  any  evidence  warranting  the  submission  of  the  case 
to  the  jury.^°  Where  the  evidence  would  support  but  one  verdict 
the  court  may  instruct  the  jury  to  return  that  verdict.*^    A  complete 


156,  96  N.  W.  534;  Brown  c.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  54  Wis.  342,  11 
N.  W.  356,  911,  41  Am.  Eep.  41;  Spen- 
cer V.  Milwaukee  &  P.  du  C.  E.  Co., 
17  Wis.  487,  84  Am.  Dec.  758. 

38.  U.  S.— Sioux  City  &  Pac.  E.  Co. 
V.  Stout,  17  Wall.  657,  21  L.  ed.  745; 
Standard  Life  &  Ace.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sale, 
121  Fed.  664,  57  C.  C.  A.  418,  61  X. 
E.  A.  337;  Goldsmith  v.  Thuringia  Ins. 
Co.,  114  Fed.  914,  52  C.  C.  A.  534. 
Ala.— Allman  v.  Gann,  29  Ala.  240..  Fla. 
Eogers  Co.  v.  Meinhardt,  37  Fla.  480, 
19  So.  878.  Ga. — Cunningham  v.  Cen- 
tral of  Georgia  E.  Co.,  118  Ga.  276, 
45  S.  E.  246.  111.— Wallen  v.  North 
Chicago  St.  E.  Co.,  82  111.  App.  103. 
Kan.— Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Wood,  66  Kan.  613,  72  Pac.  215.  Mich. 
Howey  v.  Fisher,  111  Mich.  422,  69 
N.  W.  741.  Mo. — Eoddy  v.  Missouri 
Pac.  E.  Co.,  104  Mo.  234,  15  S.  W. 
1112,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  333,  12  L.  E. 
A.  746;  Voegli  v.  Piokel  Marble  & 
Granite  Co.,  56  Mo.  App.  678.  Neb. 
Suiter  v.  Park  Nat.  Bank,  35  Neb.  372, 
53  N.  W.  205.  N.  Y. — Hagan  v.  Sone, 
174  N.  Y.  317,  66  N.  E.  973.  N.  C. 
Campbell  v.  Everhart,  139  N.  C.  503, 
52  S.  E.  201.  S.  D. — Loekhart  v.  Hew- 
itt, 18  S.  D.  522,  101  N.  W.  355;  Sweet 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  6 
S.  D.  281,  60  N.  W.  77.  Tex. — Hutch- 
ens  V.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  E.  Co., 
40  Tex.  Civ.  App.  245,  89  S.  W.  '24. 

39.  Review  on  appeal,  see  2  Stand- 
ABD  Pboc.  434. 

Beview  on  motion  for  new  trial,  see 
the  title  "New  Trial." 

40.  U.  S. — Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Baker,  140  Fed.  315,  72  C.  C.  A. 
87;  United  States  F.  &  G.  Co.  v.  Board 
of  Comrs.,  145  Fed.  144,  76  C.  C.  A. 
114.  Del. — Daniels  v.  Liebig  Mfg.  Co., 
2  Marv.  207,  42  Atl.  447.  lU.— Libby, 
McNeill  &  Libby  v.  Banks,  209  111. 
109,  70  N.  E.  599.  Mo.— Hillman  v. 
Gray's  Point  Terminal  E.  Co.,  99  Mo. 
App.  271,  73  S.  W.  220.  Pa.— Dixon 
&  Co.  V.  Daub,  17  Pa.  Super.  168. 

41.  U.  S.— McGuire  v.  Blount,  199  U.  S. 
142,  26  Sup.  Ct.  1,  50  L.  ed.  125; 
Cudahy  Packing  Co.  v.  Marean,  106 
Fed.  645,  45  C.  C.  A.  515,  54  L.  E.  A. 


258;  TurnbuU  v.  Eoss,  141  Fed.  649,  72 
C.  C.  A.  609;  Guild  c.  Pringle,  145  Fed. 
312,  76  C.  C.  A.  192;  Hodges  v.  Kim- 
ball, 104  Fed.  745,  44  C.  C.  A.  193. 
Ala. — Gulf  City  Const.  Co.  v.  LouiB- 
ville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  121  Ala.  621,  25  So. 
579.  Cal. — Wilson  v.  Alcatraz  Asphalt 
Co.,  142  Cal.  182,  75  Pac.  787.  Del. 
Wilcox  V.  Wilmington  City  E.  Co.,  2 
Penne.  157,  44  Atl.  686.  D.  C— Adams 
V.  Washington  &  G.  E.  Co.,  9  App. 
Cas.  26.  Ga. — McCullough  v.  Pritchett, 
120  Ga.  585,  48  S.  E.  148;  MeCall  v. 
Herring,  118  Ga.  522,  45  S.  E.  442. 
lU.— Siddall  v.  Janaen,  168  111.  43,  48 
N.  E.  191,  39  L.  E.  A.  112;  Continental 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Metropolitan  Nat.  Bank, 
107  111.  App.  455;  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co. 
V.  Shumann,  101  111.  App.  668;  Kluska 
V.  Chicago,  97  111.  App.  665.  Ind. 
Dunnington  v.  Syfers,  157  Ind.  458,  62 
N.  E.  29;  Burns  v.  Smith,  29  Ind. 
App.  181,  64  N.  E.  94,  94  Am.  St. 
Eep.  268.  la. — Shuman  v.  Supreme 
Lodge  K.  H.,  110  Iowa  480,  81  N.  W. 
717.  Kan.^-Holm  v.  Waters,  8  Kan. 
App.  859,  56  Pac.  507.  Ky.— Southern 
R.  Co.  V.  Goddard,  121  Ky.  567",  89 
S.  W.  675.  Md. — Vogeler  v.  Devries, 
98  Md.  302,  56  Atl.  782.  Mich.— Mar- 
cott  V.  Marquette,  H.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  47 
Mich.  1,  10  N.  W.  53.  Minn.— Min- 
neapolis Threshing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Jones, 
95  Minn.  127,  103  N.  W.  1017.  Neb. 
Sattler  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co., 
7]  Neb.  213,  98  N.  W.  663;  Fremont 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Hansen,  65  Neb.  456, 
91  N.  W.  279,  93  N.  W.  211.  N.  H. 
Boston  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Sargent,  73 
N.  H.  455,  57  Atl.  688.  N.  J.— Loper 
V.  Somers,  71  N.  J.  L.  657,  61  Atl. 
85;  Meyers  v.  Birch,  59  N.  J.  L.  238, 
36  Atl.  95.  Okla. — Pringey  v.  Guss,  16 
Okla.  82,  86  Pac.  292;  Kentucky  Eefln- 
ing  Co.  V.  Purcell  Cotton  Seed  Oil 
Mills,  13  Okla.  220,  73  Pac.  945.  W.  Va. 
Klinkler  v.  Wheeling  Steel  &  Iron  Co., 
43  W.  Va.  219,  27  8.  E.  237;  Wool- 
wine's  Admr.  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  Ey. 
Co.,  36  W.  Va.  329,  15  S.  E.  81,  32 
Am.  St.  Eep.  859,  16  L.  E.  A.  271. 
Wis.— O'Brien  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M. 
&  O.  Ey.  Co.,  102  Wis.  628,  78  N.  W. 
10-84. 
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discussion  as  to  when  the  court  should  direct  a  verdict  will  be  found 
elsewhere  in  this  work.*^ 

2.  Admissibility  of.  —  Questions  relating  to  the  admissibility  of 
evidence  are  generally  to  be  determined  by  the  court,*^  it  being  the 
province  of  the  court  to  determine  the  competency  of  both  the  evi- 
dence and  the  witness.** 

3.  Credibility  of  Witnesses.  —  The  province  of  the  court  is  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  jury  to  any  matters  which  legitimately  affect  the 
credibility  of  the  witnesses,'"  but  the  testimony  of  each  witness  should 


See  the  title   "Verdict." 

[a]  "The  practice  of  directing  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant  when  it  is 
clear  that  the  evidence  is  not  suficient 
to  make  out  a  case  for  plaintiff  is  a 
wise  one,  for  it  saves  time  and  costs, 
and  expedites  the  business  of  the 
court."    Neal  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 

B.  Co.,  71  Ark.  445,  78  S.  W.  220. 

42.  See  the  title  "Verdict." 

43.  U.  S.— Pittsburgh  &  W.  E.  Co. 
V.  Thompson,  82  Fed.  720,  27  C.  C.  A. 
333,  54  IT.  S.  App.  222.    Ala.— Burnwell 

C.  Co.  V.  Setzer,  191  Ala.  398,  67  So. 
604;  McKinstry  v.  Tuscaloosa,  172  Ala. 
344,  54  So.  629.  Ariz.— Fernandez  v. 
State,  16  Ariz.  269,  144  Pac.  640.  Cal. 
People  V.  Ivey,  49  Cal.  56;  People  v. 
Holloway,  28  Cal.  App.  214,  151  Pac. 
975;  People  v.  Tyree,  21  Cal.  App.  701, 
132  Pac.  784.  Ga. — Central  Georgia 
Power  Co.  v.  Cornwell,  139  Ga.  1,  76 
S.  B.  387,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  880.  Idaho. 
State  V.  Simes,  12  Idaho  310,  85  Pac. 
914.  lU.— People  v.  Enright,  256  Hi. 
221,  99  N.  E.  936,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E, 
318.  La.— State  v.  "William,  130  La. 
280,  57  So.  927;  State  v.  Lee,  127  La. 
1077,  54  So.  356;  State  v.  Perioux,  107 
La.  601,  30  So.  1016.  Me.— Littlefield 
V.  Cook,  112  Me.  551,  92  Atl.  787.  Mass. 
Macnaughtan  v.  Com.,  220  Mass.  550, 
108  N.  E.  357;  Slotofski  v.  Boston 
Elevated  E.  Co.,  215  Mass.  318,  102 
N.  E.  417.  Mich. — Bowdle  v.  Detroit 
St.  Ey.  Co.,  103  Mich.   272,  61   N.   W. 

.  529,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  366,  4  Am.  Neg. 
Cas.  180.  Minn. — Cleveland  v.  Eowe, 
99  Minn.  444,  109  N.  W.  817;  Paterson 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  95 
Minn.  57,  103  N.  W.  621.  Mo.— State 
V.  Connors,  233  Mo.  348,  135  S.  W.  444, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  28;  State  v.  Whit- 
sett,  232  Mo.  511,  134  S.  W.  555.  Mont. 
State  V.  Berberick,  38  Mont.  423,  100 
Pac.  209.  N.  H.— State  v.  Tetrault,  95 
Atl.  669.  N.  J.— State  v.  Lodico,  88 
N.  J.  L.  394,  95  Atl.  626.  Ohio. 
Berry     v.     State,    31     Ohio     St.     219, 


27  Am.  Eep.  506.  Okla.  —  Chi- 
cago, E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.  V.  McBee, 
45  Okla.  192,  145  Pac.  331;  Guthrie 
V.  Shaffer,  7  Okla.  459,  54  Pac.  698. 
Tex. — Hovey  v.  Sanders  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  174  S.  W.  1025;  Eiggins  v.  Post 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  172  S.  W.  210.  Va. 
Johnsoii  V.  Com.,  Ill  Va.  877,  69  S.  E. 
1104. 

44.  McKinstry  v.  Tuscaloosa,  172 
Ala.  344,  54  So.  629;  Empire  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Einstein,  12  Ga.  App.  380,  77 
S.  E.  209;  Cuesta  v.  Goldsmith,  1  Ga. 
App.  48,  57  S.  E.  983.  See  3  Ency. 
OP  Ev.  168,  et  seq. 

[a]  Competency  of  infant  to  testify 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  court.  Ark. 
Wakin  v.  Wakin,  119  Ark.  509,  180 
S.  "W.  471.  Cal.— People  v.  Bernal,  10 
Cal.  66.  Colo.— City  of  Victor  v. 
Smilanich,  54  Colo.  479,  131  Pac.  392. 
Kan. — State  v.  Gaunt,  98  Kan.  186 
157  Pac.  447.  Mo.— State  v.  Sykes,  248 
Mo.  708,  154  S.  W.  1130.  N.  H.— Mad- 
den V.  Boston  &  M.  E.  E.,  76  N.  H. 
379,  83  Atl.  129,  39  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1058.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Washor,  196 
N.  Y.  104,  89  N.  E.  441.  Okla.— Walker 
V.  State,  12  Okla.  Crim.  179,  153  Pac. 
209.  Tex.' — Tennel  v.  State,  78  Tex. 
Crim.  400,  181  S.  W.  458.  tTtah.- State 
®.  Morasco,  42  Utah  5,  128  Pac.  571. 

45.  XT.  S. — Eeagan  v.  United  States, 
157  U.  S.  301,  15  Sup.  Ct.  610,  39  L. 
ed.  709;  Shecil  v.  United  States,  226 
Fed.  184,  141  C.  C.  A.  182;  Fidelity 
Mut.  Life  Assn.  v.  Jeffords,  107  Fed. 
402,  46  C.  C.  A.  377,  53  L.  E.  A.  193. 
Ala. — Stinson  v.  State,  10^  Ala.  App. 
110,  64  So.  507.  Ariz. — Halderman  v. 
Territory,  7  Ariz.  120,  60  Pac.  876. 
Del. — Fennemore  v.  Armstrong,  6  Boyce 
35,  96  Atl.  204.  111.— Village  of  Des 
Plaines  v.  "Winkelman,  270  111.  149,  110 
N.  E.  417;  People  v.  Harrison,  261  111. 
517,  104  N.  E.  259;  People  v.  Archi- 
bald, 258  111.  383,  101  N.  E.  582.  Ind. 
Tippecanoe  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Jester,  180 
Ind.  357,  101  N.  E.  915,  L.  E.  A.  1915E, 
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be  subjected  to  the  same  test,  and  the  court  should  avoid  expressions 
calculated  to  discredit  the  testimony  of  any  particular  witness,*"  or 
portions  of  the  evidence.*'    The  jury  are  the  sole  and  exclusive  judges 


721:  Mishler  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Ry.  Co. 
(Ind.  App.),  Ill  N.  E.  460.  Mo. 
Cohen  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants',  etc.  Co. 
(Mo.  App.),  181  S.  W.  1080.  N.  J. 
State  V.  EoDi,  77  N.  J.  L.  248,  72  Atl. 
431;  Faulkner  v.  Paterson  Ey.  Co.,  65 
N.  J.  L.  181,  46  Atl.  765.  N.  M. 
State  V.  Perkins,  21  N.  M.  135,  153 
Pac.  258.  N.  C— Stallings  v.  Hurdle, 
171  N.  C.  4,  86  S.  E.'  80;  Herndon 
V.  Southern  E.  Co.,  162  N.  C.  317,  78 
S.  B.  287.  Pa. — Com.  v.  McKwayne, 
221  Pa.  449,  70  Atl.  809.  Tex.— Cart- 
wright  V.  La  Brie  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
144  S.  W.  725.  W.  Va.— State  v.  Clark, 
64  W.  Va.  625,  63  S.  E.  402. 
See  13  Standard  Pkoc.  899. 

[a]  Court  is  bound  to  Instruct  on 
weight  of  contradictions  and  false  tes- 
timony on  material  matters.  Eeynolds 
V.  State,  196  Ala.  586,  72  So.  20. 

[b]  If  testimony  is  susceptible  of 
only  one  inference,  the  court  should 
declare  what  that  inference  is.  San- 
ders V.  Southern  Ey.,  90  S.  C.  331,  73 
S.  E.  356. 

46.  V.  S.— Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  177  Fed.  623,  101  C.  C. 
A.  249;  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co. 
V.  Anderson,  168  Fed.  901,  94  C.  C.  A. 
241.  Ala.— Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Perkins,  144  Ala.  325,  39  So.  305; 
Bullington  v.  State,  13  Ala.  App.  61, 
69  So.  319.  Oal. — People  v.  Van  Ewan, 
111  Cal.  144,  43  Pac.  520;  People  v. 
Converse,  28  Cal.  App.  687,  153  Pac. 
734;  People  v.  Muhly,  11  Cal.  App.  129, 
104  Pac.  466.  Colo. — Lynch  v.  People, 
33  Colo.  128,  79  Pac.  1015.  Fla.— Mc- 
Duflfee  V.  State,  55  Fla.  125,  46  So.  721. 
Ga. — Georgia  S.  &  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Wisen- 
baeker,  120  Ga.  656,  48  S.  E.  146;  Wood- 
■  ard  V.  State,  5  Ga.  App.  447,  63  S.  B. 
573.  111. — Hoffman  v.  Stephens,  269 
111.  376,  109  N.  E.  994;  Tri-City  E. 
Co.  V.  Gould,  217  111.  317,  75  N.  E. 
493.  la. — State  v.  Asbury,  172  Iowa 
606,  154  N.  W.  915,  Ann.  Cas.  1918A, 
856.  Minn. — Kerling  v.  G.  W.  Van 
Dusen  &  Co.,  109  Minn.  481,  124  N.  W. 
235,  372.  Miss.— Gaines  v.  State,  48 
So.  182.  Mo.— State  v.  Potts,  239  Mo. 
403,  144  S.  W.  495;  State  v.  Barring- 
ton,  198  Mo.  23,  95  S.  W.  235.  Neb. 
Clarence  «.  State,  86  Neb.  210,  125  N. 
W.  540;  Holmes  v.  State,  85  Neb.  506, 
123  N.  W.  1043.    N.  J.— State  v.  Skill- 
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man,  76  N.  J.  L.  464,  70  Atl.  83.  N.  O. 
Dobbins  v.  Dobbins,  141  N.  C.  210,  53 
S.  B.  870,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  682,  10 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  185.  Okla.— Doud  v. 
State,  12  Okla.  Crim.  273,  154  Pac. 
1008;  Hughes  v.  State,  3  Okla.  Crim. 
387,  106  Pac.  546;  Crow  v.  State,  3 
Okla.  Crim.  428,  106  Pac.  556.  Ore. 
State  V.  Fuller,  52  Ore.  42,  96  Pac.  456. 
Tex. — St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
Sproule,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  615,  101 
S.  W.  268;  Barnett  V.  Ward  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  144  S.  W.  697.  Wash.— Cal- 
houn V.  Whitcomb,  90  Wash.  128,  155 
Pac.  759;  McCowan  v.  Northeastern  S. 
Co.,  41  Wash.  675,  84  Pac.  614.  Wis. 
Bodenheimer  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E. 
Co.,  140  Wis.  623,  123  N.  W.  148. 
See  13  Standard  Pboc.  900. 

[a]  Testimony  of  impeached  witness 
may  be  called  to  juror's  attention,  im- 
peachment of  no  other  witness  being 
attempted.  Stevens  v.  People,  215  111. 
593,  74  N.  B.  786. 

[b]  Comment  on  conduct  of  witness 
when  not  on  stand  is  improper.  Crid- 
land  V.  Crow,  221  Pa.  618,  70  Atl.  888. 

[c]  Testimony  of  detectives  should 
not  be  singled  out  and  the  jury  told 
that  their  testimony  and  that  of  in- 
formers is  to  be  closely  and  carefully 
scrutinized.  State  v.  Meyers,  132  Minn. 
4,  155  N.  W.  766. 

[d]  Court  should  not  conduct  a  dis- 
paraging examination  of  a,  witness  and 
intimate  a  disbelief  in  his  testimony; 
to  do  so  is  reversible  error.  Bierkamp 
V.  Beuthien,  173  Iowa  436,  155  N.  W. 
819. 

47.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Pollard,  193  Ala. 
32,  69  So.  425;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Perkins,  144  Ala.  325,  39  So.  305; 
Gibson  v.  Snow  Hdw.  Co.,  94  Ala.  346, 
10  So.  304;  Cunningham  v.  State,  14 
Ala.  App.  1,  69  So.  982;  Brand  V. 
State,  13  Ala.  App.  390,  69  So.  379. 
Cal.— Still  V.  San  Francisco  &  N.  W. 
E.  Co.,  154  Cal.  559,  98  Pac.  672,  129 
Am.  St.  Eep.  177,  20  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
322;  People  v.  O'Brien,  96  Cal.  171,  31 
Pac.  45;  People  v.  Converse,  28  Cal. 
App.  687,  153  Pac.  734.  Ga.— Cowart 
V.  State,  120  Ga.  510,  48  S.  E.  198; 
Atlantic  Coast  L.  E.  Co.  v.  O'Neill, 
127  Ga.  685,  56  S.  E.  986;  Warrick  v. 
State,  125  Ga.  133,  53  S.  E.  1027. 
Idaho. — State    v.    Kerning,  ,17    Idaho 


PROVINCE  OF  JUDGE  AND  JUBY  861 

of  the  credibility  of  -the  witnesses,**  and  should  determine  the.  credibil- 


471,  106  Pae.  305.  Dl.— Mullins  u.  People, 
110  III.  42;  Cummins  v.  Cleveland,  C,  C. 
&  St.  Louis  E.  Co.,  ]47  111.  App.  291; 
Faulkner  v.  Birch,  120  III.  App.  281. 
la.— Gray  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E. 
Co.,  143  Iowa  268,  121  N.  W.  1097; 
Hardwick  v.  Hardwick,  130  Iowa  230, 
106  JSr.  W.  639.  Kan.— Schick  v.  War- 
ren Mtg.  Co.,  82  Kan.  90,  107  Pac. 
536.  Mass. — Carroll  v.  Boston  Elevated 
Ry.  Co.,  200  Mass.  527,  86  N.  E.  793. 
Minn. — Kineaid  v.  Jungkunz,  109  Minn. 
400,  123  N.  W.  1082.  Mo.— Huff  v.  St. 
Joseph  Ey.,  Light,  H.  &  P.  Co.,  213 
Mo.  495,  111  S.  W.  1145;  State  v. 
Young,  99  Mo.  666,  12  S.  W.  879: 
Greenbrier  D.  Co.  v.  Van  Frank,  147 
Mo.  App.  204,  126  8.  W.  222.  Ore. 
State  V.  Walsworth,  54  Ore.  371,  103 
Pac.  516.  Tex.— Cordes  v.  State,  54 
Tex.  Crim.  204,  112  S.  W.  943;  Cope- 
land  V.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  576,  38 
S.  W.  210;  White  v.  Houston  &  T.  C.  E. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  46  S.  W.  382.  Va. 
Strause  v.  Eichmond  W.  Co.,  109  Va. 
724,  65  S.  E.  659,  132  Am.  St.  Eep. 
937.  Wash. — State  v.  King,  50  Wash. 
312,  97  Pac.  247;  Gilmore  v.  Seattle  & 
E.  E.  Co.,  29  Wash.  150,  69  Pac.  743. 
Wis.- Valley  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Smith,  71 
Wis.  304,  37  N".  W.  412,  5  Am.  St. 
Eep.  216. 

See  13  Standard  Proc.  871. 

48.  U.  S. — Southwestern  Brew.  &  Ice 
Co.  .V.  Schmidt,  226  V.  S.  162,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  68,  57  L.  ed.  170;  Shecil  v.  United 
States,  226  Fed.  184,  141  C.  C.  A. 
182;  Waters  v.  Davis,  145  Fed.  912, 
76  C.  C.  A.  444;  United  States  v. 
Knoell,  230  Fed.  509;  Huchberger  v. 
Merchants'  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  4  Biss.  265, 
12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,822;  Union  Sugar 
Eefinery  v.  Matthiesson,  3  Cliff.  639, 
24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,399.  Ala.— Barnes 
V.  Marshall,  193  Ala.  94,  69  So.  436; 
Olden  V.  State,  176  Ala.  6,  58  So.  307; 
Hamilton  v.  State,  147  Ala.  110,  41  So. 
940;  Wilkerson  v.  State,  140  Ala.  165, 
37  So.  265;  Moore  v.  Jones,  13  Ala. 
296.  Ariz.— Faltin  v.  State,  17  Ariz. 
278,  151  Pac.  952;  Fernandez  v.  State, 
16  Ariz.  269,  144  Pac.  640.  Ark.- Wil- 
son V.  State,  124  Ark.  477,  187  S.  W. 
440;  Shearer  «.  Farmers'  &  Merchants' 
Bank,  121  Ark.  599,  182  S.  W.  262; 
Eobertson  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E. 
Co.,  121  Ark.  233,  180  S.  W.  507;  Boyle 
V.  State,  110  Ar"k.  318,  161  S.  W.  1049 
Gal. — ^Frost  v.  Los  Angeles  By.  Co.,  165 


Oal.  365,  132  Pae.  442;  People  v.  Luis, 
158  Cal.  185,  110  Pac.  580;  People  v. 
Stephens,  29  Cal.  App.  616,  157  Pae. 
570;  People  v.  Horn,  25  Cal.  App.  583, 
144  Pac.  641;  People  v.  Waysman,  1 
Cal.  App.  246,  81  Pac.  1087.  Colo. 
Foster  V.  People,  56  Colo.  452,  139  Pac. 
10;  Victor  v.  Smilanich,  54  Colo.  479, 
131  Pac.  392;  Lynch  v.  People,  33  Colo. 
128,  79  Pac.  1015;  Fincher  v.  People, 
26  Colo.  169,  56  Pac.  902;  Finerty  v. 
Fritz,  6  Colo.  137.  Conn. — Hurley  v. 
Adams  Express  Co.,  88  Conn.  732,  90 
Atl.  932;  Brodie  v.  Connecticut  Co.,  87 
Conn.  363,  87  Atl.  798;  Schleifenbaum 
V.  Eundbaken,  81  Conn.  623,  71  Atl. 
899;  Bradley  v.  Gorham,  77  Conn.  211, 
58  Atl.  698,  66  L.  E.  A,  934;  Pierce 
V.  Selleck,  18  Conn.  321.  Dak. — Terri- 
tory V.  Egan,  3  Dak.  119,  13  N.  W. 
568.  Del. — Fennemore  v.  Armstrong,  6 
Boyce  35,  96  Atl.  204;  State  ».  Sum- 
mers, 6  Boyce  13,  96  Atl.  195;  Igle 
V.  People's  Ey.  Co.,  5  Boyce  376,  93 
Atl.' 666;  Keatley  v.  Grand  Fraternity, 
2  Boyce  511,  82  Atl.  294.  Fla.— Hamp- 
ton V.  State,  50  Fla.  55,  39  So.  421; 
Peadon  v.  State,  46  Fla.  124,  35  So. 
204.  Ga. — Hamilton  v.  State,  143  Ga. 
265,  84  S.  E.  583;  Lynn  v.  State,  140 
Ga.  387,  79  S.  E.  29;  Mixon  v.  Pollock, 
55  Ga.  321;  Strozier  v.  Carroll,  31  Ga. 
557.  Haw. — Lum  Ah  Lee  v.  Ah  Soong, 
16  Hawaii  163;  Bright «.  Kawananakoa, 
15  Hawaii  622.  HI. — Eeynolds  v.  Alton, 
G.  &  St.  L.  Traction  Co.,  273  111.  207, 
112  N.  E.  668;  Mahlstedt  v.  Ideal 
Lighting  Co.,  271  111.  154,  110  N.  E. 
795,  Ann.  Cas.  1917D,  ?09;  Eosenthal 
V.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  255  111.  552, 
99  N.  B.  672;  Stampofski  v.  Steffens, 
79  111.  303;  Kelly  v.  People,  29  111. 
287.  Ind.— Miller  v.  State,  183  Ind. 
319,  109  N.  E.  205;  Southern  E.  Co. 
V.  Limback,  172  Ind.  89,  85  N.  E.  354; 
Indianapolis  St.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Johnson, 
163  Ind.  518,  72  N.  E.  571;  Oliver  v. 
Pate,  43  Ind.  132;  Van  Vacter  v.  Mc- 
Killip,  7  Blackf.  578.  Ind.  Ter.— Atoka 
Coal  &  M.  Co,  V.  Miller,  7  Ind.  Ter. 
104,  104  S.  W.  555.  la. — Easmussen  v. 
Hansen,  176  Iowa  26,  157  N.  W.  154; 
Morgan  v.  Muench,  156  N.  W.  819; 
State  V.  Flynn,  175  Iowa  604,  155 
N.  W.  254;  Forsythe  v.  Klucthohn,  161 
Iowa  267,  142  N.  W.  225.  Kan.— Hy- 
land  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co., 
96  Kan.  432,  151  Pac.  1107;  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  B.  Co.  V.  Vanordstrand,  67 

Vol.  XXI 


862 


PROVINCE  OF  JUDGE  AND  JVEY 


ity  of  witnesses  even  though  the  opposing  party  has  offered  nothing 


Kan.  386,  73  Pac.  113.  Ky. — Louis- 
ville V.  Dahl,  170  Ky.  281,  185  S.  W. 
1127;  South  Covington  &  C.  St.  E.  Co. 
V.  Markel,  168  Ky.  625,  182  S.  W.  850; 
Kentucky  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  West,  160  Ky. 
280,  169  S.  W.  728;  Chesapeake  &  O. 
E.  Co.  V.  Com.,  149  Ky.  386,  149  S.  W. 
826;  Hammill  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co., 
93  Ky.  343,  20  S.  W.  263.  Me.— Cald- 
well Co.  V.  Cushnoc  Paper  Co.,  114  Me. 
411,  96  Atl.  730;  Billings  v.  Beggs,  114 
Me.  67,  95  Atl.  354;  Johnson  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  E.,  Ill  Me.  263, 
88  Atl.  988;  Parsons  v.  Huff,  41  Me. 
410.  Md. — Townshend  v.  Townsheud, 
6  Md.  295;  Morris  v.  Brickley,  1  Har. 
&  G.  107.  Mass. — Hughes  v.  Williams, 
218  Mass.  448,  105  N.  B.  1056;  James 
V.  Boston  Elevated  Ey.  Co.,  213  Mass. 
424,  100  N.  E.  545;  Kane  v.  Learned, 
117  Mass.  190;  Tucker  v.  Welsh,  17 
Mass.  160,  9  Am.  Dec.  137;  Amory  v. 
Fellowes,  5  Mass.  219.  Mich. — Paw- 
licki  V.  Detroit  United  Ey.,  191  Mich. 
536,  158  N.  W.  162;  Payne  v.  Union 
Life  Guards,  136  Mich.  416,  99  N.  W. 
376,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  368.  Minn. 
State  V.  Christianson,  131  Minn.  276, 
154  N.  W.  1095.  Miss.— Godfrey  v. 
Meridian  L.  &  Ey.  Co.,  101  Miss. 
565,  58  So.  534.  Mo.  —  Holz- 
raer  v.  Metropolitan  St.  E.  Co., 
261  Mo.  379,  169  S.  W.  102;  Eaton  v. 
Gates,  175  S.  W.  950;  Haynes  v.  Tren- 
ton, 123  Mo.  326,  27  S.  W.  622;  Henry 
V.  Forbes,  7  Mo.  455.  Mont. — Fowlie 
V.  Cruse,  52  Mont.  222,  157  Pac.  958; 
Alexander  v.  Great  Northern  Ey.  Co., 
51  Mont.  565,  154  Pac.  914;  Murray 
V.  Butte,  51  Mont.  258,  151  Pac.  1051; 
Bowen  v.  Webb,  37  Mont.  479,  97  Pac. 
839.  Neb. — Baker  v.  Eacine-Sattley 
Co.,  86  Neb.  227,  125  N.  W.  587.  N.  H. 
Paro  V.  Whitefield  Sav.  Bk.  &  Tr.  Co., 
77  N.  H.  394,  9"2  Atl.  331.  N.  J.— State 
V.  Skillman,  76  N.  J.  L.  464,  70  Atl. 
83;  Allen  v.  Allen,  85  N.  J.  Eq.  55,  95 
Atl.  363.  N.  M.— Territory  v.  O'Don- 
nell,  4  N.  M.  196,  12  Pac.  743.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Kindberg's  Will,  207  N.  Y.  220, 
100  N.  E.  789;  Walters  v.  Syracuse 
E.  T.  E.  Co.,  178  N.  Y.  50,  70  N.  E. 
98;  National  Bank  v.  Mills,  99  N.  Y. 
656,  2  N.  E.  27;  Fellows  v.  Barton,  66 
Barb  608;  Merritt  v.  Lyon,  3  Barb. 
ilO.  N.  C— Hadley  v.  Tinnin,  170  N. 
G.  84,  86  S.  E.  1017;  State  v.  Allison, 
Ifig  N.  C.  375,  85  S.  B.  129;  Swan  v. 
Carawan,  168  N.  G.  472,  84  S.  B.  699; 
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Fortune  v.  Hunt,  149  N.  C.  358,  63 
S.  B.  82;  State  v.  Smallwood,  75  N.  C. 
104.  N.  D. — Jensen  v.  Clausen,  34  N.  D. 
637,  159  N.  W.  30;  Blackorby  v.  Gin- 
ther,  34  N.  D.  248,  158  N.  W.  354. 
Okla.— Kali  Inla  0.  Co.  v.  Ghinelli, 
155  Pac.  606;  Silverwood  v.  Carpenter, 
51  Okla.  745,  152  Pac.  381;  Eemillard 
V.  State,  10  Okla.  Grim.  438,  133  Pac. 
1132;  Eoberts  v.  State,  8  Okla.  Grim. 
394,  127  Pac.  894.  Ore. — Eiddle  Street 
Bank  v.  Link,  78  Ore.  498,  153  Pac. 
1192;  Mcintosh  v.  McNair,  53  Ore.  87, 
99  Pac.  74.  Pa.— Gom.  v.  Payne,  242 
Pa.  394,  89  Atl.  559;  Coates  v.  Alle- 
gheny Steel  Co.,  234  Pa.  199,  83  Atl. 
77;  Mewes'  Admr.  v.  Crescent  Pipe 
Line  Co.,  170  Pa.  369,  32  Atl.  1083; 
West  Branch  Bank  v.  Donaldson,  6  Pa. 
179.  P.  I. — United  States  v.  Flores,  28 
Phil.  Isl.  29.  P.  R.— Irwin  v.  Nater,  7 
Porto  Eieo  Fed.  98;  United  States  v. 
Cerecedo,  6  Porto  Fico  Fed.  626;  Escu- 
dero  V.  Bernard,  6  Porto  Eico  Fed.  501. 
R.  I. — Tavares  v.  Dewing,  39  E.  I.  174, 
98  Atl.  54;  Gibbons  v.  Ehode  Island 
Co.,  37  E.  I.  89,  91  Atl.  9;  Beebe  v. 
Greene,  34  E.  L  171,  82  Atl.  796.  S.  0. 
Eish  V.  Jackson,  104  S.  C.  163,  88 
S.  B.  380;  Bell  v.  Bell,  103  S.  G.  95, 
87  S.  E.  540;  Btheredge  v.  Aetna  Ins. 
Co.,  102  S.  0.  313,  86  S.  B.  687;  Bow- 
man V.  Smith,  1  Strobh.  246;  City 
Council  V.  Haywood,  2  Nott.  &  McC. 
308.  S.  D.— Eoberts  v.  Brown,  36  S.  D. 
548,  156  N.  W.  77.  Tex.— Newell  v. 
State,  68  Tex.  Grim.  177,  145  S.  W. 
939;  Baggett  v.  State,  65  Tex.  Grim. 
425,  144  S.  W.  1136;  Coats  v.  Elliott, 
23  Tex.  606;  Alley  v.  Booth,  16  Tex. 
94;  Wood  v.  Samuels,  1  White  &  W. 
Civ.  Gas.,  §922.  Va. — Carlton  v.  Bou- 
dar,  118  Va.  521,  88  S.  E.  174;  Equit- 
able Life  Assur.  Soc.  v.  Kitts'  Admr., 
109  Va.  105,  63  S.  E.  455;  Coleman 
V.  Com.,  25  Gratt.  (66  Va.)  865,  18 
Am.  Eep.  711;  Harrison  v.  Brock,  1 
Munf.  (15  Va.)  22.  Wash.— Calhoun 
V.  Whitcomb,  90  Wash.  128,  155  Pac. 
759;  State  v.  Schuman,  89  Wash.  9,  153 
Pac.  1084,  Ann.  Gas.  1918A,  633;  State 
r.  Druxman,  88  Wash.  424,  153  Pac. 
381;  Thoresen  v.  St.  Paul  &  Tacoma 
L.  Co.,  73  Wash.  99,  131  Pac.  645;  Gib- 
son V.  Chicago,  M.  &  P.  S.  -  Ey. 
Co.,  61  Wash.  639,  112  Pac.  919.  W.  Va. 
McGuire  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.,  70 
W.  Va.  538,  74  S.  E.  859.  Wis. 
Guidinger   v.    Smalley   Mfg.     Co.,    148 


PROVINCE  OF  JUDGE  AND  JUBY 


863 


to  contradict  the  testimony,^''  and  they  are  not  bound  to  accept  the 
statements  of  a  witness  because  not  directly  impeached  or  contra- 
dicted.^"    So  whether  the  testimony  of  a  witness  who  has  been  im- 


Wis.  194,  134  N.  W.  404.  Wyo.— Mur- 
dica  V.  State,  22  Wyo.  196,  137  Pac. 
574;  Starke  v.  State,  17  Wyo.  55,  96 
Pac.  148. 

See  Enct. 'op  Bv.,  title  "Credibil- 
ity." 

[a]  Testimony  of  one  whose  im- 
moral and  degraded  life  shows  want 
of  religious  sentiment,  or  a  disregard 
to  personal  character  or  reputation  in 
society,  is  to  be  given  such  weight 
as  the  jury  mav  determine.  Bowman 
V.  Smith,  1  Strob.   (S.   C.)   246. 

[b]  Testimony  of  a  lunatic,  when 
permitted  to  testify,  is  to  be  given 
such  credit  as  the  jury  may  see  fit. 
Coleman  v.  Com.,  25  Gratt.  (66  Va.) 
865,  18  Am.   Bep.   711. 

[o]  "The  jury  may  go  upon  excur- 
sions of  discovery  for  truth  within  the 
field  of  evidence  to  the  uttermost 
boundaries  of  reason,  not  boundaries 
set  by  any  particular  persons,  or  per- 
sons generally,  but  such  as  rational 
men  of  common  sense  might  set  with- 
out passing  beyond  the  dividing  line 
between  the  field  of  probabilities  into 
that  of  mere  guessing  or  conjecture." 
Samulski  v.  Menasha  Paper  Co.,  147 
Wis.  285,  133  N.  W.  142,  qmted  in 
Mickuozauski  v.  Helmholz  Mitten  Co., 
148  Wis.  153,  134  N.  W.  369. 

49.  Ala. — Davis  v.  Hays,  89  Ala. 
563,  8  So.  131.  Conn. — Bradley  v.  Gor- 
ham,  77  Conn.  211,  58  Atl.  698,  66 
L.  E.  A.  934;  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  76  Conn. 
586,  57  Atl.  735.  D.  C— Alexander  v. 
Blackman,  26  App.  Cas.  541.  111. — Ken- 
nedy V.  Modern  Woodmen,  243  111. 
560,  90  N.  B.  1084,  28  L.  K.  A.  (K  S.) 
181.  Ky. — Howard  v.  Louisville  E.  Co., 
32  Ky.  L.  Eep.  309,  105  S.  W.  952. 
Mass.— Giles  v.  Giles,  204  Mass.  383, 
90  N.  E.  595.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Walker, 
198  N.  Y.  329,  91  N.  E.  806;  Sharp 
V.  Erie  E.  Co.,  184  N.  Y.  100,  76  N.  B. 
923;  Manhattan  Co.  v.  Phillips,  109  N. 
Y.  383,  17  N.  E.  129;  Becker  v.  Koch, 
104  N.  Y.  394,  10  N.  E.  701,  58  Am. 
Eep.  515;  Lesser  v.  Wunder,  9  Daly 
70.  N.  C— Dobbins  v.  Dobbins,  141 
N.  C.  210,  53  S.  E.  870,  115  Am.  St. 
Eep.  682,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  185.  Pa. 
Smucker  v.  Pennsylvania,  E.  Co.,  6  Pa. 
Super.  521;  Troxell  v.  Malin,  9  Pa. 
Super.  483.  Tex. — Appel  v.  Childress, 
53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  607,  116  S.  W.  129; 


Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Harris,  45 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  542,  101  S.  W.  506. 
Wash. — ^Brown  &  Bros.  Merc.  Co.  v. 
Sherrod,  53    Wash.   132,   101  Pac.   481. 

[a]  "A  witness  may  be  contra- 
dicted by  the  ^facts  he  states  as  com- 
pletely as  by  direct  adverse  testimony. 
A  court  or  jury  is  u'ot  bound  to  ac- 
cept it  as  true  merely  because  there 
is  no  direct  testimony  contradicting  it 
where  it  contains  inherent  improbabil- 
ities or  contradictions,  which  alone,  or 
in  connection  with  other  circumstances 
in  evidence,  satisfy  them  of  its  fals- 
ity." Anderson  v.  Liljengren,  50  Minn. 
3,  52  N.  W.  219. 

50.  V.  S. — Tracey  v.  Phelps,  22  Fed. 
634.  Colo. — Ward  v.  Teller  Ees.  &  Irr. 
Co.,  60  Colo.  47,  153  Pac.  219.  Conn. 
Brethauer  v.  Schorer,  81  Conn.  143,  70 
Atl.  592.  D.  C— Thurston  v.  McLel- 
lan,  34  App.  Cas.  294.  Fla.— Atz- 
roth  V.  State,  10  Fla.  207.  Ga. — Det- 
wiler  V.  Cox,  120  Ga.  638,  48  S.  E. 
142;  Armstrong  v.  Ballew,  118  Ga.  168, 
44  S.  E.  996.  Ind.— Cotner  v.  State, 
173  Ind.  168,  89  N.  E.  847.  la.— Nason 
V.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  140  Iowa 
533,  118  N.  W.  751;  White  v.  Hatton, 
113  N.  W.  830.  Mass.— Strong  v. 
Carver  C.  G.  Co.,  202  Mass.  209,  88 
N.  E.  582;  Com.  v.  Loewe,  162  Mass. 
518,  39  N.  E.  192.  Mich.— People  v. 
Mindeman,  157  Mich.  120,  121  N.  W. 
488;  Durant  v.  People,  13  Mich.  351. 
Minn. — Hoffman  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  Ey.  Co.,  43  Minn.  334,  45  N.  W. 
608.  Mo. — Price  i.  Lederer,  33  Mo. 
App.  426.  Neb. — Chezem  v.  State,  56 
Neb.  496,  76  N.  W.  1056.  N.  Y.— Joy 
V.  Diefendorf,  130  N.  Y.  6,  28  N.  E. 
602,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  484;  Kearney  v. 
Mayor,  92  N.  Y.  617;  MacEeynolds  v. 
Coney  Island  &  B.  E.  Co.,  170  App. 
Div.  314,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  655.  Pa. 
Carter  v.  Henderson  &  Co.,  224  Pa. 
319,  73  Atl.  554.  S.  C— Chartrand  v. 
Southern  Ey.,  85  S.  C.  479,  67  S.  E. 
741.  S.  D.— Mee  v.  Carlson,  22  S.  D. 
365,  117  N.  W.  1033,  29  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  351.  Tex.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mc- 
Whorter  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  179  S.  W. 
1147;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Howard  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  174  S.  W.  719;  Sovereign 
Camp  W.  0.  W.  v.  Jackson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  138  S.  W.  1137;  Missouri,  K.  & 
T.  E.  Co.  V.  Harris,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
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peached  is  entitled  to  consideration,"^  and  what  weight  should  be 
given  to  the  testimony  of  a  party  to  the  actipn,*^  are  for  the  jury  to 
determine.  The  question  of  a  witness'  reputation  for  truth  and 
veracity  is  one  of  fact  for  the  jury."^ 


542,  101  S.  "W.  506;  International  E. 
Co.  V.  Johnson,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  160, 
55  S.  W.  '772.  Vt.— Miller  «.  Miller, 
89  Vt.  547,  95  Atl.  928.  Va.— Clopton 
V.  Com.,  109  Va.  813,  63  S,  B.  1022. 
Wis. — Dohmen  Co.  v.  Niagara  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  96  Wis.  38,  71  N.  W.  69;  Moore 
V.  Ellis,  89  Wis.  108,  61  N.  W.  291. 
See  Enct.  of  Ev.,  title  "Weight  and 
Effect  of  Evidence." 

51.  Ga. — Hodgkins  v.  State,  89  Ga,. 
761,  15  S.  E.  695;  McCoy  v.  State,  78 
Ga.  490,  3  S.  E.  768;  Shorter  v.  Mar- 
shall, 49  Ga.  31;  Wes'tern  &  A.  E.  B. 
V.  Carlton,  28  Ga.  180.  lU.— Craig  v. 
Eohrer,  63  111.  325.  Minn. — Schuek  v. 
Hagar,  24  Minn.  339. 

[a]  Whether  witness  swears  mis- 
takenly or  knowingly  testifies  falsely 
is  for  the  jury.  Carey  v.  Henderson, 
61  111.  378. 

52.  Ark. — Adkins  v.  Hershy,  14  Ark, 
442.  Fla.— White  v.  Boss,  35  Fla.  377, 
17  So.  640.  G-a.— Taylor  v.  Tucker,  1 
Ga.  231.  m. — Stampofski  v.  Steffens, 
79  111.  303.  la.— Henry  v.  Sioux  City 
&  P.  Ey.  Co.,  75  Iowa  84,  39  N.  W. 
193,  9  Am.  St.  Eep.  457.  Kan. — Kan- 
sas Pae.   Ey.    Co.   v.  Little,    19    Kan. 


267.  Mo. — ^Mullally  v.  Greenwood,  127 
Mo.  138,  29  S.  W.  1001,  48  Am.  St. 
Eep.  613.  IT.  H. — Stevenson  v.  Chap- 
man, 12  N.  H.  524.  N.  Y.— Goldsmith 
V.  Coverly,  75  Hun  48,  27  N.  Y.  Supp. 
116,  31  Abb.  N.  C.  149,  56  N.  Y.  St. 
857;  Wilcox  v.  Sellect,  92  Hun  37,  36 
N.  Y.  Supp.  633,  71  N.  Y.  St.  800; 
Lowey  v.  Fidelity  Printing  Co.,  16 
Mise.  549,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  711;  Corn 
V.  Eosenthal,  1  Misc.  168,  20  N.  Y. 
Supp.  632,  48  N.  Y.  St.  674.  Pa. 
Shaffer  v.  Clark,  90  Pa.  94;  Prowat- 
tain  V.  Tindall,  80  Pa.  295.  S.  C. 
Hornsby  v.  South  Carolina  Ey.  Co., 
26  S.  C.  187,  1  S.  E.  594.  Wis.— O'Brien 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  92  Wis. 
340,  66  N.  W.  363. 

63.  Bates  v.  Barber,  4  Cush.  (Mass.) 
107.  It  is  not  competent  for  the  court 
to  institute  or  allow  a  preliminary  ex- 
amination of  the  impeaching  witnesses, 
as  to  their  knowledge  and  means  of 
knowledge  of  the  reputation  of  the 
witness  sought  to  be  impeached,  and 
thereupon  receive  or  reject  their  testi- 
mony according  as  the  court  is  satis- 
fied, or  not,  that  the  witnesses  have 
the  requisite  knowledge  to  testify  to 
the  fact  in  question. 


PROVISOS  AND  EXCEPTIONS.  —  See  Indictment  and  Information. 


PUBLIC  ASSEMBLY.  —  See  Disturbing  Public  Assembly;  Unlawful 

Assembly. 


PUBLICATION.  —  See  Newspapers;  Service  of  Process  and  Papers. 
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L  ADMINISTRATION  AND  ENFORCEMENT  OF  GENERALLY. 

A.     Equity  Supervision.  —  1.     In  General.  —  Public    charities    are 
peculiarly  a  subject  of  equity  jurisdiction,^  and  its  powers  when  prop- 


1.  Perin  v.  Carey,  24  How.  (U.  S.) 
465,  16  L.  ed.  701. 

[a]  Origin  and  Source  of  Jurisdic- 
tion.— (1)  The  court  of  cTiancery  has 
exercised  an  original  inherent  juris- 
diction over  public  charities  from  a 
time  long  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
the  statute  of  uses.  IT.  S. — Perin  v. 
Carey,  24  How.  465,  16  L.  ed.  701. 
m.— Hoeffer  v.  Clogan,  171  III.  462,  49 
N.  E.  527,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  241,  40 
L.  E.  A.  730.  Neb.— St.  James  Or- 
phan Asylum  v.  Shelby,  60  Neb.  796, 
84  N.  W.  273,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  553. 
N.  Y.— Holland  v.  Alcock,  108  N.  Y. 
312,  16  N.  E.  305,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  420, 
Ohio. — Mannix  v.  Purcell,  46  Ohio  St. 
102,  19  N.  E.  572,  15  Am.  St.  Eep. 
562,  8  L,   K.   A.   753.      (2)   But   that 


statute  has  had  an  important  bearing 
on  public  charities,  and  in  so  far  as 
it  enlarged  or  curtailed  the  jurisdiction 
of  chancery  it  is  of  importance  in 
states  where  it  has  been  adopted  as 
the  common  law,  re-enacted,  abolished, 
or  restored.  Mo. — See  Buchanan  v.  Ken- 
nard,  234  Mo.  117,  136  S.  W.  415,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912D,  50,  37  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
993.  N.  Y.— McCartee  v.  Orphan  Asy- 
lum Sod.,  9  Cow.  437,  18  Am.  Dec.  516. 
S.  0.— Snider  v.  Snider,  70  S.  C.  555, 
50  S.  E.  504,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  754. 

[b]  Extent  of  Jurisaiction.  —  (1) 
The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity 
does  not  generally  extend  to  the  crea- 
tion of  the  trust.  Morris  v.  Bovd,  110 
Ark.  468,  162  S.  "W.  69,  Ani.  Cais. 
1916A,  1004.     (2)   Nor  will  it  alter  a 
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erly  invoked  by  one  entitled  to  do  so^  will  be  exercised  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enforcing  their  administration  or  preventing  their  abuse.' 


trust    which   haa    already   been    estab- ' 
liahed.     Grimes'   Exrs.  v.  Harmon,   35 
lud.    198,    9    Am.    Rep.    690.      (3)    Its  I 
power  is  limited  as  .a  rule  to  the  execu-  ' 
tion  of  the  trust   as  indicated  by  the 
expressed   intention   or   wishes   of   the 
donor.     Crow  v.  Clay,  196  Mo.  234,  95 
S.  W.   369. 

2.  Jenkins  v.  Berry,  122  Ky.  311, 
92  8.  W.  10,  119  Ky.  350,  83  S.  W. 
594;  State  ex  rel.  Heddens  v.  Busk,  236 
Mo.  201,  139  9.  W.  199. 

[a]  Not  on  Its  Own  Volition. — Jen- 
kins V.  Berry,  122  Ky.  311,  92  S.  W. 
10,  119  Ky.  350,  83  S.  W.  594;  State 
ex  rel.  Heddens  v.  Eusk,  236  Mo.  201, 
139  S.  W.  199. 

[b]  The  attorney-general  should  act, 
either  of  his  own  initiative  or  on  rela- 
tion of  an  interested  party,  when  the 
trust  is  in  danger  by  reason  of  faulty 
or  maladministration  or  failure  of  the 
trustee   to   act.     Oal. — People  v.   Cogs- 
well, 113  Cal.  129,  45  Pac.  270,  35  L. 
E.   A.    269i     HI. — People   v.   Braucher, 
258  111.   604,   101   N.  E.   944,  47   L.  E. 
A.    (N.   S.)    1015.     Kan. — Troutman  v. 
De  Boissiere  Odd  Fellows',  etc.  Assn., 
66  Kan.  1,  71  Pac.  286.     Ky. — Jenkins 
V.  Berry,   119  Ky.   350,  83   S.    W.   594. 
Mass. — Attorney  General  v.  Bedard,  218 
Mass.    378,   105   N.   E.    993;     Attorney 
General  v.   Clark,   167   Mass.    201,    45 
N.   E.    183;    Burbank  v.   Burbank,   152 
Mass.   254,   25  N.  E.   427,  9  L.   E.   A. 
748.     Mo. — State   ex   rel.    Heddens    v. 
Eusk,  236  Mo.   201,  139    S.    W.    199; 
Tyree   v.   Bingham,   100   Mo.    451,    13 
S.   W.   952.     N.   H.— Burnham's    Peti-  I 
tion,  74  N.  H.  492,  69  Atl.  720.     N.  J.  I 
Bliss  V.  Linden  Cemetery  Assn.,  81  N.  i 
J.   Eq.   394,   87   Atl.   224;    Trustees   of 
Princeton  University  v.  Wilson,  78  N. 
J.   Eq.    1,   78   Atl.   393;   MacKenzie  v.  i 
Jersey  City  Presbytery,  67  N.   J.  Eq.  ' 
652,  61  Atl.  1027,  3  L.  R.  A.   (N.  S.)  I 
227.    N".  Y. — Owens  v.  Methodist  Epis-  I 
copal  Church  Missionary  Soc,  14  N.  Y.  I 
380,   67   Am.   Dec.   160;    Indigent    Fe-  | 
males   Belief    Assn.     v.    Beekman,     21 
Barb.  565.     B.  I. — Stearns  v.  Newport 
Hospital,    27   E.   I.    309,    62    Atl.    132. 
Bng. — ^Attorney    General   v.   Dublin,    1 
Bligh  N.  S.   312,  4  Eng.  Beprint  888. 

Attorney-general  as  a  necessary  par- 
ty, see  infra,  I,  D. 

[c]  The  state  alone  may  question 
the  capacity   of   the   trustee  to  t^ke 
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after  the  trust  fund  has  vested  in  the 
trustee.  U.  S. — Jones  v.  Habersham, 
107  U.  S.  174,  2  Sup.  Ct.  336,  27  L. 
ed.  401.  Md. — In  re  Stiekney's  Will, 
85  Md.  79,  36  Atl.  654,  60  Am.  St., 
Bep.  308,  35  L.  E.  A.  693;  Hanson  v. 
Little  Sisters  of  the  Poor,  79  Md.  434, 
32  Atl.  1052,  32  L.  B.  A.  293.  Miss. 
Wade  V.  American  Colonization  Soc,  7 
Smed.  &  M.  663,  45  Am.  Dec.  324.  Ore. 
Ealey  v.  TTmatilla,  15  Ore.  172,  13  Pac. 
890,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.  142.  E.  I. — Stearns 
V.  Newport  Hospital,  27  E.  I.  309,  62 
Atl.  132.  Tenn. — Gibson  v.  Frve  Insti- 
tute, 137  Tenn.  452,  193  S.  W.  1059, 
.Xi.  E.  A.  1917D,  1062.  Va.— Clark  v. 
Oliver,  91  Va.  421,  22  S.  E.   175. 

[d]  The  trustee  must  institute  the 
proceeding  when  the  suit  is  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  the  subject  mat- 
ter of  the  trust.  Ala. — ^Busbee  v.  Thom- 
as, 175  Ala.  423,  57  So.  587.  N.  J. 
MacKenzie  v.  Jersey  City  Presbytery, 
67  N.  J.  Eq.  652,  61  Atl.  1027,  3  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  227.  N.  Y.— Sailors' 
Snug  Harbor  v.  Carmody,  211  N.  Y. 
286,  105  N.  E.  543.  Va.— Emory  & 
Henry  College  v.  Shoemaker  College, 
92  Va.  320,  23  8.  E.  765. 

[e]  A  private  person  may  invoke 
the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  question 
the  administration,  or  seek  the  enforce- 
ment of  9,  public  charity  only  when 
personally  interested.  Ga. — Trustees 
of  Martin  Institute  v.  Maddox,  139  Ga. 
491,  77  S.  E.  629.  Ky. — Chambers  v. 
Baptist  Education  Soc,  1  B.  Mon,  215. 
Mass. — Coe  v.  Washington  Mills,  149 
Mass.  543,  21  N.  E.  966.  Mich.— Hath- 
away V.  New  Baltimore,  48  Mich.  251, 12 
N.  W.  186.  Mo.— First  Baptist  Church 
V.  Eobberson,  71  Mo.  326;  Holman  v. 
Benaud,  141  Mo.  App.  399,  125  S.  W. 
843.  N.  H.— Oxford  v.  Union  Con- 
gregational Soc.  V.  West  Congregation- 
al Soc,  55  N.  H.  463,  N.  J.— Bliss  v. 
Linden  Cemetery  Assn.,  81  N.  J.  Eq. 
394,  87  Atl.  224;  Holmes  v.  Wesley 
M.  E.  Church,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  327,  42 
Atl.  582;  Ludlam  v.  Higbee,  11  N.  J. 
Eq.  342.  N.  Y. — Magee  v.  Genesco 
Academy,  49  Hun  605,  1  N.  Y.  Supp. 
709,  l7  N.  Y.  St.  221.  Ohio.— Hull- 
man  V.  Honeomp,  5  Ohio  St.  237.  R.  I. 
Stearns  v.  Newport  Hospital,  27  E.  I. 
309,  62  Atl.  132.  Vt— Smith  v.  Nel- 
son, 18  Vt.  511. 

3.    V.  a— Kain  c.  Gibboney,  101  C 
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2.  Semedies  and  Belief.  —  Appointment  and  Eemoval  of  Tru^ee. 
Equity  will  appoint  a  trustee  for  a  public  charity  where  none  is  named 
by  the  donor,*  or  where  the  original  appointee  is  not  yet  in  existence," 
or  is  dead  or  fails  to  act  and  no  successor  is  provided  by  the  instrument 
creating  the  trust.^ 


S.  362,  25  L.  ed.  813.  Cal.— KaufEman 
V.  Foster,  3  Cal.  App.  741,  86  Pac. 
1108.  Del.— Griffith  v.  State,  2  Del. 
Ch.  421;  New  Castle  Common  v.  Meg- 
ginson,  1  Boyce  861,  77  Atl.  565,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914A,  1207.  111.— People  v. 
Braucher,  258  111.  604,  101  N.  E.  944, 
47  L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.)  1015.  Ky.— Jen- 
kins V.  Berry,  119  Ky.  350,  83  S.  W. 
594;  Coleman  v.  O'Leary's  Exr.,  114 
Ky.  388,  70  S.  W.  1068;  Bllenherst  v. 
Pythian,  110  Ky,  923,  63  S.  W.  37; 
Moore's  Heirs  v.  Moore's  Devisees,  4 
Dana  354,  29  Am.  Dee.  417.  Md. 
American  Colonization  Soc.  v.  Soulsby, 
129  Md.  605,  99  Atl.  944,  L.  E.  A. 
1917C,  937.  Mass.— Jackson  v.  Phil- 
lips, 14  Allen  539.  Mo. — Lackland  v. 
Walker,  151  Mo.  210,  52  S.  W.  414; 
Barkley  v.  Donnelly,  112  Mo.  561,  19 
S.  W.  305.  N.  H. — Lyford  v.  Laeonia, 
75  N.  H.  220,  72  Atl.  1085,  22  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  1062.  N.  J.— Hoboken 
School  for  Industrial  Education  v.  Ho- 
boken, 70  N.  J.  Eq.  630,  62  Atl.  1; 
MaeKenzie  v.  Jersey  City  Presbytery, 
67  N.  J.  Eq.  652,  61  Atl.  1027,  3  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  227;  Attorney-General  v. 
Moore's  Exrs.,  19  N.  J,  Eq.  503.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Cunningham's  Will,  206  N.  Y. 
601,  100  N.  B.  437  (affirming  76  Misc. 
120,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  922,  and  151  App. 
Div.  940,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  1107);  Ee-> 
formed  Protestant  Dutch  Church  v. 
Mott,  7  Paige  77,  32  Am.  Dec.  613; 
In  re  Norton,  97  Misc.  289,  161  N.  Y. 
Supp.  710.  Ohio. — Sowers  v.  Cyrenius, 
39  Ohio  St.  29,  48  Am.  Eep.  418; 
Landis  v.  Wooden,  1  Ohio  St.  160,  59 
Am.  Dec.  615;  Melntire  Poor  School 
V.  Zanesville  Canal  &  Mfg.  Co.,  9  Ohio 
203,  34  Am.  Dee.  436.  Ore. — Pennoyer 
V.  Wadhams,  20  Ore.  274,  25  Pac.  720, 
11  L.  E.  A.  210.  S.  C— Shields  v. 
Jolly,  1  Eich.  Eq.  99,  42  Am.  Dec.  349. 
Tex.— Hopkins  v.  Upshur,  20  Tex.  89, 
70  Am.  Dec.  375.  Wis. — Kavanaugh  v. 
Watt,  143  Wis.  90,  126  N.  W.  672,  28 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  470.  Eng.— Attorney- 
General  V.  Pearson,  3  Meriv.  353,  36 
Eng.  Eeprint  135;  Craigdallie  v.  Aik- 
man,  2  Bligh  529,  4  Eng.  Eeprint  435. 
4.  HI, — Hitchcock  v.  Presbyterian 
Church  Board  of  Home  Missions,  259 


111.  288,  102  N.  E.  741,  Ann.  Cas, 
1915B,  1;  Morgan  v.  Grand  Prairie 
Seminary,  70  111.  App.  575.  la. — Chap- 
man V.  Newell,  146  Iowa  415,  125  N. 
W.  324.  Ky.— Green's  Admrs.  «.  Fidel- 
ity Trust  Co.,  134  Ky.  311,  120  S.  W. 
283.  Mo.— Buckley  v.  Monck,  187  S.  W. 
31.  N.  J'. — Case  v.  Hasse,  83  N.  J.  Eq, 
170,  93  Atl.  728;  Bruere  v.  Coot,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  624,  52  Atl.  1001.  N.  Y, 
Sawyer  v.  Dearstyne,  139  N.  Y,  Supp, 
955. 

Contra,  Gibson  v.  Frye  Institute,  137 
Tenn.  452,  193  S.  W.  1059,  L.  E.  A, 
1917D,  1062;  Swell  v.  Sneed,  136  Tenn, 
602,  191  S.  W.  131;  Green  v.  Allen,  5 
Humph.    (Tenn.)   170. 

[a]  Notice  and  Proof  of  Vacancy 
Necessary. — The  appointment  of  a  trus- 
tee to  fill  a  vacancy  to  administer  a 
public  charity  should  be  made  only 
upon  proof  of  the  existence  of  a 
vacancy  and  notice  to  all  interested 
parties.  Mason  v.  Bloomington  Library 
Assn.,  237  111.  442,  86  N.  E.  1044; 
Ewell  V.  Sneed,  136  Tenn.  602,  191 
S.   W.  131.. 

[b]  Choice  of  Trustee. — Aside  from 
the  general  qualifications  incidental  to 
the  position,  a  trustee  should  also  be 
in  harmony  with  the  purpose  of  the 
trust  which  he  is  to  administer,  and 
it  is  therefore  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  appoint  one  not  in  opposition  or 
hostile  to  the  wishes  of  the  donor. 
Glover  v.  Baker,  76  N.  H.  393,  83  Atl. 
916;  Smith  v.  Nelson,  18  Vt.  511. 

5,  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Where  an  association  or  cor- 
poration originally  named  for  the  posi- 
tion, has  not  yet  been  organized.  Mass. 
Darcey  v.  Kelley,  153  Mass.  433,  26 
N.  E.  1110.  N.  J.— Bruere  v.  Cook,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  624,  52  Atl.  1001.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Deming's  Will,  112  N.  Y.  Supp. 
170. 

6.  XT.  S. — Handley  v.  Palmer,  91 
Fed.  948;  Fuggan  v.  Slocum,  83  Fed. 
244,  Conn. — In  re  Eliot's  Appeal,  74 
Conn.  586,  51  Atl.  558.  Ga.—Thomp- 
son  V.  Hale,  123  Ga.  305,  51  S.  E.  383. 
111. — Mason  v.  Bloomington  Library 
Assn.,  237  111.  442,  86  N.  E.  1044.  la. 
Grant   v.   Saunders,   121    Iowa   80,    95 
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Misconduct  of  the  trustee  in  failing  to  apply  or  in  misapplying  the 
trust  fund  will  justify  a  bill  for  injunction,'  or  an  accounting,^  or  for 
his  removal,^  or  an  information  in  equity  by  the  attorney  general.^" 

Sale  of  Land —  The  trustee  may  obtain  leave  to  sell  land  under  the 
trust  by  instituting  an  action  for  that  purpose, ^^  or  under  some  statutes 
may  proceed  by  summary  petition.^" 

B.  Legal  Proceedings.  —  Mandamus  has  been  resorted  to  to  en- 
force a  legal  right  arising  out  of  a  charitable  trust,^^  but  will  not 
lie  to  enforce  the  administration  of  the  trust  itself.^* 

C.  Jurisdiction  and  Venub.^^  —  A  public  charity,  as  a  general 
rule,  is  administered  according  to  the  law  of  the  donor's  domicile;^* 
but  when  a  gift  is  contrary  to  the  public  policy  of  the  state  where  it 
is  to  be  distributed,  the  courts  of  that  state  may  refuse  to  enforce 
its  administration  and  order  the  fund  returned  to  the  donor's 
domicile.^'  The  courts  of  one  state  or  country  will  not  administer  a 
public  trust  the  funds  of  which  are  to  be  expended  for  charitable  pur- 
poses in  another  state  or  country,^*  but,  having  ordered  the  transfer 
of  the  fund,  will  leave  its  administration  to  the  courts  of  the  foreign 
jurisdiction.^^  However,  where  the  principal  fund  is  required  to  be 
kept  in  one  state  and  merely  its  income  expended  in  a  foreign  state, 


N.  W.  411,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  310. 
Mass. — Chase  v.  Dickey,  212  Mass.  555, 
99  N.  B.  410;  Richardson  v.  Essex 
Institute,  208  Mass.  311,  94  N.  E.  262; 
Hubbard  v.  "Worcester  Art  Museum,  194 
Mass.  280,  80  N.  E.  490,  9  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  689;  Boston  v.  Doyle,  184 
Mass.  373,  68  N.  E.  851;  Bliss  v. 
American  Bible  Soc,  2  Allen  334.  IT.  Y. 
In  re  Powell's  Will,  136  App.  Div. 
830,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  779.  R.  I.— Guild 
V.  Allen,  28  R.  I.  430,  67  Atl.  855; 
Wood  V.  Fourth  Baptist  Church,  26  E. 
I.  594,  61  Atl.  279. 

7.  Seitzinger  v.  Becier,  257  Pa.  264 
101  Atl.   650. 

8.  Seitzinger  v.  Becker,  257  Pa.  264, 
101  Atl.  650. 

9.  Carroll  County  Academy  v.  Gal- 
latin Academy  104  Ky.  621,  47  S.  "W. 
617. 

10.  Attorney-General  v.  Parker,  126 
Mass.  216. 

[a]  As  to  informations  in  equity 
generally,  see  12  Standard  Proc.  705. 

11.  Sailors'  Snug  Harbor  Trustees 
V.  Carmody,  158  App.  Div.  738,  144 
N.  Y.  Supp.  24. 

12.  Sailors'  Snug  Harbor  Trustees 
V.  Carmody,  158  App.  Div.  738,  144 
N.  Y.  Supp.  24. 

13.  Reg.  V.  Abrahams,  4  Q.  B.  157, 
114  Eng.  Reprint  857.  See  People 
ex  rel.  Newman  v.  Sailors'  Snug  Hfti- 
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bor,  54  Barb.   (N.  Y.)  532,  5  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  119. 

14.  Ex  parte  Trustees  of  Rugby 
Charity,  9  Dowl.  &  E.  214,  22  E.  C. 
L.  589. 

15.  See  also  sttpm,  I,  A. 

16.  Green's  Admrs.  v.  Fidelity  Trust 
Co.,  134  Ky.  311,  120  S.  W.  283;  Cham- 
berlain V.  Chamberlain,  43  N.  Y.  424; 
Kennedy  v.  Palmer,  1  Thomp.  &  C.  (N. 
Y.)  581. 

17.  Silcox  V.  Harper,  32  Ga.  639; 
Dammert  v.  Osborn,  140  N.  Y.  30,  35 
N.  E.  407. 

18.  U.  S. — Jones  v.  Habersham,  107 
TJ.  S.  174,  2  Sup.  Ct.  336,  27  L.  ed. 
401;  Duggan  v.  Slocum,  83  Fed.  244, 
affirmed,  92  Fed.  806,  34  C.  C.  A.  676; 
Sickles  V.  New  Orleans,  80  Fed.  868, 
26  C.  C.  A.  204.  N.  J.— Taylor's  Exrs. 
V.  Bryn  Mawr  College,  34  N.  J.  Eq. 
101.  Eng. — Attorney-General  v.  Sturge, 

19  Beav.    597,    23    L.    J.    Ch.    495,   52 
Eng.  Reprint  482. 

19.  Ga. — Silcox  V.  Harper,  32  Ga. 
639.  Ky. — Green's  Admrs.  i>.  Fidelity 
ITrust  Co.,  134  Ky.  311,  120  S.  "W.  283. 
Mass. — Burbank  v.  Whitnev,  24  Pick. 
146,  35  Am.  Dec.  312.  N.  J.— Taylor's 
Exrs.  V.  Bryn  Mawr  College,  34  N.  J. 
Eq.  101.  N.  Y.— Robb  v.  Washington 
&  Jefferson  College,  185  N.  Y.  485,  78 
N.  E.  359;  Chamberlain  v.  Chamber- 
lain, 43  N.  Y.  424;  Parsons  v.  Lyman, 

20  N.  Y.  103,  18  How.  Pr.  193.     Bug. 
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the  courts  of  both  states  mil  act  with  respect  to  the  part  of  the  estate 
within  their  respective  jurisdictions.^" 

D.  Pakties.^^  —  All  interested  parties  should  be  included  in  a  suit 
involving  a  public  charity.^^  The  attorney  general  is  usually  a  proper 
party  plaintiff  in  a  suit  to  enforce  a  charitable  trust,^^  and  a  proper 
party  defendant  representing  the  public  interest  in  a  bill  by  the 
trustees  for  directions  as  to  the  mode  of  executing  their  trust,^*  or 
for  a  transfer  of  the  trust  fund  to  a  new  board  of  trustees.^^  Gen- 
erally all  the  trustees  should  be  joined  in  a  bill  to  determine  the 
disposition  of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  trust  property,^^  and  also  in 
a  suit  to  enjoin  them  from  exceeding  their  instructions.^'  The  heirs 
of  the  donor  should  be  brought  in,  when  they  have  a  possible  interest 
in  the  fund,  in  a  suit  by  the  trustees  for  instructions  as  to  the  execution 
of  their  trust.^* 

E.  Pleading.  —  In  a  suit  relating  to  the  administration  or  en- 


Emery  V.   Hill,  1   Euss.  112,  38  Eng. 
Eeprint  44. 

20.  Green's  Admr.  v.  Fidelity  Trust 
Co.,  134  Ky.  311,  120  S.  W.  283. 

21.  See  the  title  "Parties." 

22.  Attorney-General  v.  Parker,  126 
Mass.  216. 

[a]  Possible  Beneficiaries.  —  Where 
a  residuary  estate  is  to  be  distributed 
for  charitable  purposes  according  to 
the  judgment  of  the  executor,  it  is  not 
necessary  or  proper  to  make  the  vari- 
ous beneficiaries  to  whom  the  executor 
intends  to  distribute  the  fund,  parties 
to  a  bill  or  petition  to  name  them  as 
recipients  of  the  gift.  Gerick's  Exr. 
V.  Gerick,  158  Ky.  478,  165  S.  W.  695. 

23.  IT.  S.  —  Philadelphia  Baptist 
Assn.  V.  Hart's  Exrs.,  4  Wheat.  1,  4 
L.  ed.  499.  Oal.— People  v.  Cogswell, 
113  Cal.  129,  45  Pac.  270,  35  L.  R.  A. 
269.  Conn. — ^Dailey  v.  New  Haven,  60 
Conn.  314,  22  Atl.  945,  14  L.  E.  A. 
69.  III. — People  v.  Braucher,  258  111. 
604,  101  N.  E.  944,  47  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1015;  Attorney-General  v.  Newberry 
Library,  150  111.  229,  37  M.  E.  236; 
Attorney-General  v.  Illinois  Agricul- 
tural College,  85  111.  516.  Ky.— Attor- 
ney-General V.  Wallace's  Devisees,  7 
B.  Mon.  611.  Mass.— Burbank  v.  Bur- 
bank,  152  Mass.  254,  25  N.  E.  427,  9 
L.  E.  A.  748;  Attorney-General  v. 
Parser.  126  Mass.  216;  Jackson  v.  Phil- 
lips, 14  Allen  539.  Mich.— Attorney- 
General  V.  Soule,  28  Mich.  153.  Neb. 
In  re  Creighton's  Estate,  91  Neb.  654, 
136  N.  W.  1001,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  128. 
N.  H.— Haynes  v.  Carr,  70  N.  H.  463, 
49  Atl.  638;  Eolfe  &  Eumford  Asylum 
V.  Lefebre,  69  N.  H.  238,  45  Atl.  1087. 
IT.    J. — Quakertown    Lakatong    Lodge 


No.  114  V.  Franklin  Tp.  Board  of  Edu- 
cation, 84  N.  J.  Eq.  112,  92  Atl.  870. 
N.  Y.— Sailors'  Snug  Harbor  v.  Car- 
mody,  211  N.  Y.  286,  105  N.  E.  543; 
Eothschild  v.  Goldenberg,  58  App.  Div.  ' 
499,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  523;  People  v. 
Powers,  83  Hun  449,  8  Misc.  628,  29 
N.  Y.  Supp.  950,  64  N.  Y.  St.  261. 
Tenn. — State  v.  Elliston,  4  Baxt.  99. 
Can. — Attorney-General  v.  Oxford,  13 
Can.  S.  C.  294. 
See  supra,  I,  A,  1. 

24.  Ark. — Fordyce  v.  Woman 's  Chris- 
tian Nat.  Library  Assn.,  79  Ark.  550, 
96  S.  W.  155,  7  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  485. 
Mass. — Jackson  v.  Phillips,  14  Allen 
539;  Harvard  College  v.  Theological 
Education  Soc,  3  Gray  280.  N.  J. 
Trustees  of  Princeton  University  v. 
Wilson,  78  N.  J.  Eq.  1,  78  Atl.  393; 
Larkin  v.  WikofE,  75  N.'  J.  Eq.  462,  72 
Atl.  98,  79  Atl.  365;  MacKenzie  v. 
Jersey  City  Presbytery,  67  N.  J.  Eq. 
652,  61  Atl.  1027,  3  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
227. 

25.  Women 's  Christian  Assn.  v.  Kan- 
sas City,  147  Mo.  103,  48  S.  W.  960; 
Harvard  College  v.  Theological  Educa- 
tion Soc,  3  Gray  (Mass.)   280. 

26.  See  Crawford  v.  Nies,  220  Mass. 
61,  107  N.  E.  382. 

27.  State  v,  Toledo,  23  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
327. 

28.  Eady  v.  New  Orleans  Fire  Ins. 
Patrol,  126  La.  273,  52  So.  491,  139 
Am.  St.  Eep.  511;  Coleman  v.  New 
Orleans  Fire  Ins.  Patrol,  122  La.  626, 
48  So.  130,  21  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  810; 
Chase  v.  Dickey,  212  Mass.  555,  99 
N.  E.  410. 

[a]  When  no  reverter  arises  on  a 
breach  or  violation  of  a  public  trust; 
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forcement  of  public  charities,  the  bill  should  conform  to  the  general 
rules  of  pleading  in  suits  in  equity.''^ 

F.^  Judgment  or  Decree.^"  —  Generally,  in  a  case  where  the  trustee 
is  guilty  of  faulty  administration  of  the  trust,  the  decree  should  be 
for  specific  performance  and  not  for  a  return  of  the  trust  fund  to  the 
donor  or  his  heirs.^' 

II.  CHARITABLE  ORGANIZATIONS.  — A.  Actions  Against.^^ 
An  action  will  lie  against  a  charitable  institution  to  enforce  its  liabil- 
ity whether  arising  ex  contractu,^'  or  ex  delicto.^* 

B.  Proceedings  To  Dissolve.^^  —  Where  the  statute  provides  a 
method  for  dissolving  a  charitable  organization,  that  method  should 


the  heirs  of  'the  donor  are  not  neces- 
sary parties  in  a  suit  for  directions  as 
to  the  execution  of  the  trust.  Mo. 
Sandusky  v.  Sandusky,  265  Mo.  219, 
177  S.  W.  390.  N.  H.— Glover  v.  Baker, 
76  N.  H.  393,  83  Atl.  916.  N.  J.— Trus- 
tees of  Princeton  University  v.  Wilson, 
78  N.  J.  Eq.   1,  78  Atl.  393. 

29.  See  generally  the  title  "Bills 
and  Answers." 

[a]  The  essential  facts  should  be 
set  forth.  People  v.  Braucher,  258  111. 
604,  101  N.  E.  944,  47  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1015;  Attorney-General  v.  Bedard,  218 
Mass.  378,  105  N.  E.  993. 

[b]  Strict  formality  in  pleading  in 
a  proceeding  of  this  kind  is  not  always 
necessary.  Bliss  v.  Linden  Cemetery 
Assn.,  81  N.  J.  Bq.  394,  87  Atl.  224; 
Attorney-General  v.  Warren,  2  Swanst. 
291,  36  Eng.  Reprint  627;  Attorney- 
General  V.  Brereton,  2  Ves.  Sen.  425, 
28  Eng.  Reprint  272. 

30.  See  the  titles  "Decrees;" 
"Judgments." 

31.  Cal. — ^People  v.  Cogswell,  113 
Cal.  129,  45  Pac.  270,  35  L.  E.  A.  269. 
Ga. — Huger  v.  Protestant  Episcopal 
Church,  137  Ga.  205,  73  S.  E.  380. 
Mass. — Sanderson  v.  White,  18  Pick. 
328,  29  Am.  Dec.  591;  King's  Chapel 
V.  Pelham,  9  Mp,a8.  501.  Mo. — Lack- 
land V.  Walker,  151  Mo.  210,  52  S.  W. 
414;  First  Baptist  Church  v.  Eobber- 
son,  71  Mo.  326.  N.  Y. — Associate 
Alumni  v.  General  Theological  Sem- 
inary, 163  N.  Y.  417,  57  N.  E.  626. 
Pa. — Hamilton  v.  John  C.  Mercer 
Home,  228  Pa.  410,  77  Atl.'  630.  R.  I. 
Brice  v.  All  Saints'  Memorial  Chapel, 
31  E.  L  183,  76  Atl.  774;  Brown  v. 
Meeting  St.  Baptist  Soc,  9  E.  I.  177. 
Va. — ^Emory  &  Henry  College  v.  Shoe- 
maker College,  92  Va.  320,  23  S.  E. 
765. 


32.  See  generally  the  title  "Asso- 
ciations.' ' 

33.  HI. — Armstrong  v.  Wesley  Hos- 
pital, 170  111.  App.  81.  N.  Y.— Ward 
v.  St.  Vincent's  Hospital,  39  App.  Div. 
624,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  784.  Tenn.— Hall- 
Moody  Institute  v.  Copass,  108  Tenn. 
582,  69  S.  W.  327.' 

34.  Cal. — Thomas  v.  German  Gen. 
Benevolent  Soc,  168  Cal.  183,  141  Pac. 
1186.  Minn. — Mclnerny  v.  St.  Luke's 
Hospital  Assn.  of  Duluth,  122  Minn. 
10,  141  N.  W.  837,  46  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
548.  N.  H. — Hewett  v.  Woman's  Hos- 
pital Aid  Assn.,  73  N.  H.  556,  64  Atl. 
190,  7  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  496.  Tex. 
Armendorez  v.  Hotel  Dieu  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  145  S.  W,  1030.  Mich.— Gallon 
V.  House  of  Good  Shepherd,  158  Mich. 
361,  122  N.  W.  631,  133  Am. 
St.  Rep.  387,  24  L.  R.  A.  (K 
S.)  286;  Bruce  v.  Central  M.  E. 
Church,  147  Mich.  230,  110  N.  W. 
951,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  74.  N.  Y. 
Kellogg  V.  Church  Charity  Foundation, 
203  N.  Y.  191,  96  N.  E.  406,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913A,  883,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.^ 
481  (reversed,  135  App.  Div.  839,  120 
N.  Y.  Sujp.  406);  Hordern  v.  Salva- 
tion Army,  199  N.  Y.  233,  92  N.  E. 
626,  139  Am.  St.  Eep.  889,  32  L.  R. 
A.  (N.  S.)  62  {reversed,  131  App.  Div. 
900,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  1125);  Gartland 
V.  N.  Y.  Zoological  Soc,  135  App.  Div. 
163,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  24;  Van  Ingen 
V.  Jewish  Hospital  of  Brooklyn,  164 
N.  Y.  Supp.  832.  K.  I.— Basabo  v.  Sal- 
vation Army,  35  E.  I.  22,  85  Atl.  120, 
42  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1144.  Va.— Hos- 
pital of  St.  Vincent  of  Paul  v.  Thomp- ' 
son,  116  Va.  101,  81  S.  E.  15,  51  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  1025. 

35.  As  to  dissolution  of  corporations 
generaUy,  see  the  title  "Winding  Up 
Coiporations." 
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be.  strictly  followed  or  its  provisions  will  be  unavailable.^*  In  the 
absence  of  statutory  authority  the  organization  cannot,  as  a  general 
rule,  by  an  act  of  its  stockholders  or  board  of  directors,  dissolve 
itself,^'  but  in  a  proper  case  a  court  of  equity  will  decree  its  dis- 
solution.^* 


36.  In  re  Humane  Fire  Co.'b  Ap- 
peal, 88  Pa.  389. 

37.  Sumner  Lodge,  No.  180,  I.  0. 
O.  F.  V.  Odd  Fellows  Home,  77  N.  J. 
Eq.  386,  77  Atl.  36.  See  Penfield  v. 
Skinner^  11  Vt.  296,  where  certain  acts 


of  an  association  are  held  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  dissolution. 

38.  People  v.  Dispensary  &  Hospital 
Soc,  7  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  304,  breach  of 
trust. 
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PUBLIC  DRUNKENNESS 


By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.  PROSECUTIONS  FOR,  GENERALLY,  872 

II.  INDICTMENT,  INFORMATION,  OR  COMPLAINT,  872 
ni.    TRIAL,  873 


CEOSS-REFEEEirCES: 

Disorderly  Conduct;  Intoxicating  Liquors; 

Nuisance. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  1010,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  PROSECUTIONS  FOR,  GENERALLY.  —  Public  drunkenness, 
though  not  an  offense  at  common  law  unless  it  amounts  to  a  nuisance,^ 
is  universally  made  so  by  statute,  and  subjects  the  offender  to  a 
criminal  prosecution.^ 

II.  INDICTMENT,  INFORMATION,  OR  COMPLAINT.^  —  Every 
material  element  of  the  offense  should  be  charged  in  substantial  com- 
pliance with  the  statute,*  and,  as  in  other  cases,  it  is  sufficient  to  fol- 
low the  language  o^  the  statute  where  every  element  of  the  crime 


1.  See  the  following  cases:  Elan. 
State  V.  Brown,  38  Kan.  390,  16  Pae. 
259.  N.  J.— State  v.  Locker,  50  N.  J. 
L.  512,  14  Atl.  749.  N.  C— State  v. 
Deberry,  27  N.  C.  371.  Term. — Tipton 
17.  State,  2  Yerg.  542. 

2.  Ind. — State  v.  Sevier,  117  Ind. 
338,  20  N.  E.  245;  State  v.  Waggoner, 
52  Ind.  481.  Kan.— State  v.  Brown,  38 
Kan.  390,  16  Pae.  259.  Mo.— St.  Jo- 
seph V.  Harris,  59  Mo.  App.  122.  N.  H. 
State  V.  Stevens,  36  N.  H.  59.  N.  C. 
State  V.  McNineh,  87  N.  C.  567.  Tex. 
Murchison  t:  State,  24  Tex.  App.  8,  5 
S.  W.  508. 

[a]  In  England  drunkenness  became 
an  object  of  statutory  cognizance  in 
the  reign  of  James  I,  4  Jac.  1,  e,  5. 

3.  See  generally  the  title  "Indict- 
ment and  Infoimation." 

4.  Conn. — State  v.  Bromley,  25 
Conn.  6.  Me.^State  v.  Carville,  14 
Atl.  942.     Mass. — Com.  v.  McNamara, 
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116  Mass.  340.  Mo. — Gallatin  v.  Tar- 
water,  143  Mo.  40,  44  S.  W.  750;  St. 
Joseph  V.  Harris,  59  Mo.  App.  122.  B.  I. 
Alexander  v.  Card,  3  E.  I.  145.  Vt. 
State  V.   Austin,   62   Vt.   291,   19   Atl. 

iir. 

[a]  "Indecently  drunk"  has  been 
held  to  be  substantially  the  same  as 
the  statute's  terms  defining  the  of- 
fense of  drunkenness — ' '  intoxicated 
under  such  circumstances  as  amount  to 
a  violation  of  decency."  Alexander 
V.  Card,  3  R.  I.  145. 

[b]  Found  Intoxicated. — Where  a 
statute  makes  it  an  offense  to  be 
"found  intoxicated,"  an  indictment  is 
not  sufficient  which  merely  alleges  that 
the  defendant  "was  drunk  and  intoxi- 
cated" at  a  certain  time  and  place. 
State  V.  Bromley,  25  Conn.  6. 

[c]  Annoyance  of  Others. — When 
the  statute  makes  it  an  offense  when 
one  is  drunk  to  the  annoyance  of  the 
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is  included  therein."  The  time^  the  offense  was  committed  should  be 
charged,  as  well  as  facts  showing  it  to  have  been  committed  in  a 
public  place'  within  the  venue  of  the  eourt.^ 

A  prior  conviction  of  drunkenness  where  that  fact  bears  on  the  pun- 
ishment, should  be  alleged.* 

III.  TRIAL.i"  Instrac;tions —  Under  a  statute  making  it  an  offense 
to  be  drunk  in  a  "public  place,"  the  court  should  define  the  phrase,^^ 
and  on  undisputed  evidence  showing  the  place  was  in  fact  a  public 
place,  should  so  instruct  the  jury.^'' 


publie,  such  annoyance  must  be  al- 
leged in  the  indictment.  St.  Joseph 
V.  Harris,  59  Mo.  App.  122. 

[d]  Duplicity. — A  complaint  which 
charges  the  defendant  with  being 
drunk  ' '  on  the  streets  and  sidewalks 
and  in  the  business  houses,"  under  an 
ordinance  prohibiting  drunkenness  dis- 
junctively in  such  places,  is  not  du- 
plieitous.  Gallatin  v.  Tarwater,  153 
Mo.  40,  44  S.  W.  750.  See  12  Stand- 
ard Proc.  507. 

[e]  But  averments  of  non-essen- 
tials are  surplusage  and  should  not  be 
made.  Ga. — Mathis  v.  State,  11  Ga. 
App.  95,  74  S.  E.  713.  Mich.— People 
V.  Eadley,  127  Mich.  627,  86  N.  W. 
1029,  holding  that  "habitual  drunken- 
ness" need  not  be  alleged  in  an  indict- 
ment for  "drunkenness."  Tenn. 
Tipton  V.  State,  2  Yerg.  542,  holding 
the  offense  need  not  be  alleged  as 
committed  vi  et  armis.  Vt. — State  v. 
Kelly,  47  Vt.  294,  holding  it  not  neces- 
sary to  aver  the  means  by  which  de- 
fendant became  intoxicated. 

5.  Ind.— State  v.  Weldh,  88  Ind. 
308.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Whitney,  5  Qray 
85;  Com.  v.  Boon,  2  Gray  74.  Mo. 
Gallatin  v.  Tarwater,  143  Mo.  40,  44 
S.  W.  750.  E.  I.— State  v.  Kelly,  12 
E.  I.  535. 

See  12  Standard  Peoc.  442. 

6.  Com.  V.  Toley,  99  Mass.  499. 
See  12  Standard  Peoc.  411. 

7.  Ga. — Mathis  v.  State,  11  Ga.  App. 
95,  74  S.  E.  713;  Burkes  v.  State,  7 
Ga.  App.  39,  65  S.  E.  1091.  Ind.— State 
V.  Welch,  88  Ind.  308;  State  v.  Mori- 
arty,  74  Ind.  103;  State  v.  Waggoner, 
52  Ind.  481;  State  17.  Sowers,  52  Ind. 
311.  Kan. — State  v.  Brown,  38  Kan. 
390,  16  Pae.  259.  Me. — State  v.  Mc- 
Loon,  78  Me.  420,  6  Atl.  601.  Tenn. 
State  V.  Kelly,  138  Tenn.  84,  195  S.  W. 
1126.  Tex. — Howard  v.  State,  76  Tex. 
Crim.  297,  174  S.  W.  607;  Murrey  v. 
State,  48  Tex.  Crim.  219,  87  8.  W. 
349. 


See  generally,  12  Standard  Proc. 
426. 

[a]  That  it  was  on  a  public  high- 
way should  be  stated  when  the  stat- 
ute makes  it  an  offense  to  be  intoxi- 
cated on  a  public  highway.  Burkes  v. 
State,  7  Ga.  App.  39,  65  S.  B.  1091. 

[b]  That  he  was  "openly,  publicly, 
commonly,  and  notoriously  drunk," 
sufficient.  State  v.  Kelly,  138  Tenn. 
84,  195  S.  W.  1126. 

[c]  "A  restaurant  to  which  people 
commonly  resort  for  the  purpose  of 
eating  and  purchasing  refreshments," 
shows  a  public  place  in  a  complaint 
charging  defendant  with  the  offense 
of  drunkenness.  Howard  v.  State,  76 
Tex.  Crim.  297,  174  S.   W.  607. 

[d]  "A  grand  jury  room,  when  the 
grand  jury  is  in  session,  is  a  public 
place."  Clinton  v.  State,  63  Tex. 
Crim.  446,  142  S.  W.  591. 

[e]  An  insu£Bcient  allegation  of 
drunkenness  in  a  public  place  is  illus- 
trated by  the  averment  "In  a  certain 
public  place,  to  wit,  in  the  town  of 
Hamilton,  and  near  the  Hamilton  and 
Hico  public  road,  .at  a  building  known 
as  the  '  Old  Graves  Mill. '  ' '  This  al- 
legation charges  that  the  offense  was 
committed  at  the  mill,  not  in  the  pub- 
lie  road,  and  to  be  sufficient  would 
have  to  aver  that  the  mill  was  at  the 
time  in  question  a  public  place  and 
resorted  to  by  the  public.  Murrey  v. 
State,  48  Tex.  Crim.  219,  87  S.  W.  349. 

8.  State  V.  Kelly,  138  Tenn.  84, 
195  S.  W.  1126;  Howard  v.  State,  76 
Tex.  Crim.  297,  174  S.  W.  607.  See 
also  Gallatin  v.  Tarwater,  143  Mo.  40, 
44  S.  W.  750. 

9.  Com.  V.  Harrington,  130  Mass. 
35;  Com.  t'.  Miller,  8  Gray  (Mass.) 
484.      See  12  Standard  Peoc.  354. 

10.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial." 

11.  Ellis  V.  Archer,  38  S.  D.  285, 
161  N.  W.  192. 

12.  Ellis  V.  Archer,  38  S.  D.  285, 
161  N.  W.  192. 
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Questions  for  Jury.13  —What  is  a  public  place,  under  proper  in- 
structions by  the  court,  is  generally  a  question  for  the  jury,^*  as  is 
also  the  condition  of  defendant,  that  is,  whether  or  not  he  was  drunk,^^ 
and  if  he  became  so  voluntarily.^* 


[a]  "Where  it  is  a  question  of  fact 
and  not  a  matter  of  law,  the  eourt  is 
not  authorized  or  justified  in  charg- 
ing the  jury  that  such  place  is  a  pub- 
lic place."  Clinton  v.  State,  64  Tex. 
Crim.  446,  142  S.  W.  591.  See  also 
Johnson  v.  State,  1  Ga.  App.  195,  58 
S.  E.  265. 

13.  See  generally  the  title  "Prov- 
ince  of  Judge  and  Jury." 

14.  January  v.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim. 
302,  146  S.  W.  555;  Clinton  v.  State, 
63  Tex.  Crim.  446,  142  S.  W.  591. 

15.  Ark.— Brooke  v.  State,  86  Ark. 
364,  111  S.  W.  471.  Ga. — Barrentine  v. 
State,  18  Ga.  App.  726,  90  S.  E.  372; 
Sullivan    v.    State,    17    Ga.    App.    122, 
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86  S.  E.  287;  Lovett  v.  State,  13  Ga. 
App.  71,  78  S.  E.  857;  Haines  v.  State, 
8  Ga.  App.  627,  70  S.  E.  84;  Patterson 
V.  State,  8  Ga.  App.  454,  69  S.  E.  591. 
Neb. — Ereeburg  v.  State,  92  Neb.  346, 
138  N.  W.  143,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  1101. 

[a]  Condition  of  Accused. — While 
the  term  "drunkenness"  has  been  de- 
fined by  many  courts,  it  is  sometimes 
sai'd  that  the  word  sufficiently  de- 
scribes itself  and  that  the  condition  of 
the  accused  should  be  determined  by 
the  jury  from  the  facts  in  the  case. 
Brooke  v.  State;  86  Ark.  364,  111  S.  W. 
471. 

16.  Com.  V.  Hughes,  133  Mass.  496; 
State  V.  Pratt,  34  Vt.  322. 
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(I.)     Remedies  Available,  890 
(11.)     Parties,  890 
(III.)     Pleading,  890 
b.    Lease  of  School  Lamds,  891 
B.    Proceedings  for  Injuries  to  State  Lamds,  891 
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b.  Pleading,  891 
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2.  Criminal  Prosecutions,  892 

CROSS-BEFEBEKTCES: 

Escheat;  Mines  and  Minerals; 

Indians ;  Railroads ; 

Judgments  and  Decrees,  Schools  and  School  Districts; 

Enforcement  of;  United  States; 

Lands  and  Laud  Transfers;  Waters  and  Watercourses. 

As  to  presumptions,  burden  of  proof  and  evidence  relating  to  public 
lands  generally,  see  10  Bncy.  of  Ev.  361. 

As  to  levying  on  interests  in  public  lands,  see  15  Standaed  Peoc. 
846. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  FEDERAL  LANDS.  —  A.  Acquisition  and  Peotection  op 
Title  to.  —  1.  Jurisdiction  of  Land  Department.  —  The  administra- 
tion of  the  public  lands  is  vested  in  the  land  department.^  It  has 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  matters  in  reference  to  the  equitable  rights 
to  such  lands,^  and  to  it  has  been  confided  the  power  to  dispose  of 


1.  Kirwan    v.    Murphy,    189    U.    S. 
35,  23  Sup.  Ct.  599,  47  L.  ed.  698. 

2.  tJ.  S. — Lane  v.  United  States  ex 
rel.  Mickadiet,  241  V.  S.  201,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  599,  60  L.  ed.  956;  United  States 
ex  rel.  Knight  v.  Lane,  228  U.  S.  6, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  407,  57  L.  ed.  709;  Ore- 
gon V.  Hitchcock,  202  U.  S.  60,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  568,  50  L.  ed.  935;  Humbird  i 
Avery,  195  U.  S.  480,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
123,  49  L.  ed.  286;  Cosmos  Exploration 
Co.  V.  Gray  Eagle  Oil  Co.,  190  V.  b. 
301,  23  Sup.  Ct.  692,  24  Sup.  Ct.  860, 
47  L.  ed.  1064;  United  States  v.  Bag- 
nell  Timber  Co.,  178  Fed.  795,  102  C. 
C.  A.  243;  Jones  v.  Hoover,  144  Fed. 
217;  Sage  v.  United  States,  140  Fed. 
65,  71  C.  C.  A.  404;  Northern  Lumber 
Co.  V.  O'Brien,  124  Fed.  819.  Alaska. 
Sheldon  v.  Seatter,  4  Alaska  95;  Allen 
17.  Myers,  1  Alaska  114.  Ariz. — War- 
nekros  v.  Cowan,  13  Ariz,  42,  108  Pac. 
238.  Ark. — Jimmerson  v.  Fordyce 
Lumber  Co.,  106  Ark.  127,  152  S.  W. 
1022.       Cal. — Thompson  v.   Basler,  148 
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Cal.  646,  84  Pac.  161,  113  Am.  St. 
Rep.  321;  Gage  v.  Gunther,  136  Cal. 
338,  68  Pao.  710,  89  Am.  St.  Rep. 
141;  Brandt  v.  Wheaton,  52  Cal.  430. 
Dak. — Vantongeren  v.  Heflfernan,  S 
Dak.  180,  38  N.  W.  52;  Forbes  v. 
Driscoll,  4  Dak.  336,  31  N.  W.  633. 
Fla. — Smith  V.  Love,  49  Fla.  230,  38 
So.  376.  Idaho. — ^Le  Fevre  v.  Amon- 
son,  11  Idaho  45,  81  Pac.  71.  la. 
Wood  V.  Murray,  85  Iowa  505,  52  N. 
W.  356.  La. — ^Marks  v.  Martin,  27 
La.  Ann.  527;  Copley  v.  Dinkgrave,  25 
La.  Ann.  577.  Minn. — Sims  v.  Morri- 
son, 92  Minn.  341,  100  N.  W.  88;  St. 
Paul,  M.  &  M.  By.  Co.  v.  Olson,  87 
Minn.  117,  91  N.  "W.  294,  94  Am. 
St.  Rep.  693;  Matthews  v.  O'Brien,  84 
Minn.  505,  88  N.  W.  12.  Neb.--Mor- 
ton  V.  Green,  2  Neb.  441.  N.  M. 
Van  Patten  v.  Boyd,  20  N.  M.  250, 
150  Pao.  917.  N.  D. — Zimmerman  ■». 
McCurdy,  15  N.  D.  79,  106  N.  W. 
125;  Healey  v.  Forman,  14  N.  D.  449, 
105  N.  W.  233;   Grandin  v.  La  Bar,  3 
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them  by  patent.^  But  after  title  has  passed  from  the  government  to 
another  the  land  department  has  no  jurisdiction  to  take  any  action 
relating  thereto,*  though  it  may  correct  ministerial  and  clerical  errors 
in  the  patent,^  or  recall  a  patent  which  has  not  been  accepted.^ 

2.  Civil  Proceedings  in  Courts.  —  a.  Prior  to  Patent.  —  The  courts 
will  by  mandamus  compel  the  land  department  to  exercise  jurisdiction 
in  a  proper  case/  and  will  grant  appropriate  relief  to  protect  the 
contractual  rights  of  the  parties  pending  a  final  determination  of  a 
controversy  before  the  department.*  But  they  will  in  no  case  inter- 
fere to  control  the  department  in  carrying  out  the  powers  vested  iti  it.' 


3Sr.  D.  446,  57  N.  W.  241.  Okla. 
Thompson  v.  Hill,  48  Okla.  304,  150 
Pac.  203;  Hamilton  v.  Foster,  16  Okla. 
220,  82  Pac.  821;  Jordan  v.  Smith, 
12  Okla.  703,  73  Pac.  308;  Adams  v. 
Couch,  1  Okla.  17,  26  Pac.  1009.  Ore. 
Frink  v.  Thomas,  20  Ore.  265,  25  Pao 
717,  12  L.  K.  A.  239;  Moore  v.  Fields 
1  Ore.  317;  Pin  v.  Morris,  1  Ore.  230 
S.  D. — Reservation  State  Bank  v. 
Hoist,  17  S.  D.  240,  95  N.  W.  931, 
70  L.  E.  A.  799.  Wash.— Kendall  r 
Long,  66  Wash.  62,  119  Pac.  9;  Gau- 
thier  v.  Morrison,  62  Wash.  572,  114 
Pac.  501.  Wash.  Ter. — Colwell  v. 
Smith,  1  Wash.  Ter.  92.  Wis.— Empey 
V.  Plugert,  64  Wis.  603,  25  N.  W. 
560. 

3.  United  States  ex  reZ.  Eiversido 
Oil  Co.  V.  Hitchcock,  190  U.  S.  316, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  698,  47  L.  ed.  1074; 
Smelting  Co.  v.  Kemp,  104  V.  S.  636, 
26  L.  ed.  875;  United  States  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 15  Pet.  (U.  8.)  407,  10  L. 
ed.  785. 

4.  Emblen  v.  Lincoln  Land  Co., 
184  U.  S.  660,  22  Sup.  Ct.  523,  46 
L.  ed.  736;  In  re  Emblen,  161  V.  8. 
52,  16  Sup.  Ct.  487,  40  L.  ed.  613; 
Frisbie  v.  Whitney,  9  Wall.  (U.  8.) 
187,  19  L.  ed.  668. 

5.  Marsh  v.  Nichols,  Shepard  &  Co., 
128  U.  S.  605,  9  Sup.  Ct.  168,  32  L. 
ed.  538,  where  (a  necessary  signature 
was  endorsed  on  the  patent  after  its 
issuance);  Bell  v.  Hearne,  19  How. 
(U.  S.)  252,  15  L.  ed.  614,  where  an 
error  was  made  in  the  patentee's  name 
and  after  issuance  of  the  patent  cor- 
rected. 

6.  Maguire  v.  Tyler,  8  Wall.  (U. 
S.)   650,  19  L.  ed.  320. 

7.  See  the  title  "Mandamus,"  and 
particularly    19    Standard    Peoc.    174. 

8.  U.  S. — Turner  v.  Sawyer,  150  U. 
S.  578,  14  Sup.  Ct.  192,  37  L.  ed.  1189; 
Marquez  v.  Frisbie,  101  U.  S.  473, 
25  L,   ed.   800;   Jones  v.   Hoover,   144 


Fed.  217;  Northern  Lumber  Go.  v. 
O'Brien,  124  Fed.  819.  Alaska. 
Heine  v.  Both,  2  Alaska  416.  Ariz. 
Warnekroa  v.  Cowan,  13  Ariz.  42,  108 
Pac.  238.  Colo. — Fulmele  v.  Camp, 
20  Colo.  495,  39  Pac.  407.  la.— Wood 
V.  Muri'ay,  85  Iowa  505,  52  N.  W. 
356.  Minn. — Matthews  v.  O'Brien, 
84  Minn.  505,  88  N.  W.  12.  N.  D. 
Zimmerman  v.  McCurdy,  15  N.  D.  79, 
106  N.  W.  125.  Okla.— Clack  v.  Deihl, 
5  Okla.  148,  48  Pac.  178;  Eeaves  v. 
Oliver,  3  Okla.  62,  41  Pac.  353;  Sproat 
V.  Durland,  2  Okla.  24,  35  Pae.  682, 
886.  Ore. — Woodsides  v.  Rickey,  1 
Ore.  108.  S.  D. — Eeservation  State 
Bank  v.  Hoist,  17  S.  D.  240,  95  N.  W. 
931,  70  L.  E.  A.  799.  Wash.— Colwell 
V.  Smith,  1  Wash.  Ter.  92.  Wyo. 
Laramie  Nat.  Bank  v.  Steinhoff,  13 
Wyo.   290,    71   Pac.   992,    73   Pac.    209. 

[a]  A.  party's  possessory  rigfits 
will  be  protected.  Gauthier  v.  Mor- 
rison, 232  U.  S.  452,  34  Sup.  Ct.  384, 
58  L.  ed.  680;  McQuiston  v.  Walton, 
12  Okla.  130,  69  Pac.  1048;  Brown  v. 
Hartshorn,  12  Okla.  121,  69  Pac.  1049; 
Woodruff  V.  Wallace,  3  Okla.  355,  41 
Pac.  357. 

[b]  Preemptor's  Right.  —  Where 
one  has  legally  preempted  certain  pub- 
lic land  and  dispossession  is  threatened 
by  another,  the  courts  will  entertain 
an  application  for  an  injunction  to 
protect  the  legally  qualified  preemp- 
tor's right  to  possession.  Jackson  v. 
Jackson,  17  Ore.  110,  19  Pac.  847. 
See  also  Spokane  Falls  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Ziegler,  167  U.  S.  65,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
728,  42  L.  ed.  79,  and  Florida  C.  &  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bell,  87  Fed.  369,  31  C.  C. 
A.  9.  But  compare  King  v,  Lawson, 
84  Fed.  209  (where  an  injunction  was 
denied  a  homesteader  to  protect  his 
possession);  Butler  v.  Shafer,  67  Fed. 
161. 

9.  Kirwan  v.  Murphy,  189  V.  S. 
35,  54,  23  Sup.  Ct.  599,  47  L.  ed.  698; 
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b.  After  Issuance  of  Patent.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  After  issuance 
of  the  patent  the  courts  may  compel  the  head  of  the  land  department 
to  perform  ministerial  acts  relating  to  the  patent  which  he  refuses 
to  perform,^"  or  to  refrain  from  doing  an  act  which  is  ultra  vires 
and  beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority,^^  and  it  is  likewise  the  province 
of  the  courts  to  settle  any  controversy  concerning  the  title  acquired 
through  the  patent.^^ 

(II.)  Review  of  Decisions  of  Iiand  Department. —  (A.)  Appeal.  — No  rem- 
edy by  appeal  is  available  to  review  the  proceedings  of  the  land  de- 
partment.^^ 

(B.)    Bill  in  Equity.  —  (1.)    In  General.  —  Where  a  patent  is  obtained 


Brown  v.  Hitchcock,  173  TJ.  S.  473. 
19  Sup.  Ct.  485,  43  L.  ed.  772;  TJnitea 
States  V.  Schurz,  102  U.  S.  378,  39G, 
26  L.  ed.  167;  Litchfield  v.  Eegister 
&  Receiver,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  575,  19 
L.  ed.  681. 

10.  Brown  v.  Hitchcock,  173  TJ.  S. 
473,  19  Sup.  Ct.  485,  43  L.  ed.  772; 
TTnited  States  ex  rel.  Levey  v.  Stock- 
slager,  129  TJ.  S.  470,  9  Sup.  Ct.  382, 
32  L.  ed.  785;  TJnited  States  v.  Schurz, 
102  TJ.  S.  378,  26  L.  ed.  167;  Collins 
r.  Jenkins,  44  App.  Cas.   (D.   C.)    182. 

[a]  Mandamus. — In  a  case  where 
a  patent  has  been  duly  executed,  but 
the  land  department  refuses  to  de- 
liver it,  mandamus  to  the  secretary  of 
the  interior  to  deliver  the  patent  to 
the  relator  should  be  granted.  TJnited 
States  V.  Schurz,  102  TJ.  S.  378,  26 
L.  ed.  167. 

11.  Germania  Iron  Co.  v.  TJnited 
States,  165  TJ.  S.  379,  17  Sup.  Ct.  337, 
41  L.  ed.  754;  Noble  v.  Union  Eiver 
Logging  E.  Co.,  147  U.  S.  165,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  271,  37  L.  ed.  123;  Header  v.  Nor 
ton,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  442,  20  L.  ed. 
184. 

[a]  Injunction  to  restrain  the  sec- 
retary of  the  interior  from  annulling 
an  act  of  his  predecessor,  which  act 
operated  to  give  effect  to  a  grant  of 
public  lands  to  a  railroad  corporation. 
Noble  V.  TJnion  Eiver  Logging  R.  Co., 
147  TJ.  S.  165,  13  Sup.  Ct.  271,  37 
L.  ed.  123.  See  also  TJnited  States 
V.  Stone,  2  Wall.  (TJ.  S.)  525,  17  L. 
ed.   765. 

12.  U.  S. — ^Bockfinger  v.  Foster, 
190  TJ.  8.  116,  23  Sup.  Ct.  836,  47  L. 
ed.  975;  Iron  Silver  Mining  Co.  r. 
Campbell,  135  V.  S.  286,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
765,  34  L.  ed.  155.  D.  C— Lane  v. 
Watts,  41  App.  Cas.  139.  La. — Walsh 
V.  Lallande,  25  La.  Ann.  188.  Minn. 
Sage    V.    Eudnick,    91    Minn.    325,    98 
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N.  W.  89,  100  N.  W.  106.  Olda. 
Howe  V.  Parker,  18  Okla.  282,  90 
Pac.  15;  Kirtlpy  v.  Dvkes,  10  Okla. 
16,  62  Pac.  808.  Wash.— Northern 
Pac.  E.  Co.  V.  Spray,  27  Wash.  1,  67 
Pac.  377. 

[la]  General  Statement.  — ■ ' '  When, 
by  the  action  of  these  officers  (of  the 
land  office)  and  of  the  President  of 
the  TJnited  States,  in  issuing  a  patent 
to  a  citizen  the  title  to  the  lands  has 
passed  from  the  government,  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  real  ownership  of  them 
is  open  in  the  proper  courts  to  all 
the  considerations  appropriate  to  the 
case.  And  this  is  so,  whether  the 
suit  is  by  the  TJnited  States  to  set 
aside  the  patent  and  recover  back  the 
title  so  conveyed,  .  .  .  or  by  an 
individual  to  cause  the  title  conveyed 
,by  the  patent  to  be  held  in  trust  for 
him  by  the  patentee  on  account  of 
equitable  circumstances  which  entitle 
the  complainant  to  such  relief."  TJnit- 
ed States  ex  rel.  McBride  v.  Schurz, 
102  U.  S.  378,  396,  26  L.  ed.  167. 

[b]  By  Bill  in  Chancery. — After 
lands  have  lost  the  character  of  public 
lands,  the  only  way  in  which  their 
title  can  be  impeached  is  by  a  bill  in 
chancery.  The  party  holding  the 
patent  thereto  cannot  be  required  to 
answer  to  the  o£a.cial8  of  the  land  de- 
partment any  question  concerning  such 
patent.  Love  v.  Flahive,  205  TJ.  S. 
195,  27  Sup.  Ct.  486,  51  L.  ed.  768; 
Moore  v.  Eobbins,  96  TJ.  S.  530,  24 
L.  ed.  848;  Lindsey  v.  Hawes,  2  Black 
(TJ.  S.)  554,  17  L.  ed.  265;  Lytle  V. 
Arkansas,  22  How.  (TJ.  S.)  193,  16 
!L.  ed.  306  (affirming  17  Ark.  608); 
Bailey  v.  Sanders,  177  Fed.  667,  101 
C.  C.  A.  293 ;  Bozarth  v.  Mitchells 
(Okla,),    157   Pac.    1051. 

13.  Quinby  v.  Conlan,  104  U.  S. 
420,  26  L.  ed.  800. 
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tihrough  fraud,  inadvertence  or  mistake,  a  bill  in  equity,^*  or  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity"  will  lie  to  cancel  or 
annul  it.^^  Equity  will  also  quiet  title  to  such  patent  in  favor  of  a 
rightful  claimant  and  against  the  patentee,^^  or  in  a  proper  case  will 
constitute  the  patentee  a  trustee  for  the  claimant.^^ 


14.  U.  S.— Moran  v.  Horskyj  178 
V.  S.  205,  20  Sup.  Ct.  856,  44  L.  ed. 
1038;  United  States  v.  San  Jacinto 
Tin  Co.,  125  U.  S.  273,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
850,  31  L.  ed.  747;  Kaxwell  Land 
Grant  Case,  121  U.  S.  325,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
1015,  30  L.  ed.  949;  United  States  v. 
Stone,  2  Wall.  525,  17  L.  ed.  765; 
United  States  v.  Throckrtiorton,  98  U. 
S.  61,  25  L.  ed.  93;  United  States  v. 
Hughes,  11  How.  552,  18  L.  ed.  809; 
Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Budzisz,  82  Fed. 
160;  Carter  v.  Thompson,  65  Fed.  329. 
Idaho. — Johnson  v.  Hurst^  10  Idaho 
308,  77  Pae.  784.  Kan. — Houck  v. 
Kelsey,  17  Kan.  333.  lUimi. — Lam- 
phrey  v.  Mead,  54  Minn.  290,  55  N. 
W.  1132,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  328;  Dawson 
V.  Mayall,  45  Minn.  408,  48  N.  W. 
12.  Ohio. — Hall  v.  Prindle,  2  Ohio 
Dec.  (Reprint)  261.  Utah.— Ferry  v. 
Street,  4  Utah  521,  7  Pae.  712,  11 
Pae.  571. 

[a]  An  accounting  may  be  had  in 
the  suit.  Southern  Pae.  R.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  200  U.  S.  841,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  296,  50  L.  ed.  507,  aprrmng  133 
Fed.  651,  66  C.  C.  A.  581,  117  Fed. 
544. 

[b]  Effect  of  Indiotment. — Where 
a  patent  to  public  land  is  obtained  by 
fraud,  the  fact  that  the  guilty  party 
is  liable  to  indictment,  or  his  actual 
indictment  and  conviction,  does  not 
bar  the  government  from  maintaining 
a  bUl  in  equity  to  vacate  the  patent. 
United  States  v.  Minor,  114  U.  S. 
233,  5  Sup.  Ct.  836,  29  L.  ed.  110. 

15.  United  States  v.  Hughes,  li 
How.  (U.  S.)  552,  4.3  L.  ed.  809,  but 
while  the  information  in  this  case  was 
sustained,  it  was  said  that  the  regular 
bill    in    equity    is   better   practice. 

16.  IT.  S. — Gonzales  v.  French,  164 
U.  S.  338,  17  Sup.  Ct.  102,  41  L.  ed. 
458;  Harden  v.  Northern  Pae.  R.  Co., 
154  U.  S.  288,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1030,  38 
L.  ed.  992;  United  States  v.  Beaman, 
242  Fed.  876,  155  C.  C.  A.  464;  King 
V.  McAndrews,  111  Fed.  860,  50  C. 
C.  A.  29;  James  v.  Germania  Iron  Co., 
107  Fed.  597,  46  C.  C.  A-  476;  Ayers 
V.  United  States,  42  Ct.  CI.  385. 
Alaska. — Johnson  v.  Pacific   Coast   S. 


S.  Co.,  2  Alaska  224.  la.— Arnold  v. 
\  Grimes,  2  G.  Gr.  77.  Minn. — Lamphrey 
V.  Mead,  54  Minn.  290,  55  N.  W.  1132, 
40  Am.  St.  Rep.  328;  State  v.  Bachel- 
der,  5  Minn.  223,  80  Am.  Dec.  410.  ' 
Mo. — Williams  v.  Carpenter,  35  Mo. 
52;  Allison  V.  Hunter,  9  Mo.  749. 
Utah.— Ferry  v.  Street,  4  Utah  521,  ' 
7  Pae.   712,  11  Pae.   571. 

17.  U.  S.— Duluth  &  I,  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Roy,  173  U.  S.  587,  19  Sup.  Ct.  549, 
48  L.  ed.  820  (afflrming  Roy  v.  Duluth 
&  I.  R.  R.  Co.,  69  Minn.  547,  72  N. 
W.  794);  Van  Wyck  v.  Knevals,  106 
U.  S.  360,  1  Sup.  Ct.  386,  27  L.  ed. 
201;  Gibson  v.  Chouteau,  13  WSll.  92, 
20  L.  ed.  534;  Johnson  v.  Towsley, 
13  Wall.  72,  20  L.  ed.  485;  Stark  v. 
Starrs,  6  Wall.  402,  18  L.  ed.  925; 
Lindsey  v.  HLa-yves,  2  Black  554,  17  L. 
ed.  265;  Cunningham  v.  Ashley,  14 
How.  377,  14  L.  ed.  462;  Stoddard  v. 
Chambers,  2  How.  284,  11  L.  ed. ' 
269;  United  States  v.  Des  Moines  Val- 
ley R.  Co.,  70  Fed.  435.  Alaska. 
Gavigan  v.  Crary,  2  Alaska  370.  Ark. 
Branch  v.  Mitchell,  24  Ark.  431;  Ash- 
ley v.  Rector,  20  Ark.  359.  Cal.— Hyde 
V.  Redding,  74  Gal.  493,  16  Pae.  880;  , 
Boggs  V.  Merced  Min.  Co.,  14'  Cal. 
279.  111. — Danforth  V:  Morrical,  84 
111.  456;  McGhee  v.  Wright,  16  111. 
555.  la. — Sioux  City  &  I.  F.  Town 
Lot  &  L.  Co.  V.  Griffey,  72  Iowa  505, 
34  N.  W.  304  (afflrmed,  143  U.  S.  32, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  362,  36  L.  ed.  64);  White 
V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  46  Iowa 
222.  Kan. — Richards  v.  Griffith,  57 
Kan.  234,  45  Pae.  600,  reversing  1  Kan. 
App.  518,  41  Pae.  196.  La.— Davis  v. 
Fletcher,  11  La.  Ann.  506. 

18.  U.  S. — Daniels  v.  Bernhard,  287 
U.  S.  572,  85  Sup.  Ct.  749,  59  L.  ed. 
1115;  Northern  Pae.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Tro- 
dick,  221  U.  S.  208,  31  Sup.  Ct.  607, 
55  L.  ed.  704;   Humbird  v.  Avery,  195 

I  U.    S.   480,   25    Sup.    Ct.     123,    49    L. 

ed.   286;'  Bockflnger  v.  Foster,  190  U. 

S.  116,  23  Sup.  Ct.  836,  47  L,  ed.  975; 
1  Emblen  v.  Lincoln  Land  Co.,  184  U. 
'  S.  660,  22  Sup.  Ct.  523,  46  L.  ed.  736; 
I  Gildner  v.  Hall,  227  Fed.  704;  Howe 
I  V.  Parker,  190  Fed.  738,  111  C.  C. 
'  A.   466.       See   also   Doepel   v.   Jones, 
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(2.)  Conditions  Precedent.  —  The  purchase  price  must  be  returned 
prior  to  equitable  relief  based  on  mistake,^^  but  not  where  the  pro- 
ceeding is  based  on  fraud,^°  or  when  the  patent  was  issued  to  a 
fictitious  person.^^ 

(3.)  By  and  Against  Whom.  —  The  government  in  its  own  right,^^  or 
for  the  benefit  of  another,^^  is  entitled  to  institute  the  suit  through 


244  U.  S.  305,  37  Sup.  Ct.  6*5,  61  L.  | 
ed.  1158.  Ark.— Green  v.  Clyde,  80 
Ark.  391,  97  S.  W.  437.  Cal.— South-  ' 
ern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Arnold,  162  Cal. 
726,  124  Pae.  829;  Gage  v.  Gunther, 
136  Cal.  338,  68  Pae.  710,  89  Am. 
St.  Eep.  141;  Ueiy  V.  Brodt,  121  Cal. 
332,  53  Pac.  818;  Plummer  v.  Brown, 
70  Cal.  544,  12  P,ae.  464.  Fla.— Smith 
V.  Love,  49  Fla.  230,  38  So.  376;  Ches- 
ser  V.  Be  Prater,  20  Pla.  691.  HI. 
Aldrieh  v.  Aldrich,  37  111.  32;  Forbes 
V.  Hall,  34  111.  159,  85  Am.  Dec.  301; 
Bruuer  v.  Manlove,  4  111.  339,  36  Am. 
Dec.  551.  Ind. — Moyer  v.  McCuUough, 
1  Ind.  339,  Smith  211.  la. — Hunter 
V.  Aylworth,  38  Iowa  211.  Kan. 
Janes  v.  Wiliinson,  2  Kan.  App.  361, 
42  Pac.  735.  La. — Hennen  v.  Wood, 
16  La.  Ann.  263;  Davis  v.  Fletcher,  11 
La.  Ann.  506.  Mich. — Johnson  v.  Lee, 
47  Mich.  52,  10  N.  "W.  76.  Minn. 
Hayes  v.  Carroll,  74  Minn.  134,  76 
N.  W.  1017.  Miss.— Stark's  Heirs 
V.  Mather,  Walk.  181,  12  Am.  Dec. 
553.  Mo. — Hedrick  v.  Beeler,  110 
Mo.  91,  19  S.  W.  492;  -Widdicombe  v, 
Childers,  84  Mo.  382  {affirmed,  124  U. 
S.  400,  8  Sup.  Ct.  517,  31  L.  ed.  427); 
Sensenderfer  v.  Kemp,  83  Mo.  581. 
Nev. — Eose  v.  Eichmond  Min.  Co.,  17 
Nev.  25,  27  Pac.  1105.  N.  D.— Par- 
sons V.  Venzke,  4  N.  D.  452,  61  N.  W. 
1036,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  669,  affirmed, 
164  XT.  S.  89,  17  Sup.  Ct.  27,,  41  L. 
ed.  360.  Okla.— Bozarth  v.  Mitchell, 
157  Pac.  1051;  Gourley  v.  Countryman, 
18  Okla.  220,  90  Pac.  427.  Ore.— Ore- 
gon E.  &  Nav.  Co.  V.  Hertzberg,  26 
Ore.  216,  37  Pac.  1019.  Wis.— McCord 
!>.  Hill,  111  Wis.  499,  84  N.  W.  27, 
85  N.  W.  145,  87  N.  W.  481;  Weeks  v. 
Milwaukee,  L.  S.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.,  78 
Wis.  501,  47  N.  W.  737;  Empey  v. 
Plugert,  64  Wis.  603,  25  N.  W.  560. 
[a]  For  example,  when  the  consid- 
eratfon  for  the  lands  moved  from  the 
petitioner  and  not  from  the  patentee. 
111. — Franklin  v.  Mclntyre,  23  111. 
91.  Kan. — Barlow  v.  Barlow,  47  Kan. 
676,  28  Pac.  607.  Minn.— Irvine  v. 
Marshall,  7  Minn.  286.  Mo. — Key  v. 
Jennings,  66  Mo.  356. 
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[b]  But  where  the  patent  Is  ab- 
solutely void,  it  has  been  held  that 
the  patentee  cannot  be  decreed  a  trus- 
tee holding  in  favor  of  the  party  en- 
titled to  the  land.  EoBe  v.  Eichmond 
Min.  Co.,  17  Nev.  25,  27  Pac.  1105. 

19.  United  States  v.  Budd,  43  Fed. 
630,  affirmed,  144  U.  S.  154,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  575,  36  L.  ed.  384. 

[a]  Suit  in  Behalf  of  Equitable 
Owner. — Where  the  suit  by  the  gov- 
ernment is  for  the  purpose  of  convey- 
ing the  land  in  question  to  one  who  is 
equitably  entitled  to  it,  a  tender  of 
the  purchase  price  to  the  patentee  is 
not  necessary.  United  States  v.  Laam, 
149  Fed.  581;  Aiken  v.  Ferry,  6  Sawy. 
79,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  112;  Hollinshead 
V.  Simms,  51  Cal.  158.  See  also  Mc- 
Kenna   v.  Atherton,   160   Fed.   547. 

20.  Causey  v.  United  States,  240 
U.  S.  399,  36  Sup.  Ct.  365,  60  L.  ed. 
711;  United  States  v.  Minor,  114  U. 
S.  233,  5  Sup.  Ct.  836,  29  L.  ed.  110; 
Mery  v.  Brodt,  121  Cal.  332,  53  Pac. 
818.  Compare  United  States  v.  White, 
17  Fed.  561,  9  Sawy.  125,  where  it  was 
held  that  since  the  government  had 
suffered  no  pecuniary  loss  by  the  al- 
leged fraud,  it  should  offer  to  return 
the  purchase  price. 

21.  Moffat  V.  United  States,  112  TJ. 
S.  24,  5  Sup.  Ct.  10,  28  L.  ed.  623. 

22.  United  States  v.  Minor,  114  U. 
S.  233,  5  Sup.  Ct.  836,  29  L.  ed.  110; 
United  States  v.  Hughes,  11  How.  552, 
13  L.  ed.  809;  United  States  v.  King, 
3  How.  773,  IIL.  ed.  824. 

23.  United  States  v.  Winona  &  St. 
P.  E.  Co.,  165  U.  S.  463,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
368,  41  L.  ed.  789;  Germania  Iron  Co. 
V.  United  States,  165  U.  S.  379,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  337,  41  L.  ed.  754;  United 
States  V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co., 
141  U.  S.  358,  12  Sup.  Ct.  13,  35  L.  ed. 
766;  United  States  v.  Marshall  Silver 
Min.  Co.,  129  U.  S.  579,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
343,  32  L.  ed.  734;  United  States  v. 
Beebe,  127  U.  S.  338,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1083, 
32  L.  ed.  121;  Lee  v.  Johnson,  116 
U.  S.  48,  6  Sup.  Ct.  249,  29  L.  ed.  570; 
United  States  v.  New  Orleans  Pac.  E. 
Co.,  235  Fed.   833,  149  C   C.  A.   145. 
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its  attorney  general.^* 

A  claimant  to  the  land  may  also  invoke  the  aid  of  equity'"'  where 
his  equities  are  superior  to  those  of  the  patentee^'  or  the  govern- 
ment.^' But  the  remedy  is  not  available  to  one  who  has  no  interest 
in  the  land.^*    Every  one  having  an  interest  in  the  land  referred  to 

24.  United  States  v.  Beebe,  127  U.  I  ten  v.  Boyd,  20  N.  M.  250,  150  Pao. 
S.  338,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1083,  32  L.  ed.  |  917.  Ohio.— Strong  v.  Lehmer,  10 
121;  United  States  v.  San  Jacinto  Tin  i  Ohio  St.  93;  Wallace  v.  Patten,  14  Ohio 
Co.,  125  U.  S.  273,  8  Sup.  Ct.  850,  '  272.  Okla.— Johnson  v.  Kiddle,  41 
31  L.  ed.  747;  United  States  v.  Throck-  Oila.  759,  139  Pae.  1143;  Watt  v. 
morton,  98  U.  S.  61,  25  L.  ed.  93;  Amos,  14  Okla.  178,  79  Pao.  109; 
Hughes  V.  United  States,  4  Wall.  (U.  |  Thornton  v.  Peery,  7  Okla.  441,  54  Pae. 
S.)  232,  18  L.  ed.  303;  United  States  649.  Ore.— Stewart  v.  Altstock,  22 
17.  Hughes,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  552,  13  :  Ore.  182,  29  Pae.  553.  Utah.— Kim- 
L.  ed.  809;  Sawyer  v.  Gray,  205  Fed.  ;  ball  v.  Mclntyre,  3  Utah  77,  1  Pae. 
160.  See  also  Western  Pae.  E.  Co.  v. ,  167.  Wash. — Brygger  v.  Schweitzer, 
United  States',  107  U.  S.  526,  108  U. !  5  Wash.  564,  32  Pae.  462,  33  Pae. 
S.  510,  2  Sup.  Ct;  802,  27  L.  ed.  806.    388.      Wis.- MeCord  v.  Hill,  111   Wis. 

25.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Detroit  499,  84  N.  W.  27,  85  N.  W.  145,  87 
Timber  &  Lumb.  Co.,  200  U.  S.  321,  N.  W.  481;  Prickett  v.  Muck,  74  Wis. 
26  Sup.  Ct.  282,  50  L.  ed.  499;  Guaran-  199»  42  N.  W.  256;  Lamont  v.  Stimson, 
ty    Sav.    Bank   v.    Bladow,    176    U.    S.    3  Wis.  545,  62  Am.  Dec.  696. 

448,  20  Sup.  Ct.  425,  44  L.  ed.  540;  M  A  claimant  is  not  estopped  by 
Marquez  v.  Prisbie,  101  U.  S.  473,  25  a  former  adjudication  against  the  gov- 
L  ed.  8O0-  Wirth  v.  Branson,  98  U.  ernment  to  which  he  was  not  a  party. 
S.  118,  25  L.  ed.  86;  Howe  v.  Parker,  Ard  v.  Brandon,  156  U.  S.  537,  15  Sup. 
190  Fed.  738,  111  C.  C.  A.  466;  Kerns  Ct.  406,  39  L.  ed.  524. 
17.  Lee,  142  Fed.  985;  Illinois  Steel  Co.  W  A  patent  merely  vests  the  legal 
V.  Budzisz,  82  Fed.  160.  Ala. — Cools-  *i*le  i^  ^^^  patentee;  it  does  not  de- 
bee's  Admr.  v.  Fordham,  49  Ala.  202.  termine  the  equitable  relations  be- 
Alaska.— Johnson  v.  Pacific  Coast  S.  t^een  him  and  third  parties,  and  the 
S.  Co.,  2  Alaska  224.  Ark.— Chism  holder  must  always  yield  to  one  who 
V.  Price,  54  Ark.  251,  15  S.  W.  883,  ^ad  acquired  a  prior  right  from  the 
1031.  Cal.— Southern  Pae.  Co.  v.  government  in  force  when  his  pur- 
Ainold,  162  Cal.  726,  124  Pae.  829;  «l>ase  was  made.  Widdicombe  17, 
Cueamonga  Fruit  &  Land  Co.  17.  Moir,  Childers,  124  U.  S.  400,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
83  Cal.  101,  22  Pae.  55,  23  Pae.  359;  517,  31  L.  ed.  427. 
Eosecrans  17.  Douglass,  52  Cal.  213.  '  26.  U.  S.— Lyle  17.  Patterson,  228  U. 
Colo.— Snider  17.  Ostrander,  26  Colo.  S.  211,  33  Sup.  Ct.  480,  57  L.  ed.  804; 
App.  468,  145  Pae.  283.  Fla. — Smith  Quinn  17.  Chapman,  111  U.  S.  445,  4 
17.  Love,  49  Fla.  230,  38  So.  376;  John-  Sup.  Ct.  508,  28  L.  ed.  476;  Savage 
son  17.  Drew,  34  Fla.  130,  15  So.,  780,  17.  Worsham,  72  Fed.  601.  Cal. — Drey- 
43  Am.  St.  Eep.  172.  111. — Danforth  fus  v.  Badger,  108  Cal.  58,  41  Pae, 
17.  Morrieal,  84  HI.  456.  Ind. — Moyer  279;  Chapman  17.  Quinn,  56  Cal.  266; 
17.  McCullough,  1  Ind.  339,  Smith  211. !  Boggs  17.  Merced  Min.  Co.,  14  Cal, 
la. — Harmon  17.  Steinman,  9  Iowa  112.  ■  279.  Fla. — Johnson  17.  Drew,  34  Fla, 
Kan.— Houck  v.  Kelsey,  17  Kan.  333.  i  130,  15  So.  780,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  172, 
La. — Hennen  v.  Wood,  16  La.  Ann.  i  Mont. — Graham  17.  Great  Falls,  etc., 
263;  Le  Blanc  17.  Ludrique,  14  La.  Ann.  Co.,  30  Mont.  393,  76  Pae.  808. 
772.  Mich. — Johnson  v.  Lee,  47  Mich.  |  27.  Boggs  17.  Merced  Min.  Co.,  14 
52,   10   N.   W.   76.      Minn. — Corbett  i?.    Cal.  279. 

Wood,  32  Minn.  509,  21  N.  W.  734. 1  28.  U.  S. — Emblen  17.  Lincoln  Land 
Miss.— Hester  17.  Kembrough;  12  Smed.  Co.,  184  U.  S.  660,  22  Sup.  Ct.  523, 
&  M.  659.  Mo. — Carman  17.  Johnson,  46  L.  ed.  736;  Niles  v.  Cedar  Point 
29  Mo.  84-  Morton  17.  Blankenship,  5  Clvib,  175  U.  S.  300,  20  Sup.  Ct.  124, 
Mo  346.  'Mont. — Love  v.  Flahive,  33  44  L.  ed.  171;  Field  v.  Seabury,  19 
Mont  348,  83  Pae.  882;  Small  17.  Bake-  How.  323,  15  L.  ed.  650;  Campbell  17. 
straw"  28  Mont.  413,  72  Pae.  746,  104  Weyerhaeuser,  161  Fed,  332,  88  C.  C. 
Am.  St.  Kep.  691.      N,  M.— Van  Pjit- 1  A.  412;   Hartman  v.  Warren,   76  Fed. 
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by  the  patent  must,  as  a  general  rtile,  be  made  a  party  to  a  suit  for 
its  cancellation.^^ 

(4.)  Jurisdiction — ^^A  suit  to  cancel  a  patent  to  public  lands  by  the 
United  States  may  be  brought  in  the  federal  district  eourt.^"  The 
state  courts  generally  have  jurisdiction  of  suits  to  declare  a  trust  in 
public  lands  patented  in  another's  name.'^ 

(5.)  Fleading.i'i  —  A  bill  in  equity  to  annul  a  patent  to  public  lands 
should  show  on  its  face  that  it  is  brought  by  authority  of  the  attorney 
general,'^  unless  such  authority  is  otherwise  made  to  appear,^*  and 
should  set  forth  all  the  material  facts.'"      , 


157,  22  C.  C.  A.  30.  Ala. — Crommelin 
V.  Minter,  9  Ala.  594.  Ark. — Chism  v. 
Price,  54  Ark.  251,  15  S.  W.  883,  1031. 
Oal.— DreyfuB  v.  Badger,  108  Cal.  58, 
41  Pac.  279;  Cucamonga  Fruit  &  Land 
Co.  V.  Moir,  83  Cal.  101,  22  Pac.  55, 
23  Pac.  359;  Burling  v.  Thompkins, 
77  Cal.  257,  19  Pac.  429.  Fla.^John- 
son  V.  Drew,  34  Fla.  130,  15  So.  780, 
43  Am.  St.  Eep.  172.  Kan. — Houck  v. 
Kelsey,  17  Kan.  333;  Janes  v.  Wilkin- 
son, 2  Kan.  App.  361,  42  Pac.  735. 
Minn. — Dawson  v.  Mayall,  45  Minn. 
408,  48  N.  W.  12.  Mo.— Gibson  v. 
Chouteau,  39  Mo.  536;  Sarpy  v.  Papin, 
7  Mo.  503.  Ohio.— Hall  v.  Prindle,  2 
Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  261.  Ore. — Lee 
V.  Summers,  2  Ore.  260.  Wash. 
Brygger  v.  Schweitzer,  5  Wash.  564, 
32  Pac.  462,  33  Pac.  388. 

29.  United  States  v.  Exploration 
Co.,  190  Fed.  405;  United  States  v. 
Smith,  181  Fed.  545;  United  States  v. 
Central  Pac.  E.  Co.,  11  Fed.  449,  8 
Sawy.  81;  Lynch  v.  United  States,  13 
Okla.   142,   73  Pg,c.   1095. 

[a]  Heirs  of  Patentee. — Where  the 
patentee  dies  while  the  suit  is  pending 
his  heirs  are  indispensable  parties  and 
must  be  brought  in.  Wright,  Blodgett 
&  Co.  V.  United  States,  203  Fed.  262, 
121  C.  C.  A.  460. 

[b]  One  who  had  conveyed  his  in- 
terest in  the  land  prior  to  the  issuance 
of  the  patent,  for  example,  an  entry- 
man  who  has  parted  with  his  interest 
to  the  defendants,  is  not  generally  a 
necessary  party  in  a  suit  to  annul  the 
patent.  United  States  v.  Clark,  129 
Fed.  241,  affirmed,  138  Fed.  294,  70 
C.  C.  A.  584,  and  200  U.  S.  601,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  340,  50  L.  ed.  613.  See  also 
United"  States  v.  Curtner,  26  Fed.  296. 

fe]  Bona  fide  purchasers  (1)  hold- 
ing the  legal  title  to  land,  under  a 
voidable  certificate  of  the  land  depart- 
ment, are  indispensable  parties  to  a 
suit  in  equity  by  the  United  States  to 
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annul  that  title.  United  States  v. 
Winona  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  67  Fed.  948, 
15  C.  C.  A.  96.  (2)  But  where  the 
bona  fide  purchasers  are  very  numer- 
ous, a  number  may  be  joined  as  repre- 
sentatives of  a  class,  and  where  all 
appear  to  be  bona  fide  purchasers  all 
their  title  may  be  confirmed.  Southern 
Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  United  States,  200  U. 
S.  341,  26  Sup.  Ct.  296,  50  L.  ed.  507, 
affirming  133  Fed.  651,  66  C.  C.  A. 
581,  117  Fed.  544.  See  generally  the 
title   "Parties." 

30.  United  States  v.  White,  17  Fed. 
561,  9  Sawy.  125.  See  generally  the 
title  "United  States  Courts." 

31.  U.  S. — Bagnell  v.  Broderick,  13 
Pet.  436,  10  L.  ed.  235.  Ind.— Moyer 
V.  McCullough,  1  Ind.  339,  Smith  211. 
Wis. — Empey  v.  Plugert,  64  Wis.  603, 
25  N.  W.  560. 

32.  See  generally  the  titles  "Bills 
and  Answers;"-  'Equity  Jurisdiction 
and  Procedure;"  "Pleas  in  Equity." 
■  33.  United  States  v.  Throckmorton, 
98  U.  S.  61,  25  L.  ed.  93. 

34.  Mullan  v.  United  States,  1I8 
U.  S.  271,  6  Sup.  Ct.  1041,  30  L.  ed. 
170;  Western  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  107  U.  S.  526,  108  U.  S.  510. 
2  Sup.  Ct.  802,  27  L.  ed.  806. 

35.  Lynch  v.  United  States,  13 
Okla.   142,   73   Pac.   109.5. 

[a]  If  based  on  fraud,  the  facts 
constituting  the  fraud  should  be  al- 
leged. United  States  v.  Budd,  144  U. 
S.  154,  12  Sup.  Ct.  575,  36  L.  ed.  384; 
United  States  v.  San  Jacinto  Tin  Co., 
125  U.  S.  273,  8  Sup.  Ct.  850,  31  L. 
ed.  747;  United  States  v.  Maxwell 
Land  Grant  Co.,  122  U.  S.  365,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  1271,  30  L.  ed.  1211,  121  U.  S. 
325,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1015,  30  L.  ed.  949 
(affirming  26  Fed.  118);  United  States 
V.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  95  Fed.  864, 
37  C.  C.  A.  290  {affirmed,  177  U.  8. 
435,  20  Sup.  Ct.  706,  44  L.  ed.  836); 
United  States  v.  Mackintosh,   85  Fed. 
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A  bill  to  declaxe  a  trust  in  lands  patented  in  another's  name  must 
aver  every  fact  essential  to  establish  an  equitable  title  superior  to 
the  legal  title,^°  and  that  such  title  has  moved  from  the  government 
to  the  patentee.^'  When  the  proceeding  is  based  upon  fraud  or  mis- 
take, the  facts  constituting  the  fraud  or  mistake  must  be  set  out,  a 
general  allegation  being  insufficient;^*  and  it  must  appear  that  the 
fraud  influenced  the  decision  of  the  land  department  officials  and  was 
the  moving  cause  of  the  issuance  of  the  patent.^^ 

(C.)    CoLLATEEAL  ATTACK.  —  A  patent  to  public  lands*"  is  not  subject 


333,  29  C.  C.  A.  176;  Eeed  v.  St.  Paul, 
etc.,  E.  Co.,  234  Fed.  207;  ■pnlted 
States  V.  Barber  Lumber  Co.,  172  Fed. 
948;  United  States  v.  McGraw,  12  Fed. 
449,  8  Sawy.  156.  See  generally  the 
title  "Fraud  and  Deceit." 

[b]  Allegation  of  Superior  Claim. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  a 
superior  right  to  the  land  exists  in  fa- 
vor of  another  party,  in  a  suit  to  can- 
cel a  patent  on  the  ground  of  mistake; 
it  is  suflacient  if  the  bill  shows  that 
such  a  right  might  have  existed  if  its 
determination  had  not  been  interrupt- 
ed by  the  erroneous  issuance  of  the 
patent.  Germania  Iron  Co.  v.  United 
States,  58  Fed.  334,  7  C.  C.  A.  256; 
United   States   v.   Eeed,    53    Fed.    405. 

36.  U.  S.— Duluth  &  I.  E.  E.  Co. 
17.  Eoy,  173  U.  S.  587,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
549,  43  L.  ed.  820  (affirming  Eoy  v. 
Duluth  &  I.  E.  E.  Co.,  69  Minn.  547, 
72  N.  W.  794);  Lee  v.  Johnson,  116 
U.  S.  48,  6  Sup.  Ct.  249,  29  L.  ed. 
570;  Puget  Mill  Co.  v.  Brown,  54  Fed. 
987,  59  Fed.  35,  7  C.  C.  A.  643;  Sav- 
age V.  Worsham,  66  Fed.  852,  72  Fed. 
601;  Stimsou  Land  Co.  v.  Eawson,  62 
Fed.  426.  Cal. — Hays  v.  Steiger,  76 
Cal.  555,  18  Pac.  670;  Aurrecoeehea  v. 
Sinclair,  60  Cal.  532;  Quinn  v.  Kenyon, 
38  Cal.  499.  Dak. — Pierce  v.  Sparks, 
4  Dak.  1,  22  N.  W.  491.  Idaho.— Pier- 
son  V.  Loveland,  16  Idaho  628,  102 
Pac.  340.  111. — McDowell  v.  Morgan, 
28  111.  528.  Minn. — Corbett  v.  Wood, 
32  Minn.  509,  21  N.  W.  734.  Mont. 
Gebo  V.  Clarke  Fork  Coal  Min,  Co.,  30 
Mont.  87,  75  Pac.  859.  Okla.— Bald- 
win V.  Keith,  13  Okla.  624,  75  Pac. 
1124.  Ore.— Stewart  v.  Altstock,  22 
Ore.  182,  29  Pac.  553.  Wash.— Wise- 
man V.  Eastman,  21  Wash.  163,  57 
Pac.   398. 

37.  Thompson  v.  Hill,  48  Okla.  304, 
150  Pac.  203;  McCord  v.  Hill,  104  Wis. 
457,  80  N.  W.  735. 

38.  TX.  S. — ^Barden  v.  Northern  Pae. 
E.  Co.,  154  U.  S.  288,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1030, 


38  L.  ed.  992;  Heath  v.  Wallace,  138 
U.  S.  573,  11  Sup.  Ct.  380,  34  L.  ed. 
1063;  Ehrhardt  v.  Hogaboom,  115  U.  S. 
67,  5  Sup.  Ct.  1157,  29  L.  ed.  346; 
James  v.  Germania  Iron  Co.,  107  Fed. 
597,  46  C.  C.  A.  476;  Durango  Land 
&  Coal  Co.  V.  Evans,  80  Fed.  425,  25 
C.  C.  A.  523;  Le  Marchel  v.  Teegarden, 
152  Fed.  662,  133  Fed.  826.  Cal. 
Sacramento  Sav.  Bank  v.  Hynes,  50 
Cal.  195;  Semple  v.  Hagar,  27  Cal.  163. 
Idaho. — Pierson  v.  Loveland,  16  Idaho 
628,  102  Pac.  340.  Minn.— Clearwater 
County  State  Bank  v.  Eicke,  137  Minn. 
438,  163  N.  W.  793;  Kelley  v.  Wallace, 
14  Minn.  236.  Mo. — Stucker  v.  Dun- 
can, 37  Mo.  160;  Hill  v.  Miller,  36  Mo. 
182.  Wash. — Wiseman  v.  Eastman,  21 
Wash.  163,  57  Pae.  398.  Wye— Cald- 
well V.  Bush,  6  Wyo.  342,  45  Pae.  488. 

39.  Durango  Land  &  Coal  Co.  v. 
Evans,  80  Fed.  425,  25  C.  C.  A.  523. 

40.  U.  S. — Thompson  v.  Los  Angeles 
Farming  &  M.  Co.,  180  U.  S,  72,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  289,  45  L.  ed.  432  (^affirming 
117  Cal.  594,  49  Pae.  714);  Barden  v. 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  154  U.  S.  288, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  1030,  38  L.  ed.  992;  Noble 
V.  Union  Eiver  Logging  E.  Co.,  147 
U.  S.  165,  13  Sup.  Ct.  271,  37  L.  ed. 
123;  United  States  v.  Beaman,  242 
Fed.  876,  155  C.  C.  A.  464;  King  v.  Mo- 
Andrews,  111  Fed.  860,  50  C.  C.  A.  29 
(reversing  104  Fed.  430) ;  James  v.  Ger- 
mania Iron  Co.,  107  Fed.  597,  46  C.  C. 
A.  476;  Le  Eoy  v.  Clayton,  2  Sawy. 
493,  15  'Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,268.  Ala. 
Phillips  V.  Sherman,  36  Ala.  189;  Bates 
V.  Herron,  35  Ala.  117;  Masters  v. 
Eastis,  3  Port.  368.  Cal. — Paterson  v. 
Ogden,  141  Cal.  43,  74  Pac.  443,  99 
Am.  St.  Eep.  31;  Standard  Quicksilver 
Co.  V.  Habishaw,  132  Cal.  115,  64  Pac. 
113;  Saunders  v.  La  Purisima  Gold 
Min.  Co.,  125  Cal.  159,  57  Pac.  656. 
Colo. — Aspen  v.  Aspen  Town  &  L.  Co., 
10  Colo.  191,  15  Pac.  794,  16  Pac.  160; 
Poire  V.  Wells,  6  Colo.  406.  la.— Klein's 
Heirs  v.   Argenbright,   26    Iowa    493; 
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to  collateral   atta<ik,  unless  it  is  void  for  fraud  or  want    of    juris- 
diction.*^ 

(III.)    Action  for  Value  of  Lands.  —  The  government  may  maintain  an 
action  for  the  value  of  the  land,*^  whether  the  patent    was    issued 


Harmon  v.  Steinman,  9  Iowa  112;  Ar- 
nold V.  Grimes,  2  G.  Gr.  77.  Ky. 
American  Assn.  v.  Innis,  109  Ky.  595, 
60  S.  W.  388.  Mich. — Webber  v.  Pere 
Marquette  Boom  Co.,  62  Mich.  626,  30 
N.  W.  469;  Bruckner's  Lessee  v.  Law- 
rence, 1  Doug.  19.  Miss. — Surget  v. 
Doe  ex  dem.  Little,  24  Miss.  118;  Dixon 
V.  Doe  ex  dem.  Porter,  23  Miss.  84. 
Mo. — Frank  v.  Goddin,  193  Mo.  390,  91 
S.  W.  1057,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  493; 
Williams  v.  Carpenter,  35  Mo.  52; 
Perry  v.  O'Hanlon,  11  Mo.  585,  49  Am. 
Dee.  100.  Mont. — Horsky  v.  Moran,  21 
Mont.  345,  53  Pae.  1064.  Neb.— Green 
V.  Barker,  47  Neb.  934,  66  N.  W.  1032. 
N.  M. — Chavez  v.  Chavez  de  Sanchez, 
7  N.  M.  58,  32  Pac.  137.  Ore.— War- 
ner Valley  Stock  Co.  v.  Morrow,  48 
Ore.  258,  86  Pac.  369;  Sanford  v.  San 
ford,  19  Ore.  3,  13  Pae.  60"..  S.  D. 
Board  of  Education  of  Deadwood  v. 
Mansfield,  17  S.  D.  72,  95  N.  ■  W.  286, 
106  Am.  St.  Rep.  771.  Utah.— Ketchum 
Coal  Co.  V.  Pleasant  Valley  Coal  Co., 
168  Pac.  86;  Ferry  v.  Street,  4  Utah 
521,  7  Pac.  712,  11  Pae.  571.  Wis. 
Mendota  Club  v.  Anderson,  101  Wis. 
479,  78  N.  W.  185;  Parkison  v.  Brack- 
en, 1    Pin.   174,   39   Am.   Dec.   296. 

As  to  conclusiveness  of  presumption 
of  validity,  see  10  Enct.  of  Ev.  372. 

41.  IT.  S. — Johnson  v.  Drew,  171  IT. 
S.  93,  18  Sup.  Ct.  800,  43  L.  ed.  88 
(affirmintf  34  Fla.  130,  15  So.  780,  43 
Am.  St.  Eep.  172);  Burfenuing  v.  Chi- 
cago, St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  163  U.  S. 
321,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1018,  41  L.  ed.  175; 
Wisconsin  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Forsythe,  159 
U.  S.  46,  15  Sup.  Ct.  1020,  40  L.  ed. 
71;  Doolan  v.  Carr,  125  U.  S.  618,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  1228,  31  L.  ed.  844;  Wright 
r.  Eoseberry,  121  U.  S.  488,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
985,  30  L.  ed.  1039;  Smelting  Co.  V. 
Kemp,  104  U.  S.  636,  26  L.  ed.  875; 
United  States  v.  Winona  &  St.  P.  E. 
Co.,  67  Fed.  948,  15  C.  C.  A.  96  {af- 
firmed, 165  U.  S.  463,  17  Sup.  Ct.  368, 
41  L.  ed.  789);  Eastern  Oregon  Land 
Co.  V.  Brosnan,  147  Fed.  807;  Garrard 
V.  Silver  Peak  Mines,  82  Fed.  578, 
affirmed,  94  Fed.  983,  36  C.  C.  A.  603. 
Ala. — Bates  v.  Herron,  35  Ala.  117; 
Iverson  v.  Dubose,  27  Ala.  418;  Salt- 
marsh  V.  Crommelin,  24  Ala.  347.  Oal. 
Chapman  v.  Polaok,  58  Cal.  553;   Carr 
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V.  Quigley,  57  Cal.  394;  Doll  v.  Meador, 
16  Cal.  295.  Colo.— Poire  v.  Welis,  6 
Colo.  406.  Fla. — Johnson  v.  Drew,  34 
Fla.  130,  15  So.  780,  43  Am.  St.  Eep. 
172,  affirmed,  171  U.  S.  93,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
800,  43  L.  ed.  88.  Ind.— Daggett  v. 
Bonewitz,  107  Ind.  276,  7  N.  E.  900. 
la. — Arnold  v.  Grimes,  2  G.  Gr.  77. 
Ky. — American  Assn.  v.  Innis,  109  Ky. 
595,  60  S.  W.  388.  La.— Marsh  v.  Gon- 
soulin,  16  La.  84;  McGill  v.  MoGill,  4 
La.  Ann.  262.  Mich. — Crapo  v.  Troy, 
98  Mich.  635,  57  N.  W.  806;  Webber 
V.  Pere  Marquette  Boom  Co.,  62  Mich. 
626,  30  N.  W.  469.  Minn.- Lamprey  v. 
State,  52  Minn.  181,  53  N.  W.  1139, 
38  Am.  St.  Eep.  541,  18  L.  E.  A.  670; 
State  V.  Bachelder,  5  Minn.  223,  80 
Am.  Dee.  410.  Miss. — Dixon  v.  Doe  ea; 
dem.  Porter,  23  Miss.  84;  McAfee's 
Heirs  v.  Keirn,  7  Smed.  &  M.  780,  45 
Am.  Dec.  331;  Hit-tuk-ho-mi  v.  Watts, 
7  Smed.  &  M.  363,  45  Am.  Dec.  308. 
Mo. — Wright  V.  Eutgers,  14  Mo.  585. 
'  Nev. — Eose  v.  Eichmond  Min.  Co.,  17 
Nev.  25,  27  Pac.  1105.  Pa. — Gingrich 
V.  Poltz,  19  Pa.  38,  57  Am.  Dec.  631; 
Gonzalus  v.  Hoover,  6  Serg.  &  E.  118. 
Utah.— Kahn  v.  Old  Tel.  Min.  Co.,  2 
Utah  174.  Wash. — Northern  Pac.  E. 
Co.  V.  Miller,  20  Wash.  21,  54  Pae. 
603. 

[a]  No  title  in  the  government  when 
the  patent  issued.  Deweese  v.  Eein- 
hard,  165  U.  S.  386,  17  Sup.  Ct.  340, 
41  L.  ed.  757;  McCreery  v.  Haskell,  119 
U.  S.  327,  7  Sup.  Ct.  176,  30  L.  ed. 
408;  Whitney  v.  Morrow,  112  U.  S. 
693,  5  Sup.  Ct.  333,  28  L.  ed.  871  (af- 
firming 50  Wis.  197,  6  N.  W.  494); 
People's  Water  Co.  v.  Perkins,  34  Cal. 
App.   513,  168  Pac.  154. 

[b]  The  land  not  subject  to  entry 
and  sale.  Beley  v.  Naphtaly,  169  U.  S. 
353,  18  Sup.  Ct.  354,  42  L.  ed.  775; 
Marsh  v.  Nichols,  S.  &  Co.,  128  U.  S. 
605,  9  Sup.  Ct.,168,  32  L.  ed.  538; 
Mahn  v.  Harwood,  112  U.  8.  354,  5 
Sup.  Ct.  174,  6  Sup.  Ct.  451,  28  L.  ed. 
665;  Steel  v.  St.  Louis  Smelting  &  Eef. 
Co.,  106  U.  S.  447,  1  Sup.  Ct.  389,  27 
L.  ed.  226. 

42.  24  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  557;  U.  8. 
Comp.  St.,  1916,  §4898;  6  Fed.  8t.  Ann. 
436. 
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through  mistake*'  or  fraud.** 

3.  Criminal  Prosecutions.  —  An  indictment  will  lie  against  any 
one  guilty  of  fraud  in  eonneetion  with  the  disposal  of  public  lands,*° 
e.  g.,  ao'ainst  parties  engaging  in  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  gov- 
ernment,*^ or  against  any  one  guilty  of  false  swearing  in  a  land  con- 
test relating  to  a  homestead  entry  before  a  local  land  office.*'' 

B.  Eemedies  for  Injuries  to  Public  Lands.  —  1.  Civil  Remedies, 
a.  In  General.  —  Injunction  is  available  to  the  government  or  other 
injured  party  to  prevent  a  continuous  trespass  upon,*^  or  an  unlawful 
enclosure  of,*^  public  lands,  and  the  government  may  in  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation  recover  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  lands 
during  any  unlawful  occupancy.*"  One  who  unlawfully  incloses  the 
public  domain  cannot  maintain  trespass  in  respect  thereto,*^  nor  en- 


[a]  Irrespective  of  the  statute  thei 
federal  government  has  a  right  to  sue 
a,  railroad  company  to  recover  the 
value  of  lands  erroneously  patented  to 
such  company,  and  sold  by  it  to  bona 
fide  purchasers.  Southern  Pac.  E.  Co. 
V.  United  States,  200  XJ.  S.  341,  56  Sup. 
Ct.  296j  50  L.  ed.  507. 

43.  Southern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  228  U.  S.  618,  33  Sup.  Ct.  717, 
57  L.  ed.  993,  modifying  186  Fed.  737, 
108  C.  C.  A.  607,  157  Fed.  96. 

[a]  In  the  case  of  erroneous  rail- 
road grants,  sold  to  bona  fide  pur- 
chasers, the  United  States  may,  upon 
a  confirmation  of  such  purchaser's 
titles,  sue  the  original  patentee  for  the 
value  thereof,  an  amount  equal  to  the 
government  price  of  similar  lands. 
Southern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  United  States, 
228  U.  S.  618,  33  Sup.  Ct.  717,  57  L. 
ed.  993,  modifying  186  Fed.  737,  108  C. 
C.  A.  607,  157  Fed.  96. 

44.  Pitan  v.  United  States,  241  Fed. 
3'64,  154  0.  C.  A.  244. 

45.  Dimond  v.  Shine,  199  U.  S.  88, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  766,  50  L.  ed.  99. 

46.  Hyde  v.  Shine,  199  U.  S.  62,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  760,  50  L.  ed.  90. 

[a]  Pecuniary  Loss  Unnecessary. 
In  the  prosecution  of  a  case  of  con- 
spiracy to  defraud  the  government  in 
the  disposal  of  certain  public  lands, 
it  is  immaterial  that  the  government 
received  a  consideration  therefor  and 
suffered  no  pecuniary  loss.  Hyde  v. 
Shine,  199  U.  S.  62,  25  Sup.  Ct.  760,  50 
L.  ed.  90. 

47.  Caha  v.  United  States,  152  U.  S. 
211,  14  Sup.  Ct.  513,  38  L.  ed.  415; 
Myers  v.  Croft,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  291, 
20  L.  ed.  562. 

[a]  Perjury. — ^False  swearing  in  a 
land  contest  case  before  a  local  land 


oflce  is  perjury.  Caha  v.  United  States, 
152  U.  S.  211,  14  Sup.  Ct.  513,  38  L. 
ed.  415. 

48.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co. 
V.  United  States,  244  U.  S.  351,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  625,  61  L,  ed.  1158;  Shannon  v. 
United  States,  160  Fed.  870,  88  C.  C. 
A.  52. 

[a]  Pasturage  on  forest  reserva- 
tions may  be  enjoined  when  the  use 
of  such  lands  for  that  purpose  woula 
injure  the  forest  or  watershed.  Light 
V.  United  States,  220  U.  S.  523,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  485,  55  L.  ed.  570;  Daster- 
vignes  v.  United  States,  122  Fed.  30, 
58  C.  C.  A.  346;  United  States  v. 
Ho(Jges,   218   Fed.   87. 

[b]  The  cutting  and  removal  of 
growing  timber  may  be  restrained  at 
the  instance  of  a  claimant.  Arment  v. 
Hensel,  5  Wash.  152,  31  Pac.  464. 

49.  Camfield  v.  United  States,  167 
U.  S.  518,  17  Sup.  Ct.  864,  42  L.  ed. 
260;  United  States  v.  Bernard,  202  Fed. 
728,  121  C.  C.  A.  190;  United  States 
V.  Golconda  Cattle  Co.,  196  Fed.  240; 
United  States  v.  Brighton  Eanche  Co., 
26  Fed.  218. 

50.  Utah  Power  &  L.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  230  Fed.  328,  144  C.  C.  A. 
470. 

[a]  Unoccupied  Lands.  —  The  fact 
that  the  lands  trespassed  upon  were 
unoccupied,  and  would  perhaps  have 
remained  so  had  the  defendant  not 
gone  upon  them,  and  the  additional 
fact  that  his  occupancy  of  them  did 
not  injure  them  in  any  way,  does  not 
affect  the  right  of  the  government  to 
maintain  an  action  for  use  and  occu- 
pation. Utah  Power  &  L.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  230  Fed.  328,  144  C.  C.  A.  470. 

51.  Maekay  v.  Uinta  Development 
Co.,  219  Fed.  116,  135   C.  C.   A.   18. 
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join  another  from  depasturing  the  enclosure.^^ 

The  unlawful  cutting  or  removing  of  timber  from  public  lands  may 
be  enjoined, ^^  or  the  government  or  other  injured  party  may  replevy 
the  timber,^*  recover  damages  for  the  trespass,"^  or  sue  in  trover  for 
the  value  of  the  property,®®  but  a  suit  in  equity  for  an  accounting 
of  the  profits  made  by  defendant  cannot  be  maintained.''^ 

b.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  The  general  rules  which  control  the 
venue  of  all  civil  actions  apply  to  actions  by  the  United  States  for 
the  recovery  of  timber  or  its  value  when  unlawfully  cut  or  removed 
from  federal  lands,®*  so  that  an  action  for  the  value  of  the  timber, 
being  transitory  in  its  nature,  may  be  brought  in  any  jurisdiction 
where  the  defendant  may  be  found,®'  but  when  the  trespass  is  the 


52.  Buford  v.  Houtz,  133  U.  S.  320, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  305,  33  L.  ed.  618';  Clem- 
mons  V.  GUlette,  33  Mont.  321,  83  Pac. 
879,  114  Am.  St.  Eep.  814. 

53.  Arment  v.  Hensel,  5  Wash.  152, 
31  Pae.  464. 

54.  Handford  v.  United  States,  92 
Fed.  881,  35  C.  C.  A.  75;  Ely  v.  United 
States,  4  Dill.  464,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,581. 

[a]  A  preemptor  before  he  has  per- 
fected his  claim  or  right  to  the  land 
cannot  maintain  replevin.  Bower  v 
Higbee,  9  Mo.  259. 

55.  United  States  v.  Humphries,  149 
U.  S.  277,  13  Sup.  Ct.  850,  37  L.  ed. 
734;  United  States  v.  Bitter  Boot  De- 
velopment Co.,  133  Fed.  274,  66  C.  C. 
A.  653  {affirmed,  200  U.  S.  451)  26 
Sup.  Ct.  318,  50  L.  ed.  550);  United 
States  V.  Taylor,  35  Fed.  484;  United 
States  V.  Smith,  11  Fed.  487,  8  Sawy. 
100;  Nickelson  v.  Cameron  Lumber  Co., 
39  Wash.  569,  81  Pac.  1059. 

[a]  Appropriation  by  Bailroad. 
Where  a  railroad  company  enters  upon 
the  public  domain  and  wrongfully  cuts 
and  removes  timber  therefrom,  "a  re- 
covery may  be  had  by  the  government 
as  in  a  similar  case  against  an  in- 
dividual. Denver  &  E.  G.  By.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  9  N.  M.  382,  54  Pac. 
24] ;  United  States  v.  Chaplin,  31  Fed. 
890,  12  Sawy.  605. 

56.  United  States  v.  Montana  Lum- 
ber &  Mfg.  Co.,  196  U.  S.  573,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  367,  49  L.  ed.  604;  Camfield  v. 
United  States,  167  U.  S.  518,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  864,  42  L.  ed.  260;  Bolles  Wooden- 
Ware  Co.  V.  United  States,  106  U.  S. 
432,  1  Sup.  Ct.  398,  27  L.  ed.  230; 
United  States  v.  Birdseye,  137  Fed. 
516,  70  C.  C.  A.  100;  United  States 
V.  Bitter  Boot  Development  Co.,  133 
Fed.  274,  66  C.  C.  A.  652  (aprmed, 
200  U.  S.  451,  26  Sup.  Ct.  318,  50  L. 
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ed.  550);  English  v.  United  States,  116 
Fed.  625,  54  C.  C.  A.  81  (afflrming 
107  Fed.  867);  United  States  v.  In- 
man-Poulsen  Lumber  Co.,  211  Fed.  679; 
United  States  v.  Bonner's  Ferry  Lum- 
ber Co.,  184  Fed.  187;  United  States 
V.  Scott,  39  Fed.  900;  Bly  v.  United 
States,  4  Dill.  464,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,581. 

[a]  Title  or  right  of  possession  in 
the  government  at  the  time  the  tim- 
ber is  cut  is  essential  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  action.  United  States  v. 
Inman-Poulsen  Lumber  Co.,  211  Fed 
679. 

[b]  An  entryman  may  recover  the 
value  of  timber  cut  by  a  trespasser 
after  his  entry,  when  his  title  to  the 
laud  is  perfected.  Teller  v.  United 
States,  117  Fed.  577,  54  C.  C.  A.  349. 

[c]  A  compromise  of  criminal  liabil- 
ity does  not  relieve  one  of  the  civil 
obligation  to  pay  for  the  timber  cut 
and  removed.  United  States  v.  Scott, 
39  Fed.  900. 

57.  United  States  v.  Bitter  Boot  De- 
velopment Co.,  133  Fed.  274,  66  C.  C. 
A.  653  {affirmed,  200  U.  S.  451,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  318,  50  L.  ed.  550);  United  States 
V.  Van  Winkle,  113  Fed.  903,  51  C.  C. 
A.  533;  United  States  v.  Northern  Pae. 
E.  Co.,  6  Mont.  351,  12  Pac.  769. 

58.  See  generally  the  title  "Venue." 

59.  Stone  v.  United  States,  167  U. 
S.  178,  17  Sup.  Ct.  778,  42  L.  ed.  127. 

[a]  Reason  for  the  Rule. — "If  a 
suit  like  this  (fer  the  value  of  the 
timber,  in  the  district  where  defendant 
was  found)  cannot  be  maintained,  then 
persons  depredating  on  the  public 
lands  may  escape  civil  liability  by  sim- 
ply removing  from  the  state  in  which 
the  depredation  occurred;  whereby  the 
government  would  be  compelled  to  rely 
altogether  upon  a  criminal  prosecution 
in  which  it  could  not  succeed  except 
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gravamen  of  the  action  it  must  be  brought  in  the  district  where  the 
land  is  situated.^" 

e.  Pleading.  —  The  declaration  in  an  action  to  recover  for  cutting 
and  removing  timber  from  federal  lands  should  state,  in  accordance 
with  the  general  rules  of  pleading,  the  essential  elements  of  the  cause 
of  action.®^  Where  the  defense  is  title  in  another  and  license  to  the 
defendant,  the  latter,  showing  the  good  faith  of  the  defendant,  is  a 
partial  but  distinct  defense  from  that  of  title  and  should  be  separately- 
stated.^^  A  general  allegation  of  good  faith  is  not,  as  a  rule,  suffi- 
cient, and  where  one  relies  upon  a  license  as  a  defense  he  should  set 
out  all  the  facts  relating  thereto  which  are  necessary  to  support  it.^^ 

d.  2^naL  —  Whether  a  homesteader,  who  abandons  the  land  after 
removing  timber  to  which  he  was  entitled  as  a  homesteader,  intended 
to  defraud  the  government  is  generally  a  question  for  the  jury."*  In- 
structions in  an  action  of  trespass  for  unlawfully  cutting  and  re- 
moving timber  from  public  lands  should,  as  in  other  cases,  be  based 
on  the  law  applicable  to  the  ease.^° 

2.  Criminal  Prosecutions.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  federal  stat- 
utes authorize  a  criminal  prosecution  against  any  one  who  unlawfully 
cuts  or  removes  the  timber  on  government  lands,*'  or  who,  without 
right,  either  incloses  such  lands,  asserts  an  exclusive  title  thereto, 


by  proving  the  guilt  of  the  defendant 
beyond  all  reasonable  doubt."  Stone 
V.  United  States,  167  U.  S.  178,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  778,  42  L.  ed.  127. 

60.  Bllenwood  v.  Marietta  Chair  Co., 
158  U.  S.  105,  15  Sup.  Ct.  771,  39 
L.  ed.  913.  See  generally  the  title 
"Trespass." 

61.  United  States  v.  WUliams,  6 
Mont.  379,  12  Pac.  851. 

[a]  Illustration. — "The  mere  alle- 
gation in  the  complaint  that  the  de- 
fendant had  out  28,000  cords  of  wood 
from  timber  growing  upon  the  public 
lands,  and  alleging  the  value-  of  the 
wood,  and  other  formal  matters,  would 
be  sufficient  to  put  the  defendants  on 
their  defense."  United  States  v.  Wil- 
liams, 6  Mont.  379,  12  Pac.  851,. 

62.  United  States  v.  Ordway,  30 
Fed.  30. 

63.  United  States  v.  Mullan  Fuel 
Co.,  118  Fed.  663;  United  States  v. 
Williams,  6"  Mont.  379,  12  Pac.  851. 

64.  Stone  v.  United  States,  167  U. 
S.  178,  17  Sup.  Ct,  778,  42  L.  ed.  127, 
affirming  64  Fed.  667,  12  C.  C.  A.  451. 

65.  United  States  v.  Mock,  149  U. 
S.  273,  13  Sup.  Ct.  848,  37  L.  ed.  732; 
Sauntry  v.  United  States,  117  Fed.  132, 
55  C.  C.  A.  148.  See  generally  tha 
title   "Instructions." 

[a]    Land  Department  Bules. — When 


license  to  cut  and  remove  timber  is 
pleaded  as  a  defense,  it  is  proper  to 
include  in  the  instructions  a  copy  of 
the  land  department's  rules  relatiiig 
thereto.  United  States  v.  Gumm,  9  N. 
M.  611,  58  Pac.  398. 

66.  U.  S.  Eev.  St.,  1878,  §§2461, 
5388;  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §4980; 
7  Fed.  St.  Ann.  290,  296,  304;  Shiver 
V.  United  States,  159  U.  S.  491,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  54,  40  L.  ed.  231;  United  States 
V.  Briggs,  9  How.  (U.  S.)  351,  13  L. 
ed.  170;  United  States  v.  Stone,  49  Fed. 
848;  Orrell  v.  Bay  Mfg.  Co.,  83  Miss. 
800,   36   So.   561,   70  L.  E.  A.   881. 

[a]  Boxing  trees,  while  formerly 
not  within  the  statute,  is  now  a  crim- 
inal offense.  Union  Naval  Stores  Co. 
V.  United  States,  240  U.  S.  284,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  308,  60  L.  ed.  644:  United 
States  V.  Water-Pierce  Oil  Co.,  196  Fed. 
767,  116  C.  C.  A.  391,  39  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   1. 

[b]  A  compromise  of  criminal  liabil- 
ity, is  permitted  except  when  the  cut- 
ting and  removal  is  for  exportation, 
by  the  payment  of  two  dollars  and 
fifty  cents  per  acre  for  all  land  on 
which  the  offense  was  committed.  20 
U.  S.  St.  at  L.  90;  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §4988;  7  Fed.  St.  Ann.  305;  Mor- 
gan V.  United  States,  148  Fed.  189,  78 
C.  C.  A.  323;  United  States  v.  Scott, 
39  Fed.  900. 
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or  obstructs  passage  over  them."' 

b.  Indictment  or  Information.  —  In  accordance  with  the  general 
rules  elsewhere  treated,"'  it  is  permissible  to  include  several  offenses 
in  one  indictment  provided  they  are  set  out  in  different  counts."^" 
The  indictment  or  information  should  be  drawn  in  accordance  with 
the  general  rules  as  to  charging  the  essential  elements  of  the  of- 
fense,™ and  negativing  e^fceptions,^^  and  defenses.''^  Where  the  prose- 
cution is  for  cutting  or  removing  timber,  the  land  upon  which  the 
offense  was  committed,  when  surveyed,  should  be  specifically  described 
according  to  the  public  survey." 

II.  STATE  LANDS.  —  A.  Acquisition  and  Protection  of  Title 
TO.  —  1.  Suits  To  Compel  Conveyance.  —  In  a  suit  against  a  state  to 
compel  the  conveyance  of  school  lands,  the  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to 
issue  patents  is  not  a  necessary  party.'* 


67.  23  U.  S,  St.  at  L.  321,  322; 
r.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §§4997,  4999;  6 
Fed.  St.  Ann.  533,  536;  Camfield  v. 
United  States,  167  U.  S.  518,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  864,  42  L.  ed.  260;  Clemmons  v. 
Gillette,  33  Mont.  321,  83  Pae.  879,  114 
Am.  St.  Eep.  814. 

[a]  Intent  of  Parties  Immateiial. 
An  incloaure  of  public  lands  is  within 
the  statute  no  matter  what  the  in- 
tent of  the  parties  may  be.  Golconda 
Cattle  Co.  V.  United  States,  201  Fed. 
281,  118  C.  C.  A.  519. 

[b]  Bona  Fide  Claimant. — The  stat- 
ute does  not  apply  to  one  who  claims 
the  land  in  good  faith  under  color  of 
title.  Cameron  v.  United  States,  148 
U.  S.  301,  13  Sup.  Ct.  595,  37  L.  ed. 
459. 

68.  See  the  title  "Indictment  and 
Information,"  and  particularly  12 
Standard  Pboc.  499,  et  seq. 

69.  Krause  v.  United  States,  147 
Fed.  442,  78  C.  C.  A.  642.  See  also 
Carroll  v.  United  States,  154  Fed.  425, 
83  C.  C.  A.   245. 

70.  See  generally  12  Standard  Pboc. 
294. 

[a]  Bemoval  from  the  land  "where 
it  was  grown  and  cut,"  is  not  an  es- 
sential or  material  averment  in  an  in- 
dictment for  the  unlawful  removal  of 
timber  from  public  lands  and  need  not 
be  alleged.  United  States  v.  Schuler, 
6  McLean  28,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,234. 

[b]  The  class  of  lands  upon  which 
the  trespass  was  committed  need  not 
be  alleged.  United  States  v.  Thomp- 
son, 6  McLean  56,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,490. 

[c]  Description  of  Timber. — It  is 
not  necessary  to  describe  every  kind 
of  timber  cut,  "walnut  and  other 
trees"    being    a    suflcient    allegation. 
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United  States  v.  Eedy,  5  McLean  358, 
27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,133. 

[d]  The  use  made  of  the  timber  is 
not  essential  to  be  alleged.  United 
States  V.  Stone,  49  Fed.  848. 

[e]  Intent. — (1)  An  indictment  for 
cutting  or  removing  timber  need  not 
charge  intent,  for  the  ofEense  is  com- 
mitted when  the  timber  is  unlawfully 
cut  or  removed.  United  States  v.  Eeder, 
69  Fed.  965;  United  States  v.  Murphv, 
32  Fed.  376;  United  States  v.  Schuler, 
6  McLean  28,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,234. 
See  also  United  States  v.  Dartou,  6 
McLean  46,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,919. 
(2)  But  when  the  charge  is  the  un- 
lawful cutting  and  removing  of  tim- 
ber to  be  used  or  disposed  of  in  a 
way  or  for  purposes  prohibited  by  the 
statute,  the  intent  to  so  use  or  dis- 
pose of  it  must  be  alleged.  United 
States  V.  Hacker,  73  Fed.  292;  United 
States  V.  Garretson,  42  Fed.  22. 

71.  See  12  Standard  Peoc.  458. 

[a]  An  indictment  for  unlawful 
enclosure  must  show  that  the  defend- 
ant does  not  come  within  any  excep- 
tion of  the  statute,  such  as  a  claim  or 
color  of  title  made  or  acquired  in  good 
faith,  permitting  the  enclosure.  United 
States  V.  Churchill,  101  Fed.  443; 
United  States  v.  Felderward,  36  Fed. 
490,  13  Sawy.  513. 

72.  See  12  standard  Peoc.  350. 
[a]     That  the  cottHig  or  removal  was 

not  justified  under  any  statute,  rule, 
or  regulation  of  the  land  department 
need  not  be  alleged.  United  States  v. 
Stone,  49  Fed.  848. 

73.  United  States  v.  Schuler,  6  Mc- 
Lean  28,  27  Fed.   Cas.  No.   16,234. 

74.  Eomine  v.  State,  7  Wash.  215, 
34  Pac.  924. 
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2.  Review  of  Issuance  of  Patent,  —  a.  Bill  in  Equity.  —  (I.)  in 
General.  —  The  proper  remedy  to  .assail  a  patent  issued  through  fraud 
or  mistake  is  by  bill  in  equity  to  have  it  cancelled  or  annulled.''^ 

(II.)  By  and  Against  Whom.  —  The  state  is  usually  the  petitioner  for 
such  relief/^  but  a  prior  claimant  or  other  interested  party  is  entitled 
to  maintain  the  bill.''^ 

(III.)  Conditions  Precedent.Ts  —  When  fraud  is  the  basis  of  the  suit 
the  purchase  price  need  not  be  tendered  as  a  prerequisite  to  recovery/® 


75.  La. — Bowman-Hicks  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Industrial  Lumber  Co.,  127  La. 
1057,  54  So.  349;  Smith  v.  Crandall, 
118  La.  1052,  43  So.  699.  Minn.— See 
State  V.  Bachelder,  5  Minn.  223,  80 
Am.  Dec.  410.  N.  Y. — Brady  v.  Begun, 
36  Barb.  533.  Tex. — Campbell  v.  El- 
liott (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  1180; 
Maney  v.  Eyres,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  497, 
77  S.  W.  428,  969;  Hamilton  v.  Votaw^ 
31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  684,  73  S.  W.  1091. 
See  Day  Land  &  C.  Co.  v.  State,  68 
Tex.  526,  4  S.  W.  865. 

As  to  federal  patents,  see  supra,  I, 
A,  2,  b,  (II),  (B). 

76.  Cal. — See  People  v.  Stratton,  25 
Cal.  242.  Ga.— Calhoun  v.  Cawley,  104 
Ga.  335,  30  S.  E.  773;  Parker  v.  Hughes, 
25  Ga.  374.  Md. — Singery  v.  Attorney- 
General,  2  Har.  &  J.  487.  IHinn.— State 
V.  Bachelder,  5  Minn.  223,  80  Am. 
Dec.  410;  Brady  v.  Begun,  36  Barb. 
533;  People  v.  Schermerhorn,  19  Barb. 
540;  Jackaoa  ex  dem.  Mancius  v.  Law- 
ton,  10  Johns.  23.  Ore. — Wilson  v. 
Shiveley,  11  Ore.  215,  4  Pac.  324.  Va. 
White  V.  Jones,  4  Call  (8  V.a.)  253,  J 
Am.  Dee.  564. 

[a]  The  state  is  a  necessary  party 
to  a  suit  to  vacate  or  annul  a  state 
patent  to  school  lands.  Powers  v.  Web- 
ster, 47  Wash.  99,  91  Pae.  569. 

[b]  State  Must  Be  Interested. — It 
has  been  held  that  a  state  may  main- 
tain a  suit  to  cancel  its  patent  to 
state  lands  only  to  protect  its  own  in- 
terests and  not  those  of  a  private 
party.  People  v.  Stratton,  25  Cal.  242; 
State  V.  Warner  Valley  Stock  Co.,  48 
Ore.  378,  86  Pac.  780. 

[c]  MisdMcription  of  Lands.— The 
state  alone  may  maintain  an  action  to 
cancel  a  patent  to  school  lands  on  the 
ground  of  a  misdescription  of  the  lands 
in  the  original  application.  Gunnels  v. 
Cartledge,  26  Tex.  Civ.  App.  623,  64 
S.  W.  806. 

77.  Ark. — Eozell  v.  Chicago  Mill  & 
Lumb.  Co.,  76  Ark.  525,  89  8.  "W.  469. 
Cal.— Edwards  v.  BoUey,  96  Cal.  408, 


31  Pac.  267,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  234. 
Ga. — Williamson  v.  Matthews,  32  Ga. 
524.  La. — Telle  v.  St.  Tammany  School 
Board,  44  La.  Ann.  365,  10  So.  801. 
N.  C— Stewart  v.  Keener,  131  N.  C. 
480,  42  8.  E.  935.  Tenn.— Dodson  v. 
Cocke,  1  Overt.  314,  3  Am.  Dec.  757. 
Tex. — Williamson  v.  Miller- Vidor  Lum- 
ber Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178 '  8.  W. 
800;  Williams  v.  Barnes  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  Ill  S.  W.  432;  Thomson  v.  Hub- 
bard, 22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  101,  53  S.  W. 
841.  Wis. — Burrows  v.  Butledge,  76 
Wis.  22,  44  N.  W.  847. 

[a]  Party  Must  Be  Interested. — Ark. 
Brown  v.  Toler,  66  Ark.  361,  50  S.  W. 
696..  Tex. — Murphy  v.  Terrell,  100  Tex. 
397,  100  S.  W.  130.  Wash.— Powers  v. 
Webster,  47  Wash.  99,  91  Pae.  569. 

[b]  By  Residents  or  Taxpayers. 
Where  title  to  certain  school  lands  is 
vested  in  the  residents  and  taxpayers 
of  the  township,  they  may  maintain 
an  action  to  annul  an  illegal  sale  there- 
of. Telle  V.  St.  Tammany  School  Bd., 
44  La.  Ann.  365,  10  So.  801. 

78.  To  suit  to  cancel  or  annul  fed- 
eral patent,  see  supra,  I,  A,  2,  b,  (II), 
(B),  (2). 

79.  Ark. — State  ■;;.  Morgan,  52  Ark, 
150,  12  8.  W.  243.  Kan.— State  v. 
Cross,  38  Kan.  696,  17  Pac.  190.  La. 
State  v.  Hackley,  124  La.  854,  50  So. 
772.  Tex. — Eandolph  v.  State,  73  Tex. 
485,  11  S.  W.  487;  State  v.  Ehomberg, 
69  Tex.  212,  7  8.  W.  195;  State  v. 
Snyder,  66  Tex.  687,  18  S.  W.  106; 
State  V.  Burnett  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  59 
S.  W.  599. 

[.a]  Innocent  Purchaser. — One  who 
furnishes  the  money  used  for  the  pur- 
chase of  school  lands,  afterwards  tak- 
ing a  deed  to  same  or  a  part  thereof 
in  payment,  is  not  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser and  in  a  suit  against  him  by 
the  state  to  .annul  the  patent  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  practiced  by  the  pat- 
entee the  purchase  money  need  not 
be  returned.  State  v.  Burnett  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  59  S.   W.  599. 
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but  it  is  otherwise,  as  a  rule,  when  the  suit  is  based  on  an  innocent 
mistake.*"  When  the  right  to  annul  resides  in  persons  other  than 
the  state,  which  holds  the  purchase  price,  no  obligation  rests  upon 
such  persons  to  secure  its  return.'^  ^ 

(IV.)  Pleading.82  —  In  a  suit  to  annul  a  patent  to  state  lands,  where 
fraud  is  alleged,  the  facts  constituting  the  fraud  must  be  set  out  in 
the  bill.«^ 

b.  Collateral  Attack.  —  A  patent  to  state  lands  is  to  the  same  ex- 
tent as  one  to  federal  lands,**  immune  from  collateral  impeachment,*^ 
except  where  it  is  absolutely  void.*° 

3.  School  Lands.  —  a./  Proceedings  Upon  Purchaser's  Default. 
(I.)  Remedies  Available.  — An  action  for  the  purchase  price  is  main- 
tainable against  a  defaulting  purchaser  of  school  lands,*'  unless  the 
statute  provides  for  an  absolute  forfeiture  upon  default  in  payment.** 

Forfeiture  of  the  contract  results,  in  some  states,  from  the  pur- 
chaser's default  alone,**  while  in  others  forfeiture  can  only  be  en- 
forced by  appropriate  proceedings*"  had  upon  due  notice."^ 

(II.)  Parties.  — A  suit  to  recover  school  lands  forfeited  to  the  state 
should  generally  be  in  the  name  of  the  state,*^  by  or  under  the 
authority  of  the  attorney  general,"^  but  in  some  jurisdictions,  when 
purchase  price  notes  are  made  payable  to  the  state  treasurer,  he  may 
sue  to  rescind  the  sale  upon  a  default  in  payment.** 
(HI.)    Pleading.  —  In  an  action  for  the  purchase  price  of  school  lands, 


80.  People  V.  Morris,  77  Cal.  204, 
19  Pac.  378;  People  v.  Bryan,  73  Cal. 
376,  14  Pac.  893;  State  v.  Garlander, 
39  Kan.  655,  18  Pac.  818;  State  v.  Wil- 
liam's, 39  Kan.  517,  18  Pae.,  727;  State 
V.  Dennis,  39  Kan.  509,  18  Pac.  723. 

81.  Telle  v.  St.  Tammany  School 
Board,  44  La.  Ann.  365,  10  So.  801, 
residents  and  taxpayers  of  township. 

82.  See  generally  the  title  "Bills 
and  Answers." 

83.  State  v.  Dennis,  39  Kan.  509, 
18  Pac.  723;  State  v.  Williams,  39  Kan. 
517,  18  Pac.  727;  State  v.  Garlander, 
39  Kan.  655,  18  Pac.  818.  See  gen- 
erally the   title   "Fraud  and  Deceit." 

84.  See  supra,  I,  A,  2,  b,  c. 

85.  XT.  S. — Dodge  v.  Perez,  2  Sawy. 
645,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,953.  Ark.— State 
V.  Morgan,  52  Ark.  150,  12  S.  W.  243. 
Cal. — Churchill  v.  Anderson,  56  Cal.  55. 
111. — Chicago  Sanitary  Dist.  v.  Adam, 
179  111.  406,  53  N.  E.  743.- 

86.  State  v.  Morgan,  52  Ark.  150,  12 
S.  W.  243;  Churchill  v.  Anderson,  56 
Cal.    55. 

87.  Orr  v.  State,  56  Ark.  107,  19 
S.  W.  319;  Seeley  v.  Thomas,  31  Ohio 
St.  301.,  See  also  St.  Joseph  v.  State, 
120  Ind.  442,  22  N.  E.  339. 

88.  State   University  v.   Winston,  5 
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Stew.   &  P.    (Ala.)    17;   School   Comrs. 
V.  AiTiin,  5  Port.   (Ala.)   169. 

89.  State  University  v.  Winston,  5 
Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  17;  Sehlbrede  v. 
State  Land  Board,  46  Ore.  615,  618, 
81  Pae.  702. 

90.  State  v.  Clark,  39  Neb.  899,  58 
N.  W.  585;  State  v.  Graham,  21  Neb. 
329,  32  N.  W.  142;  Richardson  v.  Pratt, 
20  Neb.  196,  29  N.  W.  382. 

91.  Ark.— Orr  v.  State,  56  Ark.  107, 
19  S.  W.  319.  Kan.— Pharos  v.  Gleason, 
73  Kan.  604,  85  Pac.  572;  Hansen  v. 
Wilson,  40  Kan.  211,  19  Pac.  717.  Neb. 
Smith  V.  White,  5  Neb.  405. 

92.  Duncan  v.  State,  28  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  447,  67  S.  W.  903. 

93.  Duncan  v.  State,  28  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  447,  67  S.  W.  903. 

[a]  Not  by  Unauthorized  County 
Attorney. — Under  a  statute  authoriz- 
ing the  attorney-general  to  institute 
suits  in  the  name  of  the  state  for  the 
recovery  of  lands  forfeited  to  the  state, 
a  county  attorney,  not  being  directed 
or  authorized  to  do  so,  cannot  main- 
tain an  action,  or  intervene,  in  the 
name  of  the  state,  for  the  forfeiture 
of  school  lands.  Duncan  v.  State,  28 
Tex.   Civ.  App.  447,  67  S.   W.  903. 

94.  Hunter  ».  Williams,  16  La.  Ann. 
129. 
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a  plea  of  cancellation  with  the  consent  of  the  voters  of  the  district, 
need  not  state  the  reason  which  induced  the  voters'  action.^^ 

b.  Lease  of  School  Lands.  —  The  remedies  available  to  lessor  or 
lessee  of  state  school  lands  are  generally  the  same  as  in  any  other  case 
of  landlord  and  tenant.*^ 

B.  Proceedings  for  Injuries  to  State  Lands.  —  1.  Civil 
Remedies.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  state  cannot  maintain  ejectment 
against  a  trespasser  on  state  lands,  because  the  sovereign  cannot  be 
disseized;^'  but  an  information  for  intrusion,  which  is  an  action  in 
the  nature  of  trespass  quare  elausum  fregit,  has  been  used."^  The 
state  may  enjoin  the  unlawful  cutting  or  removing  of  timber  from 
its  lands,^*  or  it  may  sue  in  trespass  for  damages,^  or  in  replevin  for 
the  property,^  or  maintain  an  action  for  the  statutory  penalty.^ 

b.  Pleading.  —  When  the  action  is  to  recover  a  penalty  under  a 
statute  allowing  a  penalty  for  each  tree  destroyed,  the  complaint  may 
properly  contain  in  one  count  an  allegation  of  all  the  trees  destroyed.* 

G.  Trial.  —  Trial  in  this  class  of  cases  is  governed  by  general  rules 
elsewhere  treated.^ 


95.  Lewis  v.  Montgomery  Branch 
Bank,  6  Ala.  496. 

96.  See  generally  the  title  "Land- 
lord and  Tenant,"  and  the  following: 
U.  S. — Forest  Products  Co.  v.  Eussell, 
161  Fed.  1004,  111.— Bosenthal  v.  Board 
of  Education,  270  111.  380,  110  N.  B. 
579.  Miss. — Moss  Point  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Harrison  County,  89  Miss.  448,  42 
So.  290,  873;  Cole  v.  Harman,  8  Smed. 
&  M.  562. 

[aj  Sale  of  Timber. — Where  school 
lands  have  been  leased  without  mak- 
ing any  exception  as  to  the  operation 
of  the  lease  with  respect  to  timber 
growing  thereon,  the  state  commission- 
er of  lands  cannot  sell  same,  and  if 
he  does  the  purchaser  may  be  re- 
strained from  cutting  and  removing 
the  timber  by  the  lessee.  Tansel  v. 
Storm,  40  Okla.  363,  138  Pac.  168. 

97.  State  v.  Arledge,  1  Bailey  (S. 
C.)    551. 

98.  State  v.  Arledge,  1  Bailey  (S. 
C.)  551;  Com.  v.  Hite,  6  Leigh  (33 
Va.)  588,  29  Am.  Dec.  226. 

[a]  Process  on  Information  for  In- 
trusion.— A  warrant  should  be  issued 
against  the  defendant  upon  the  filing 
of  an  information  for  intrusion  the 
same  as  if  it  were  an  indictment. 
State  V.  Arledge,  1  Bailey  (8.  C.) 
551. 

99.  State  v.  Goodnight,  70  Tex.  682, 
11   S.    W.   119. 

1.  Mo. — State  v.  Mullen,  97  Me.  331, 
54  Atl.  841;  State  v.  Cutler,  16  Me. 
349.     Minn. — State   v.   Shevlin-Carpen- 


ter  Co.,  102  Minn.  470,  113  N.  W^ 
634,  114  N.  W.  738.  N.  Y.— Newcomb 
V.  Butterfield,  8  Johns.  342;  People  v. 
Bennett,  56  Misc.  160,  107  N.  Y.  Supp. 
406.  Pa. — Graham  v.  Moore,  4  Serg.  & 
E.  467. 

[a]  Where  public  lands  of  the 
United  States  have  been  granted  to  a 
state  the  title  to  the  timber  thereon 
belongs  to  the  state  and  the  state  may 
maintain  an  action  for  the  wrongful 
removal  or  conversion  thereof,  and  such 
action  cannot  be  maintained  by  the 
federal  government.  So  where  timber 
was  wrongfully  cut  and  removed  from 
land  which  had  been  granted  to  the 
state,  but  which  after  the  conversion 
was  forfeited  and  reverted  to  the 
United  States,  the  latter  could  not 
maintain  an  action  for  the  value  of 
such  timber.  United  States  v.  Loughrey, 
172  U.  S.  206,  19  Sup.  Ct.  153,  43 
L.  ed.  420. 

2.  Schulenburg  v.  Harriman,  21 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  44,  22  L.  ed.  551,  af- 
firming 2  Dill.  398,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12,486. 

3.  People  V.  McFadden,  13  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  396;  People  v.  Bennett,  56 
Misc.   160,   107  N.  Y.   Supp.  406. 

4.  People  V.  McFadden,  13  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  396.  See  the  title  "Penalties, 
Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

5.  See  the  title  "Trial"  and  the 
cross-references  there  found. 

[a]  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact. 
Under  conflicting  evidence  the  question 
whether    the    timber   was    cut    by   the 
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2.  Criminal  Prosecutions.  —  Certain  trespasses  upon  state  lands 
will  under  some  statutes  subject  the  offender  to  a  criminal  prosecution.^ 
An  indictment  for  unlawfully  destroying  or  removing  timber  from 
state  public  lands  should  be  drawn  in  accordance  with  the  general 
rules  relating  to  indictments.'' 


defendant,  or  by  another  without 
authorization  from  defendant,  is  for 
the  jury.  People  v.  Turner,  49  Hun 
466,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  253,  affirmed  in  117 
N.  Y.  227,  22  N.  E.  1022,  15  Am. 
St.  Eep.  498.  See  the  title  "Province 
of  Ju(^e  and  Jury." 

[b]  Instructions.  —  When  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  defendant  assisted  in 
committing  the  trespass,  an  iuBtruetion 
eliminating  that  question  from  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jurv  is  erroneous. 
People  V.  Holmes,  166  N.  Y.  540,  60 
N.  E.  249.  See  the  title  "Instruc- 
tions." 

6.    Broward  v.   State,  9  Fla.   422. 

[a]  Unlawful  enclosure  of  state 
lands.  State  v.  Goodnight,  70  Tex. 
682,  11  S.  W.  119. 

[b]  Cutting  or  Kemoving  of  Tim- 
ber.— Mich. — People  r.  Christian,  144 
Mich.   247,   107    N.    W.     919.      Minn. 


State  V.  Shevlin-Carpenter  Co.,  99  Minn. 
158,  108  N".  W.  935.  Pa.— Com.  v.  La 
Bar,  32  Pa.  Super.  228;  Com.  v.  Texter, 
2  Browne  247.  S.  D. — State  ■;;.  Dor- 
man,  9  S.  D.  528,  70  N.  W.  848. 

7.  See  generally  12  Standard  Peoc. 
294. 

[a]  Surplusage. — Under  a  statute 
which  prohibits  the  "removal"  of 
timber  from  state  public  lands,  an  in- 
dictment is  not  vitiated  by  the  need- 
less use  of  the  word  "cut,"  the  al- 
legation being  "did  cut  and  remove." 
State  V.  Dorman,  9  S.  D.  528,  70  N.  W. 
848. 

[b]  Intent. — Generally  a  ,  criminal 
intent  is  not  an  essential  element  of 
the  offense  and  therefore  need  not  be 
alleged  in  an  indictment  ^or  cutting 
and  removing  timber  from  state  lands. 
People  V.  Christian,  144  Mich.  247,  107 
N.  W.  919;  Com.  v.  Le  Bar,  32  Pa. 
Super.  228. 
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Mandamus;  Ships  and  Shipping; 
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For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Pkoc.  1011. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  FRANCHISES.  —  A.  Grant  and  Issuance.  —  If  a  clear  right 
to  a  franchise  exists,  its  issuance  by  the  proper  authorities  may  be 
compelled  by  mandamus.^  But  where  the  grant  or  issuance  is  a  mat- 
ter of  legislative  discretion,  mandamus  will  not  lie.^ 

B.  Use,  Protection  and  Enjoyment.  —  Where  a  franchise  has 
been  granted,  threatened  interference  with  its  lawful  exercise  will  be 
enjoined,^  and  the  issuance  of  a  permit  or  other  authorization  to 
enable  a  public  service  corporation  to  prosecute  its  business  under  the 
franchise  will  be  enforced  by  mandamus,*  or  a  mandatory  injunction.' 


1  Pereria  v.  Wallace,  129  Cal.  397, 
62  'Pac.  61;  Christian-Todd  Tel.  Co. 
,;.   Com.,  156   Ky.   557,   161   S.  W.  543. 

2.  Ouachita  Power  Co.  v.  Donaghey, 
106  Ark.  48,  152  8.  W.  1012,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915A,  447;  Bastin  Tel.  Co.  v.  David- 
son, 176  Ky.  23,  195  S.  W.  148  See 
generally  the  title  "Mandamus." 


3.  III.— Quincy  v.  Bull,  106  111.  337. 
Kan. — La  Harpe  v.  Elm  TownsEip  G. 
F.  &  P.  Co.,  69  Kan.  97,  76  Pac.  448. 
N.  C. — Asheville  St.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Ashe- 
ville,  109  N.  C.  688,  14  S.  E.  316. 

4.  Del. — Wilmington  v.  Addicks,  47 
Atl.  366.  La.— State  v.  Bell,  49  La. 
Ann.   676,   21   So.   724.     Md.— State  v. 
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A  privilege  granted  by  a  franchise  is  necessarily  exclusive  as  against 
all  persons  who  do  not  possess  a  similar  franchise,*  and  a  court  of 
equity  will  enjoin  an  unlawful  invasion  of  the  right  by  another  per- 
son.'' The  existence  of  the  franchise  right  must  be  clearly  established 
in  order  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  relief.*  One  utility  corporation  cannot 
by  suit  for  injunction  question  the  validity  of  the  franchise  of  a 
competitor,^  the  remedy  in  such  a  case  being  quo  warranto.^"  But 
where  two  or  more  public  service  companies  each  have  a  franchise, 
one  company  cannot  enjoin  another  from  operating  because  of  non- 
compliance with  the  terms  or  conditions  of  its  franchise.^^  A  fran- 
chise, which  has  been  accepted  and  acted  upon,  constitutes  a  con- 
tracts^^ and  a  repeal  of  the  ordinance  granting    the    franchise,^*    a 


Latrobe,  81  Md.  222,  31  Atl.  788:    Mo. , 
State    V.    St.    Louis,    145    Mo.    551,    46  | 
S.  W.   981,  42  L.  E.   A.    113.      Mont. 
State  V.  Red  Lodge,  30  Mont.  338,  76  , 
Pae.  758.     N.  Y.— Nassau  Elee.  R.  Co. 
V.  White,  12  Misc.  631,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
960,  69  N.  Y.  St.  128.  I 

5.  Gadsden  v.  Mitchell,  145  Ala.  137, 
40  So.  557,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  20,  6  L. 
E.  A.   (N.  S.)   781.  I 

6.  Millville  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Vine-  i 
land  Light  &  P.  Co.,  72  N.  J.  Eq.  305, 
65  Atl.  504.  I 

7.  N.  J.— Millville  Gas  Light  Co.  v. ' 
Vineland  Light  &  P.  Co.,  72  N.  J.  Eq. 
305,  65  Atl.  504.  Tenn. — Memphis  St.  , 
E.  Co.  V.  Eapid  Transit  Co.,  133  Tenn.  I 
99,  179  S.  W.  635,  Ann.  Gas.  1917C,  ' 
1045,  P.  U.  E.  1916A,  834.  Tex.— Tug- 
well  V.  Eagle  Pass  Eerry  Co.,  74  Tex.  ' 
480,  9  S.  W.  120,  13  S.  W.  654.  j 

[a]  Although  complainant  is  uoi;  in 
the  actual  enjoyment  of  the  franchise  . 
and  its  right  and  title  to  the  fran- 
chise is  denied,  jurisdiction  will  be  | 
exercised  by  a  court  of  equity,  since 
a  franchise  right  is  an  intangible  prop- 
erty right  the  protection  of  which  in- 
volves questions  analagous  to  those 
invoked  when  the  existence  of  a  pri- 
vate nuisance  is  alleged,  and  in  this 
class  of  cases  equity  will  act  although 
complainant's  legal  title  is  denied. 
Millville  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Vineland 
Light  &  P.  Co.,  72  N.  J.  Eq.  305,  65 
Atl.  504. 

[b]  A  street  railway,  although  not 
having  an  exclusive  franchise  to  use 
city  streets,  does  have  the  exclusive 
right  to  operate  in  the  streets  as 
against  all  persons  who  have  not  ac- 
quired the  right  from  the  proper 
authorities  and  it  may  enjoin  their  un- 
authorized use  of  the  streets.  Mem- 
phis St.  E.   Co.  V.  Eapid  Transit   Co., 
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133  Tenn.  99,  179  S.  W.  635,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917C,  1045,  P.  U.  E.  1916A,  834; 
Lindsley  v.  Dallas  Conaol.  St.  Ey.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  200  S.  W.  207. 

8.  N.  J.— Millville  Gas  Light  Co.  v. 
Vineland  Light  &  P.  Co.,  72  N.  J.  Eq. 
305,  65  Atl.  504.  Pa. — Myersdale  & 
S.  St.  E.  Co.  i;.  Pennsylvania  &  M. 
St.  E.  Co.,  219  Pa.  558,  69  Atl.  92. 
Tenn. — Memphis  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Eapid 
Transit  Co.,  133  Tenn.  99,  179  S.  W. 
635,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  1045,  P.  TJ.  E. 
1916A,  834. 

9.  Baxter  Tel.  Co.  v.  Cherokee  Co. 
Mut.  Tel.  Assn.,  94  Kan.  159,  146  Pac. 
324,  L.  E.  A.  1916B,  1083. 

10.  Myersdale  &  S.  St.  E.  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  &  M.  St.  E.  Co.,  219  Pa. 
558,  69  Atl.  92;  Memphis  St.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eapid  Transit  Co.',  133  Tenn.  99, 
179  S.  W.  635,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  1045, 
P.  U.  E.  1916A,  834.  See  the  title 
"Quo  Warranto." 

11.  North  Shore  Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Port  Jefferson  Elec.  L:  Co.,  151  App. 
Div.  63,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  824,  failure 
to  obtain  consent  of  public  service 
commission  is  not  a  ground  for  an  in- 
junction. 

12.  Asbury  Park  &  S.  G.  E.  Co.  v. 
Township  Committee,  73  N.  J.  Eq.  3?3, 
67  Atl.  790. 

13.  Asbury  Park  &  S.  G.  E.  Co.  V. 
Township  Committee,  73  N.  J.  Eq.  323, 
67  Atl.  790. 

[a]  Franchises  To  Lay  Tracks  in 
City  Streets. — Asbury  Park  &  S.  G.  E. 
Co.  V.  Township  Committee,  73  N.  J. 
Eq.  323,  67  Atl.  790;  Paterson  &  P. 
H.  E.  Co.  V.  Mayor,  24  N.  3.  Eq.  158. 

[b]  The  threatened  injury  to  or  re* 
moval  of  plaintiff's  property,  must  be 
alleged  in  the  -aomplaint.  Cape  May 
&  S.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Cape  May,  35  N.  J. 
Eq.  419. 
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threatened  unlawful  forfeiture  of  the  franchise,^*  or  an  attempted 
modification  by  the  governmental  body  of  mutual  rights  under  the 
franchise,  without  the  consent  and  over  the  objection  of  the  public 
utility, ^°  will  be  enjoined.^'  On  the  other  hand,  the  public  utility 
-will  be  restrained  by  a  court  of  equity  from  violating  or  abusing  the 
terms  of  its  franchise.^^  The  action  may  be  maintained  by  the  state 
or  municipality  granting  the  franchise.^*  Mandamus  will  also  lie  to 
compel  a  compliance  by  the  utility  with  the  terms  of  its  franchise,^* 


14.  Knickerbocker  Trust  Co.  v.  Kala- 
mazoo, 182  Fed.  865;  North  Jersey  St. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Inhabitants  of  South  Or- 
ange, 58  N.  J.  Eq.  83,  43  Atl.  53. 

15.  Cincinnati  v.  Cincinnati  &  Ham- 
ilton Tr.  Co.,  245  U.  S.  446,  38  Sup. 
Ct.  153,  62  L.  ed.  — ;  City  of  Bessemer 
V.  Bessemer  City  Waterworks,  152  Ala. 
391,  44  So.   663. 

[a]  Constructiou  of  a  municipal 
plant  in  violation  of  the  terms  of  the 
franchise  will  be  enjoined.  Memphis 
Elee.  L.  H.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Memphis,  271 
Mo.  488,  196  S.  W.  1113. 

[b]  Where  rates  for  public  service 
have  been  fixed  by  an  ordinance,  acted 
upon  and  accepted  by  a  public  utility, 
enforcement  of  an  ordinance  which  at- 
tempts to  reduce  the  rates  will  be  en- 
joined. City  of  Bessemer  v.  Bessemer 
City  Waterworks,  152  Ala.  391,  44  So. 
663. 

16.  See  cases  in  preceding  notes. 

[a]  The  theory  is  not  that  the 
court  will  enjoin  the  commission  of  a 
crime  in  the  violation-  of  an  ordinance 
but  that  it  will  protect  complainant 
against  an  invasion  of  its  vested 
rights.  City  of  Bessemer  v.  Bessemer 
City  Waterworks,  152  Ala.  391,  44  So. 
663. 

[b]  "If  there  is  doubt  as  to  the 
right  claimed  by  the  company,  or  if 
it  is  uncertain  whether  the  acts  com- 
plained of  are  infractions  of  it,  a  court 
of  equity  should  not  interfere."  City 
of  Bessemer  v.  Bessemer  City  Water- 
works, 152  Ala.  391,  44  So.  663. 

[e]  A  trustee,  as  mortgagee,  may 
maintain  the  action  in  his  own  right. 
Knickerbocker  Trust  Co.  v.  Kalamazoo, 
182  Fed.  865. 

[d]  Federal  courts  have  jurisdiction 
of  such  an  action  as  it  involves  the 
impairment  of  the  obligation  of  a  con- 
tract and  the  taking  of  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law.  Kansas  City 
Gas  Co.  V.  Kansas  City,  198  Fed.  500. 

17  Ky.  —  Louisville  v.  Louisville 
Hom'e  Tel,  Co.,  149  Kj.  234,  148  S.  W. 

57 


13,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  1240.  Minn.— Red 
Wing  V.  Wisconsin-Minnesota  L.  &  P. 
Co.,  166  N-.  W.  175.  N.  H.— State  v. 
Boston  &  M.  E.  E.,  75  N.  H.  327,  74 
Atl.    542. 

[a]  Injunction  the  Proper  Remedy. 
"The  injury  resulting  from  appellee's 
violation  of  the  ordinance  of  the  city, 
was  an  injury  to  the  municipality  and 
its  inhabitants  of  a  permanent  con- 
tinuing and  irreparable  nature;  and 
also  such  in  character  as  is  not  sub- 
eeptible  of  accurate  pecuniary  estima- 
tion. Moreover,  where  the  remedy  at 
law  is,  as  here,  manifestly  inadequate 
it  is  a  well  recognized  rule  that  a 
court  of  equity  may  at  the  suit  of 
the  state  or  municipality  granting  a 
franchise,  by  injunction  compel  a  re- 
calcitrant public  service  corporation  to 
which  it  was  granted  to  abide  by  its 
terms,  although  no  actual  injury  result 
to  the  state  or  municipality  from  the 
corporation's  violation  of  the  fran- 
chise. This  is  so,  because  in  such 
case  the  corporation's  breach  of  the 
contract,  especially  if  it  arises  out 
of  the  doing  of  an  act  which  the  con- 
tract declares  shall,  not  be  done,  will 
presumptively  result  in  the  oppression 
of  the  citizens. ' '  Louisville  v.  Louis- 
ville Home  Tel.  Co.,  149  Ky.  234,  148 
S.  W.  13,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  1240.  And 
see  City  of  Wheeling  v.  Natural  Gas 
Co.,  74  W.  Va.  372,  82  S.  E.  345. 

18.  Bed  Wing  v.  Wisconsin-Minne- 
sota L.  &  P.  Co  (Minn.),  166  N.  W. 
175;  City  of  Wheeling  v.  Natural  Gas 
Co.,  74  W.  Va.  372,  82  S.  E.  345  (eon- 
sumers  are  not  necessary  parties) ;  City 
of  St.  Mary's  v.  Hope  Natural  Gas 
Co.,  71  W.  Va.  76,  76  S.  E.  841,  43 
L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)  994. 

19.  U.  S. — State  ex  ret  Seattle  v. 
Puget  Sound  Tr.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  243  Fed. 
748.  Ind. — State  ex ,  rel.  Vinoennes  v. 
Vincennes  Traction  Co.,  117  N.  E.  961; 
Seymour  Water  Co.  v.  Seymour, .  163 
Ind.  120,  70  N.  E.  514.  Ia.^State  v. 
Ottumwa  By.  &  L.  Co.,  178  Iowa  961, 
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and  this  proceeding  may  also  be  maintained  by  a  municipality  in  its 
own  name.^° 

C.  FoEFEiTUEB.  —  Where  the  terms  of  a  statute  or  ordinance  pro- 
viding for  the  forfeiture  of  a  franchise  are  self-executing,  noncom- 
pliance with  such  terms  works  a  forfeiture  of- the  franchise.^^  Ordi- 
narily, however,  a  forfeiture  of  a  franchise  can  be  declared  only  by 
the  courts,^^  and  in  a  proceeding  by  or  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto, 
brought  directly  for  that  purpose  by  the  body  which  granted  the 
franchise,^^  or  by  the  attorney  general  of  the  state.^*  A  court  of 
equity  will  not  ordinarily  enforce  a  forfeiture  of  a  franchise,^^  and 
it  will  enjoin  the  attempted  but  unauthorized  forfeiture  of  a  franchise 
by  a  legislative  body.^° 

II.  ENFORCING  PERFORMANCE  OF  PUBLIC  DUTIES.  —  Per- 
formance of  the  public  duties  of  a  public  service  corporation  will  be 
enforced  by  the  courts,  and  to  obtain  relief  a  writ  of  mandate  may 
be  employed.^'     Thus,  a  public  utility  will  be  compelled  to  give  ade- 


160  N.  W.  336.  Okla.— Oklahoma  v. 
Oklahoma  E.  Co.,  20  Okla.  1,  93  Pae. 
48,  16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  651. 

[a]  Paving  a  street  as  required  by 
the  terms  of  a  franchise  granted  to  a 
street  railway  company  may  be  en- 
forced by  mandamus.  Fla. — State  v. 
Jacksonville  St.  E.  Co.,  29  Pla.  590, 
10  So.  590.  Ind.— State  ex  rel.  Vin- 
cennes  v.  Vincennes  Tr.  Co.,  117  N.  E. 
961.  Mich. — Lansing  v.  Lansing  City 
Elec.  Ey.  Co.,  109  Mich.  123,  66  N.  W. 
949.  N.  J.— Eutherford  v.  Hudson 
Eiver  Traction  Co.,  73  N.  J.  L.  227,  63 
Atl.   84. 

Enforcing  performance  of  public 
duties  generally,  see  infra,  II. 

20.  Ind. — State  v.  Marion  L.  &  H. 
Co.,  174  Ind.  622,  92  N.  E.  731.  Okla. 
Bartlesville  Water  Co.  v.  Bartlesville, 
48  Okla.  344,  150  Pae.  118.  Tex.— In- 
ternational Water  Co.  v.  El  Paso,  51 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  321,  112  S.  W.  816. 

21.  Los  Angeles  Ey.  Co.  v.  Los  An- 
geles, 152  Cal.  242,  92  Pae.  490,  125 
Am.  St.  Eep.  54,  15  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1269. 

22.  Knickerbocker  Trust  Co.  v.  Kala- 
mazoo, 182  Fed.  865;  Kavanaugh  v.  St. 
Louis,  220  Mo.  496,  119  S.  W.  552. 

23.  People  v.  Bleeeker  St.  &  P.  F. 
E.  Co.,  140  App.  Div.  611,  125  N.  T. 
Supp.  1045;  Fredonia  v.  Predonla  Nat. 
Gas  L.  Co.,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  964,  af- 
firmed, 167  App.  Div.  955,  152  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1147;  Spencer  v.  City  of  Pales- 
tine (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  116  S.  W.  857. 
See  'the  title  "Quo  Warranto." 

[a]  The  alleged  forfeiture  cannot 
be  declared  in  mandamus  proceedings 
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instituted  to  compel  the  performance 
of  its  public  duties.  People  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.,  241  111.  471,  89  N.  E. 
744. 

24.  New  York  v.  Montague,  145 
App.  Div.   172,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  1084. 

25.  Kavanaugh  v.  St.  Louis,  220  Mo. 
496,  119  S.  W.   552. 

26.  See  supra,  I,  B. 

[a]  An  ordinance  decreeing  a  for- 
feiture and  sale  is  judicial  and  not 
legislative  in  character  and  equity  has 
jurisdiction  as  in  other  cases  to  re- 
lieve against  the  forfeiture.  North 
Jersey  St.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Inhabitants  of 
South  Orange,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  83,  43  Atl. 
53. 

27.  Cal. — Lukrawka  v.  Spring  Val- 
ley Water  Co.,  146  Cal.  318,  146  Pae. 
640,  P.  V.  E.  1915B,  331.  Fla.— State 
ex  rel.  Ellis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E. 
Co.,  53  Fla.  650,  44  So.  213,  13  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  320.  N.  J.— Bridgeton  t. 
Bridgeton  &  M.  Traction  Co.,  62  N.  J. 
L.  592,  43  Atl.  715,  45  L.  E.  A.  83V. 
Okla. — Oklahoma  v.  Oklahoma  E.  Co., 
20  Okla.  1,  93  Pae.  48,  16  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  651.  Tex.— San  Antonio  St. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  State,  90  Tex.  520,  39  S.  W. 
926,  59  Am.  St.  Eep.  834,  35  L.  E.  A. 
662. 

[a]  Mandamus  will  not  lie  to  com- 
pel the  acceptance  of  the  provisions  of 
a  statute,  by  an  existing  corporation, 
the  effect  of  which  would  be  to  create 
and  at  the  same  time  enforce  duties 
as  a  public  utility.  Oklahoma  Nat. 
Gas  Co.  V.  State,  47  Okla.  601,  150  Pae. 
475,  P.  U.  E.  1915F,  731. 

[b]  TbQ  fact  that  the  relator  refuses 
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quate  service  to  the  public,^*  to  continue  in  the  rendition  of  such 
service,^^  to  maintain  its  property  in  a  reasonable  state  of  repair  and 
usefulness/"  and  with  due  consideration  to  the  rights  of  others,^^  to 


to  agree  not  to  patronize  anoithei  and 
competing  utility,  or  that  he  has  made 
but  broken  such  an  agreement,  does 
not  prevent  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of 
mandate.  State  v.  Citizens  Tel.  Co.,  61 
S.  C.  83,  39  S.  E.  257,  85  Am.  St.  Eep. 
870,  55  L.  E.  A.  139. 

[c]  The  removal  of  an  original  pro- 
ceeding in  mandamus  from  a  state  to 
a  federal  court  is  unauthorized.  State 
ex  rel.  Seattle  v.  Puget  Sound  Tr.  L. 
&  P.  Co.,  243  Fed.  748.  See  generally 
the  title  "Removal  of  Causes." 

[d]  Renewal  of  application  after 
denial  of  writ,  see  Winchester  &  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  Com.,  106  Va.  264,  55  S.  E. 
692  (where  the  original  writ  was  de- 
nied because  of  inability  of  the  court 
to  enforce  its  order),  and  19  Standard 
Peoc.  265,  280. 

Procedure  in  mandamus  generally, 
see  the  title  "Mandamus." 

28.  Ark. — Eowland  v.  Saline  Eiver 
Ey.  Co.,  177  S.  W.  896.  Fla.— State 
ex  rel.  Ellis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E. 
Co.,  53  Fla.  650,  44  So.  213,  13  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  320.  Neb.— State  v.  Repub- 
lican Valley  E.  Co.,  17  Neb.  647,  24 
N.  W.  329,  52  Am.  Eep.  424.  Utah. 
State  ex  rel.  Skeen  v.  Ogden  Eapid 
Transit  Co.,  38  Utah  242,  112  Pac. 
120. 

Compelling  rendition  of  service  by 
railroads,  see  the  titles  "Railroads;" 
"Street  Railroads." 

Enforcing  telegraph  and  telephone 
service,  see  the  title  "Telegraphs  and 
Telephones." 

[a]  Enforcing  light,  teat  and  power 
service,  see  Ind.— State  v.  Consumers' 
Gas  Trust  Co.,  157  Ind.  345,  61  N.^E. 
674,  55  L.  E.  A.  245.  La.— State  v. 
New  Orleans  Gaslight  Co.,  108  La.  67, 
32  So.  179.  Minn. — State  ex  rel.  Mason 
V.  Consumers'  Power  Co.,  119  Minn. 
225,  137  N.  W.  1104,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B, 
19,  41  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1181.  N.  J. 
Johnson  v.  Atlantic  City  Gas  &  W. 
Co.,  65  N.  J.  Eq.  129,  56  Atl.  550. 

[b]  Enforcing  express  service,  see 
Southern  Express  Co.  v.  Eose  Co.,  124 
Ga.  581,  53  S.  E.  185,  5  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)    619. 

[c]  Enforcing  the  supplying  of 
water,  see  Ala. — "Weatherby  v.  Capital 
City  Water  Co.,  115  Ala.  156,  22  So. 
140.     G-a. — Camilla  v.  Norris,  134  Ga. 


351,  67  S.  E.  940,  by  a  municipality. 
Ind. — Seymour  Water  Co.  v.  Seymour, 
163  Ind.  120,  70  N.  E.  514.  Me.— Eob- 
bins  V.  Bangor  E.  &  Elec.  Co.,  100  Me. 
496,  62  Atl.  136,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
963.  Mont.— State  v.  Butte  City  Water 
Co.,  18  Mont.  199,  44  Pac.  966,  56  Am. 
St.  Eep.  574,  32  L.  E.  A.  697.  Neb. 
American  Waterworks  Co.  v.  State,  46 
Neb.  194,  64  N.  W.  711,  50  Am.  St. 
Eep.  610,  30  L.  E.  A.  447.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  rel.  Hammerstein  v.  Monroe, 
41  Misc.  198,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  995.  Ore. 
Haugen  v.  Albina  Light,  etc.  Co.,  21 
Ore.  411,  28  Pac.  244,  14  L.  E.  A.  424. 
See  the  title  "Waters  and  Water- 
courses." 

[d]  The  writ  will  not  direct  the 
service  to  be  rendered  in  any  par- 
ticular manner,  this  being  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  public  utility.  State 
ex  rel.  Mason  v.  Consumers'  Power  Co., 
119  Minn.  225,  137  N.  W.  1104,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914B,  19,  41  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1181. 

29.  State  v.  Sugarland  Ey.  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  163   S.  W.  1047. 

[a]  The  purchaser  of  a  public  util- 
ity will  be  compelled  to  continue  to 
render  service.  State  ex  rel.  Howie  v. 
Benson,  108  Miss.  779,  67  So.  214,  L. 
E.  A.  1918A,  264. 

[b]  Compelling  the  operation  of  a 
railroad,  see  State  ex  rel.  Little  v. 
Dodge  City,  M.  &  T.  E.  Co.,  53  Kan. 
329,  36  Pac.  755,  24  L.  E.  A.  564, 
and  the  title  "Railroads." 

Right  to  enjoin  the  discontinuance 
of  service,  see  infra,  this  section. 

30.  State  ex  rel.  West  v.  Florida 
Coast  Line  Canal  &  T.  Co.  (Fla.),  75 
So.  582  (a  canal  company);  State 
ex  rel.  Ellis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E. 
Co.,  53  Fla.  650,  44  So.  213,  13  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  320. 

31.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Drainage  of  property,  as  .a  san- 
itary measure,  may  be  required.  Ches- 
apeake &  O.  Ey.  Qo.-v.  Catlett  (Va.), 
94  S.  E.  934. 

[b]  A  telegraph  or  telephone  com- 
pany will  be  compelled  to  remove  from 
the  streets,  poles  which  constitute  a 
nuisance  or  obstruction.  County  Court 
V.  White,  79  W.  Va.  475,  91  S.  E. 
350. 
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make  reasonable  extensions  of  service  to  new  territory,'^  or  to  comply 
with  any  duty  owing  to  the  public  or  to  individual  citizens  by  reason 
of  its  exercise  of  public  functions.^^ 

Duties  of  a  public  service  corporation  arising  wholly  from  contract 
and  not  imposed  upon  it  by  its  charter,  will  also  be  enforced  by  man- 
damus, in  some  states,^*  but  not  in  others.'^  A  general  course  of 
conduct  and  a  long  series  of  continuous  acts  will  not  be  enforced  by 
mandamus,^^  nor  will  service  be  required  to  be  given  in  furtherance 
of  an  unlawful  business  or  enterprise.^' 

Mandamus  proceedings  may  be  brought  by  the  attorney  general,^® 
or  by  or  on  the  relation  of  any  individual  citizen  entitled  to  receive 
the  service.^' 

An  injunction  will  issue  to  prevent  the  threatened  discontinuance 
of  service,*"  and  in  some  jurisdictions  a  mandatory  injunction  will 
issue  to  require  the  continuance  of  or  to  restore  service  by  a  public 
utility.*^    An  injunction  is  also  the  proper  remedy  where  a  continuing 


32.  Lukrawka  v.  Spring  Valley 
Water  Co.,  146  Cal.  318,  146  Pae.  640, 
P.  U.  B,  1915B,  331,  by  a  water  com- 
pany. 

33.  Kan. — Potwin  Place  v.  Topeka 
By.  Co.,  51  Kan.  609,  33  Pac.  309,  37 
Am.  St.  Eep.  312.  Nel). — State  ex  r^el. 
Strever  v.  Dawson  County  Irr.  Co.,  165 
N.  W.  882,  construction  of  a  bridge 
over  an  irrigation  ditch  was  required. 
N.  J. — Borough  of  Eutherford  v.  Hud- 
son Eiver  Traction  Co.,  73  N.  J.  L. 
227,  63  Atl.  84.  Okla. — Oklahoma  v. 
Oklahoma  E.  Co.,  20  Okla.  1,  93  Pac. 
48,  16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  651. 

34.  Independent  School  Dist.  v.  Le 
Mars  City  Water  &  L.  Co.,  131  Iowa 
14,  107  N.  W.  944,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
859;  Oklahoma  City  v.  Oklahoma  E. 
Co.,  20  Okla.  1,  93  Pac.  48,  16  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  651. 

35.  Chicago  v.  Chicago  Tel.  Co.,  230 
111.  157,  82  N.  E.  607,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1084.     And  see  supra,  I,  B. 

38.  State  ex  rel.  West  v.  Florida 
Coast  Line  Canal  &  T.  Co.  (Fla.),  75 
So.  582;  Oklahoma  Nat.  Gas  Co.  v. 
State,  47  Okla.  601,  150  Pac.  475,  P. 
IT,  E.  1915F,  731.  And  see  generally 
the  title  "Mandamus." 

37.  ■^esteru  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  State 
•ex  rel.  Hammond  Elev.  Co.,  165  Ind. 
492,  76  N.  E.  100,  3  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
153  (delivery  of  market  quotation  to 
a  bucket  house  not  enforced) ;  Godwin 
V.  Carolina  Tel.  &  T.  Co.,  136  N.  C. 
258,  48  S.  E.  636,  103  Am.  St.  Eep. 
941,  67  L.  E.  A.  251,  a  telephone  need 
not  be  installed  in  a, bawdy  house. 

38.  Fla.— State  ex  rel.  Ellis  v.  Atlan- 
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tie  Coast  line  E.  Co.,  53  Ela.  650,  44 
So.  213,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  320.    Kan. 
State  V.  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.,  33  Kan. 
176,  5  Pac.  772.    Pa. — Loraine  v.  Pitts-  ~ 
burg,  J.  E.   &  E.  E.  Co.,  205  Pa.  132, 

54  Atl.    580,   61    L.    E.   A.    502. 

39.  Plainfield-IInion  Water  Co.  v. 
Inhabitants  of  City  of  Plainfield,  83  N. 
J.  L.  332,  85  Atl.  321.  But  see  19 
Sdandakd  Peoc.  248. 

40.  XJ.  S. — Eoyal  Brewing  Co.  v. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.,  217  Fed. 
146,  refusal  to  accept  freight  for  car- 
riage. Colo. — Colorado  Tel.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
more,  53  Colo.  585,  129  Pae.  204;  Seaton 
Miountain  Elee.  L.  H.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Idaho  Springs  Inv.  Co.,  49  Colo.  122, 
111  Pac.  834,  33  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1078. 
Ind. — Mooreland  Eural  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Mouch,  48  Ind.  App.  521,  96  N.  B. 
193.  N.  D. — Great  Northern  E.  Co.  v. 
Sheyenne  Tel.  Co.,  27  N.  D.  256,  145 
N.  W.  1062. 

[a]  Discontinuance  of  operation  of 
a  branch  street  railway  line  will  not 
be  enjoined  when  its  continued  opera- 
tion would  result  in  such  a  loss  as 
would  endanger  the  entire  svstem. 
Vicksburg  Traction  Co.  v.  Warren 
County,  100  Miss.  442,  56  So.   607. 

[b]  A  Municipality  May  Maintain 
the  Proceeding. — Gainesville  v.  Gaines- 
ville Gas  &  Elec.  P.  Co.;  65  Fla.  404, 
62  So.  919. 

41.  Ky.— Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Pittsburg  &  K.  Coal  Co.,  Ill  Ky.  960, 
64    8.    W.    969,   98    Am.    St.    Eep.    447, 

55  L.  E.  A.  601.  Pa.— Whiteman  v. 
Fayette  Fuel-Gas  Co.,  139  Pa.  492,  20 
Atl.  1062.   Vt.— Boiirke  v.  Olcott  Water 
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refusal  of  service,  giving  rise  to  a  multiplicity  of  actions,  is  threat- 
ened,^^ or  where  persecution  or  intimidation  of  an  individual  con- 
sumer is  charged.*^  An  individual  will  be  enjoined  from  enforcing 
his  claim  of  right  to  service  by  his  own  acts  where  he  can  only  do 
so  by  repeated  breaches  of  the  peace.**  Other  remedies  are  open  to 
the  public  in  some  jurisdictions  for  the  enforcement  of  rights  against 
public  service  corporations/^  Where  enforcement  of  a  right  involves 
the  taking  of  the  property  of  a  public  utility,  eminent  domain  pro- 
ceedings may  be  resorted  to.*^  Contracts  between  public  utilities,  in 
furtherance  of  the  performance  of  their  public  duties  will  be  required 
to  be  specifically  performed,*'  or  will  be  enforced  by  mandamus.** 
Jurisdiction  of  matters  involving  the  performance  of  their  public 
duties  by  public  utilities  is  now,  in  most  states,  conferred  upon  the 
various  public  service  commissions.*^  Where  this  is  the  ease,  the 
courts  will  not,  ordinarily,  act  in  advance  of  a  determination  of  the 
question  by  the  commission.^"  Private  or  public  contracts  will,  how- 
ever be  enforced  by  mandamus,^^  or  their  continuing  breach  will  be 
enjoined,^^  unless  and  until  such  contracts  have  been  superseded  by 


Co.,  84  Vt.  121,  78  Atl.  715,  Ann.  Gas. 
1912D,  108,  33  L.  E.  A.   (N,  S.)   1015. 

42  Hogan  v.  Nashville  Interurban 
E.  Co.,  131  Tenn.  244,  174  S.  W.  1118, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  1162,  L.  E.  A.  1915E, 
788. 

43  Hogan  v.  Nashville  Interurban 
E.  Co.,  131  Tenn.  244,  174  S.  W.  1118, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  1162,  L.  E.  A.  1915E, 
788. 

[a]  Eule  Stated.— "It  is  alleged 
that  the  carrier's  refusal  to  accept 
complainant  for  carriage  is  a  persecu- 
tion of  complainant  for  having  brought 
a  suit  for  damages  against  the  com- 
pany and  an  attempted  intimidation. 
This  would,  if  established,  evidence  a 
palpable  abuse  of  a  public  franchise 
that  a  court  of  equity  should  not  hesi- 
tate to  restrain  by  the  exercise  of  its 
highest  prerogative  with  promptitude. 
Hoean  v.  Nashville  Interurban  E.  Co., 
131  Tenn.  244,  174  S.  W.  1118,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916C,  1162,  L.  E.  A.  1915B,  788. 

44  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Ul- 
ribh,  120  Mo.  App.  177,  97  S.  W-  191, 
repeated  attempts  to  connect  with  a 
telephone  system. 

45,  See  the  statutes. 

fa]  In  Massachusetts  a  street  rail- 
way may  be  compelled  to  resume  aban- 
doned service  by  a  petition  in  the  su- 
preme judicial  court.  Selectmen  of 
Amesbury  v.  Citizens'  Elect.  St.  E.  Co., 
199  Mass.  394,  85  N.  B.  419,  19  L.  E. 
A.    (N.    S.)    865. 

46.  Billings  Mut.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Eocky 


Mt.  B.  Tel.  Co.,  155  Fed.  207,  physical 
connection   of  telephone   systems. 

47.  State  v.  Cadwallader,  172  lud. 
619,  87  N.  E.  644,  rehearing  denied, 
89  N.  E.  319,  contract  for  physical 
connection  of  telephone   exchanges. 

48.  State  V.  Cadwallader,  172  Ind. 
619,  87  N.  E.  644,  rehearing  denied, 
89  N.  E.  319. 

[a]  Where  refusal  to  continue  the 
contract  is  due  to  a  mere  dispute  as 
to  an  indebtedness  due  under  it,  man- 
damus will  be  refused,  as  the  remedy 
at  law  to  recover  the  payment,  if  it 
is  made  under  protest,  is  adequate. 
State  V.  Cadwallader,  172  Ind.  679,  87 
N.  E.  644,  rehearing  denied,  89  N.  E. 
319. 

49.  See  infra,  X,  C,  1. 

50.  See  infra,  X,  G. 

51.  Monroe  v.  Detroit,  M.  &  T.  S. 
L.  Ey.,  187  Mich.  364,  153  N.  W.  669, 
P.  U.  E.  1915E,  235,  requiring  operation 
of  number  of  cars  specified  in  fran- 
chise. 

52.  Cal. — Southern  Pacific  Co.  v. 
Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  173  Cal.  291, 
159  Pac.  865,  L.  E.  A.  1917E,  680. 
Mich. — Traverse  City  v.  Citizens'  Tel. 
Co.,  195  Mich.  373,  161  N.  W.  983, 
enjoining  increase  of  telephone  rates 
above  franchise  rates.  Neb. — Herpol- 
sheimer  Co.  v.  Lincoln  Traction  Co., 
96  Neb.  154,  147  N.  W.  206,  1114,  en- 
joining discontinuance  of  street  rail- 
way service  under  a  franchise.  N.  Y. 
Murray  v.  New  York  Tel.  Co.,  81  Misc. 
636,  143  N,  Y.  Supp.  534;  Wackenhut 
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orders  of  a  commission,  having  jurisdiction  over  the  matter  regularly 
and  properly  made.^^ 

III.  ACTIONS  FOR  DAMAGES  FOR  FAILURE  TO  PERFORM 
PUBLIC  DUTIES.  —  An  action  for  damages  may  be  maintained  for 
failure  of  a  public  utility  to  render  services  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  public,^*  even  though  a  public  service  commission  has  been 
created  and  is  given  general  control  over  public  utilities.^^    A  public 


V.  Empire  Gas  &  Elee.  Co.,  166  N.  T. 
Supp.  29. 

[aj  An  indiTidual  consumer  may 
enforce  a  contract  made  by  a  city  with 
a  gas  company  in  regard  to  rates  to 
be  charged.  Wackenhut  v.  Empire  Gas 
&  Elec.   Co.,  166  N.  T.  Supp.  29. 

[b]  Removal  of  a  station  in  viola- 
tion of  a  covenant  in  a  deed,  will  be 
enjoined.  San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  By. 
Co.  V.  Mosel  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  195 
S.  W.  621;  Mosel  v.  San  Antonio  & 
A.  P.  Ey.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  177 
S.  W.  1048. 

[c]  Pendency  of  proceedings  before 
a  public  service  commission,  to  fix 
rates,  will  not  prevent  the  issuance  of 
the  injunction.  Wackenhut  v.  Empire 
Gas  &  Elec.   Co.,  166  F.  Y.   Supp.   29. 

53.  Cal. — Pinney  &  B.  Co.  v.  Los 
Angeles  Gas  &  Elec.  Co.,  168  Cal.  12, 
141  Pac.  620,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  471, 
L.  E.  A.  1915C,  282.  Neb.— McCook 
Irr.  &  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Burtless,  98 
Neb.  141,  152  N.  W.  334,  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1915D,  1205,  P.  XT.  E.  1915C, 
587,  contracts  of  irrigation  company. 
Ore.  —  Woodburn  v.  Public  Service 
Com.,  82  Ore.  114,  161  Pac.  391,  Ann. 
Cas.  1917E,  996,  L.  E.  A.  1917C,  98, 
P.  IT.  E.  1917B,  967. 

[a]  The  basis  of  the  right  of  the 
commissions  to  make  orders  affecting 
such  contracts,  is  that  the  contracts 
are  entered  into  subject  to  the  exercise 
by  the  state  of  its  police  power.  Colo. 
Denver  &  S.  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Englewood, 
62  Colo.  229,  161  Pac.  151,  P.  XT.  E. 
1916E,  134.  111.— Chicago  i:  O'Connell, 
278  m.  591,  116  N.  E.  210.  Mass. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Foster,  224 
Mass.  365,  113  N.  E.  192,  P.  U.  E. 
1916P,  176.  N".  J.— Borough  of  North 
Wildwood  V.  Board  of  Public  Utility 
Comrs.,  88  N.  J.  L.  81,  95  Atl.  749,  P. 
U.  E.  1916B,  77.  Wash.— Eaymond 
Lumb.  Co.  v.  Eaymond  L.  &  P. 
Co.,  92  Wash.  330,  159  Pac.  133. 
L.  E.  A.  1917C,  574,  P.  U.  E. 
1916r,  437.  W.  Va.— Benwood  v,  Pub- 
lic Service  Com.,  75  W.  Va.  127,  83 
S.  B.  295,  L.  E.  A.  1915C,  261.     Wis. 
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Duluth  St.  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  161 
Wis.  245,  152  N.  W.  887,  P.  U.  E. 
1915D,  192. 

[b]  A  decree  restraining  the  breach 
of  a  contract  to  maintain  a  station, 
would  not  prevent  obedience  to  a  sub- 
sequent order  of  a  commission,  requir- 
ing its  removal.  San  Antonio  &  A.  P. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Mosel  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  195 
S.  W.  621. 

[c]  A  rate  fixed  by  the  terms  of 
an  ordinance  granting  a  franchise  may 
be  altered  by  a  public  service  com- 
mission. Woodburn  v.  Public  Service 
Com.,  82  Ore.  114,  161  Pac.  391,  Ann. 
Cas.  1917E,  996,  L.  E.  A.  1917C,  98, 
P.  U.  E.  191 7B,  967;  Borough  of  Mt. 
Union  v.  Mt.  Union  Water  Co.,  256 
Pa.  516,  100  Atl.  968,  aprming  63  Pa. 
Super.   337. 

[d]  In  obedience  to  an  order  that 
j  discrimination  in  rates  shall  cease  the 
!  utility  may  proceed  in  one  of  two 
I  ways,  either  by  bringing  an  action 
!  seeking  cancellation  of  the  contract  or 

by  serving  notice  that  service  would 
:  no  longer  be  furnished  at  the  contract 
'.  price  but  under  the  tariff  established 
I  by  the  commission.  Eaymond  Lumb. 
,  Co.  V.  Eaymond  L.  &  P.  Co.,  92  Wash, 
i  330,  159  Pac.  133,  L.  E.  A.  19170,  574, 

P.  U.  E.  1916F,  437. 
I      54.     Birmingham  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
:  Pratt,  187  Ala.  511,  65  So.  533,  L.  E. 
i  A.    1915A,    1208;    Anderson   v.    Seattle 

Lighting  Co.,  71   Wash.  155,  127  Pae. 

1108. 

[a]  The  complaint  must  allege  facts 
showing  that  it  was  defendant's  duty 
to  furnish  the  service.  Birmingham 
Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Pratt,  187  Ala.  511, 
65  So.  533,  L.  E.  A.  1915A,  1208,  it 
should  be  alleged  that  plaintiff  was 
ready,  able,  and  willing  to  pay  for  the 
service. 

[b]  Actions  for  failure  to  accept 
plaintifT  as  a  passenger,  see  Baltimore 
&  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Carr,  71  Md.  135,  17 
Atl.  1052;  Kibler  v.  Southern  E.  E., 
64,  S.  C.  242,  41  S.'  E.  977. 

55.  Johnson  v.  Pacific  Power  &  L. 
Co.,  90  Wash.  492,  156  Pae.  530,  P.  IT. 
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service  corporation  is  also  bound  to  treat  with  consideration  and  re- 
spect the  members  of  the  public  dealing  with  it,  and  damages  may  be 
recovered  for  its  failure  to  do  so."" 

IV.  ACTIONS  FOR  FINES  OR  PENALTIES.  —  Statutes  fre- 
quently Confer  upon  a  person  to  whom  service  has  been  wrongfully 
refused  by  a  public  service  company,^'  or  as  to  whom  service  has  been 
wrongfully  discontinued,'*  the  right  to  recover  by  action,  a  fine  or 
penalty  created  by  the  statute.'® 

V.  REGULATION  OF  RATES.  —  A.  Remedies  foe  Determining 
Reasonableness  of  Rates.  —  Prescribing  or  regulating  rates  for 
service  rendered  by  public  utilities  is  a  matter  which  falls  within  the 
domain  of  the  legislative  rather  than  the  judicial  branch  of  the  gov- 
ernment.'*" A  suit  in  equity  is  the  appropriate  method  to  determine 
the  reasonableness  of  a  rate,  whether  fixed  by  statute  or  ordinance 
or  by  the  commission.®^  The  unreasonableness  of  the  rates  may  also 
be  pleaded  as  a  defense  to  an  action  to  recover  statutory  penalties 
for  a  violation  of  the  rates  as  fixed.®^  An  injunction  will  issue  at 
the  instance  of  the  public  to  prevent  the  collection  of  rates  in  excess 
of  those  fixed  by  statute  or  ordinance.®^  The  consumer  of  a  com- 
modity furnished  by  a  public  utility  cannot  attack  in  the  courts,  the 
reasonableness  of  rates  so  long  as  they  do  not  exceed  the  maximum 
fixed  by  the  legislative  body  which  established  them.**     But  where 


K.  1916D,  548,  action  for  cutting  off 
water  supply  on  refusal  of  customer  to 
pay  an  alleged  wrongful  charge. 

56.  Dunn  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co., 
2  Ga.  App.  845,  59  S.  E.  189. 

57.  Pair  v.  Home  Gas  &  Elec.  Co., 
15  Cal.  App.  705,  115  Pac.  754, 

58.  Hollander  v.  Westchester  Light- 
ing Co.,  79  Misc.  646,  140  N.  Y.  Supp. 
544. 

[a]  The  complaint  need  not  allege 
that  the  plaintiff's  premises  are  with- 
in the  distance  entitling  him  to  de- 
mand service  as  an  original  proposi- 
tion. Hollander  v.  Westchester  Light- 
ing Co.,  79  Misc.  646,  140  N.  Y.  Supp. 
544. 

59.  See  generally  the  title  "Pen- 
alties, Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

Kecovery  of  penalties  for  improper 
rates  and  charges,  see  infra,  V,  B;  for 
wrongful  discrimination,  see  infra,  VI. 

Recovery  of  penalty  for  disobedience 
of  order  of  public  service  conunission, 
see  infra,  X,  J,  2,  e,  (V). 

Forfeiture  of  franchises,   see  supra. 

T     r^ 

'go  Knoxville  v.  Knoxville  Water 
Co.,  212  U.  S.  1,  29  Sup.  Ct.  138,  53 
L.  ed.  371;  St.  Paul  Book  &  S.  Co. 
V  St.  Paul  Gaslight  Co.,  130  Minn.  71, 
153  N.  W.  262,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  286, 


L.  E.  A.  1918A,  384,  P.  U.  E.  1915D, 
474. 

Power  of  court  in  its  judgment  to 
fix  a  rate,  see  infra,  X,  L,  9. 

61.  See  infra,  X,  L,  1. 

62.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Gill,  156  U.  S.  649,  15  Sup.  Ct.  484, 
39  L.  ed.  567. 

63.  Neb. — State  v.  Adams  Express 
Co.,  85  Neb.  25,  122  N.  W.  691,  42 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  396;  State  v.  Pacific 
Express  Co.,  80  Neb.  823,  115  N.  W. 
619,  18  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  664.  N.  H. 
State  V.  Boston  &  M.  E.  E.,  75  N.  H. 
327,  74  Atl.  542.  Wis.— Attorney  Gen- 
eral V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  35 
Wis.  425. 

[a]  Quo  warranto  proceedings  do 
not  constitute  an  adequate  remedy. 
State  V.  Boston  &  M.  E.  E.,  75  N.  H. 
327,  74  Atl.  542. 

Proceedings  to  enforce  orders  of  pub- 
lic service  commissions,  see  infra,  X, 
J,  2,  c. 

64.  St.  Paul  Book  h  S.  Co.  v.  St. 
Paul  Gaslight  Co.,  135  Minn.  71,  153 
N.  W.  262,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  286,  L.  E. 
A.  1918A,  384,  P.  XJ.  E.  1915D,  474; 
Eogers  Locomotive  &  Mach.  Works  v. 
Erie  Ey.  Co.,  20  N.  J.  Bq.  379. 

[a]  "The  remedy  of  the  public  is 
by  appeal  to  the  rate  fixing  body  or, 
if  necessary,  by  a  change  in  its  mem- 
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rates  have  been  fixed  by  a  contract  between  the  public  utility  and  a 
public  corporation,  an  injunction  will  issue  to  prevent  a  breach  of 
the  eontraict,'^  and  the  suit  may  be  maintained  by  any  inhabitant  of 
the  city  or  town/" 

B.  Recovery  of  Overchaege.*'  —  Charges  collected  by  a  public 
utility  in  excess  of  the  amount  to  which  it  is  legally  entitled  under 
a  statute  or  ordinance  may  be  recovered  by  action,^^  unless  payment 
of  the  charge  made  was  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff."* 
An  action  to  recover  an  overcharge  must  be  maintained  by  the  con- 
sumer and  not  by  the  municipality  in  which  he  resides/"  Under  some 
statutes  a  penalty  may  be  recovered  for  overcharges  made  by  a  public 
utility,  in  an  action  brought  under  and  based  upon  the  statute.''^  State 
statutes  creating  new  remedies  for  the  recovery  of  overcharges  are 
held,  in  some  jurisdictions  to  be  merely  cumulative,'^  in  others,  to 
supersede  the  common  law  right  of  action.'^     Under  some  statutes'* 


bersMp."  St.  Paul  Book  &  S.  Co.  ■». 
St.  Paul  Gaslight  Co.,  130  Minn.  71, 
153  N.  W.  262,  Ann.  Gas.  1916B,  286, 
L.  E.  A.  1918A,  384,  P.  U.  E.  1915D, 
474. 

65.  Farnsworth  v.  Boro  Oil  &  Gas 
Co.,  76  Misc.  37,  134  N.  T.  Supp.  348. 
And  see  supra,  II. 

66.  Farnsworth  v.  Boro  Oil  &  Gas 
Co.,  76  Misc.  37,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  348. 

67.  On  iuterstate  commerce,  see  the 
title  "Interstate  Commerce." 

68.  U.  S. — Southern  Pac.  Co.  v. 
California  Adj.  Co.,  237  Fed.  954,  150 
C.  C.  A.  604,  P.  U.  E.  1917C,  489,  where 
a  greater  proportionate  charge  for  a 
shorter  than  for  a  longer  haul  was 
made.  Ala. — Mobile  &  M.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Steiner,  McGehee  &  Co.,  61  Ala.  559. 
la. — Paine  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E. 
Co.,  45  Iowa  569.  Ky. — ^Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  *.  Walter,  110  Ky.  961,  63 
S.  W.  20.  N.  C— Mt.  Pleasant  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Cape  Fear  &  Y.  V.  E.  Co.,  106 
N.  C.  207,  10  S.  E.  1046. 

[a]  An  apiliUcation  to  a  state  com- 
mission for  a  reparation  order  is  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  a  right  of  action 
only  in  "instances  where  the  question 
whether  the  carrier  had  charged  an 
excessive  or  discriminatory  rate  is  de- 
pendent upon  facts  to  be  ascertained 
upon  evidence  taken  by  the  commis- 
aion. "  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  California 
Adj.  Co.,  237  Fed.  954,  150  C.  C.  A. 
604,  P.  IT.  E.  1917C,  489;  Southern 
Pac.  Co.  V.  Superior  Court,  27  Cal.  App. 
240,  150  Pac.  397,  404,  P.  U.  E.  1915F, 
673.   ■ 

69.  Monongahelft  Nav.  Co.  v.  Wood, 
194  Pa.  47,  45  Atl.  73. 
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[a]  As  to  when  a  payment  wiU  be 
considered  voluntarily  made,  see  Illi- 
nois Glass  Co.  V.  Chicago  Tel.  Co.,  234 
III.  535,  85  N.  E.  200,  18  L.  E.  A. 
(N.   S.)   124. 

70.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  municipality  is  not  the  real 
party  in  interest  nor  is  a  contract  rate 
fixed  by  ordinance  a  contract  by  the 
city  for  the  benefit  of  the  consumer 
entitling  the  city  to  maintain  the  ac- 
tion for  his  benefit.  Newport  v.  Munic- 
ipal Light  Co.,  147  Ky.  776,  145  S.  W. 
1107. 

71.  McGrew  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey. 
Co.,  114  Mo.  210,  21  S.  W.  463;  Nor- 
folk &  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Pendleton,  86  Va. 
1004,  11  S.  E.  1062. 

72.  La  Floridienne,  J.  B.  &  Co.  So- 
ciete  Anonyme  v.  Atlantic  Coast  L.  E. 
Co.,  63  Fla.  208,-58  So.  185;  Fuller  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  31  Iowa  187. 

73.  V.  S.— Winaor  Coal  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago &  A.  E.  Co.,  52  Fed.  716.  N.  0. 
State  V.  Southern  E.  Co.,  145  N.  C. 
495,  59  S.  E.  570,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
966.  Wis.— Frank  A.  Graham  Ice  Co, 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  153 
Wis.  145,  140  N.  W.  1097. 

74.  Ky. — Illinois  Central  E.  Co.  v. 
Paducah  Brewery  Co.,  157  Ky.  357,  163 
S.  W.  239.  Ohio.— Mellfresh  v.  Hock- 
ing Valley  E.  Co.  (Ohio  P.  U.  C),  P. 
U.  E.  1916D,  140.  Okla.— Pioneer  Tel. 
&  Tel.  Co.  V.  State,  40  Okla.  417,  138 
Pac.  1033.  S.  D. — Turner  Creamery 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  E.  Co.,  36 
S.  D.  310,  154  N.  W.  819,  P.  IT.  Tt. 
1916A,  1083.  Wis.— Minneapolis,  St. 
P.  &  S.  S.  M.  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com., 
158  Wis.   102,  147  N.  W.  366. 


PUBLIC  SERVICE  COBPOBATIONS 


905 


public  service  commissions  have  power  to  award  reparation  for  ex- 
cessive charges :  under  others,  such  power  does  not  exist.'^ 

VI.  DISCRIMINATION.  —  An  action  at  common  law  may  be 
maintained  by  the  person  injured  to  recover  from  the  public  utility 
guilty  of  making  a  discrimination  in  rates,  the  amount  unlawfully 
allowed  by  it  to  a  favored  shipper  or  consumer,  or  to  recover  the 
damages  arising  from  the  discrimination.''*  But  the  remedy  given 
by  statutes  prohibiting  discrimination  is  held  to  be  exclusive.''^ 

The  complaint  must  allege  facts  showing  that  the  discrimination  was 
unfair  and  unjust,"  and  how  it  operated  to  the  injury  of  plaintiff.'''' 
Ordinarily  an  injunction  against'  discrimination  in  I'ates  charged  or 
service  rendered  will  not  issue,^°  as  the  remedy  at  law  for  the  re- 
covery of  damages  is  considered  to  be  an  adequate  one  ;^'^  though  where 
a  multiplicity  of  suits  is  threatened  or  the  remedy  at  law  is  inade- 
quate,^^ a  court  of  equity  will  take  jurisdiction  of  the  matter.^^    Man- 


[a]  A  trial  by  jury  is  not  required. 
Pioneer  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  State,  40 
Okla.  417,  138  Pae.  1033. 

Application  for  reparation  order  as 
condition  precedent  to  action,  see 
supra,  V,  B,  note  68. 

75.  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Railroad 
Com.,  137  La.  1059,  69  So.  837,  P.  U. 
E.  1916A,  334;  Santa  Fe  Gold  &  C 
Min.  Co.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  Ey. 
Co  ,  21  N.  M.  496,  155  Pac.  1093. 

76.  Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L.  Con.  E. 
Go.  V.  Wilson,  132  Ind.  517,  32  N.  E. 
311,  18  L.  E.  A.  105;  Sullivan  v.  Min- 
neapolis &  E.  E.  E.  Co.,  121  Minn.  488, 
142  N.  W.  3,  45  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  612, 
affirmed,   127   Minn.    180,   149    N.     W. 

134.  ^ 

77_    XJ,   S. — Pennsylvania   E.    Co.   v. 

International  Coal  Min.  Co.,  230  V.  S. 
184,  33  Sup.  Ct.  893,  57  L.  ed.  1446, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  315,  amount  allowed 
as  a  rebate  cannot  be  recover^  as 
such  although  the  damages  suffered 
may  be  recovered.  Kan.— Beadle  v. 
Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  E.  Co.,  51 
Kan.  248,  32  Pae.  910.  Wis.-Frank 
A  Graham  Ice  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  E.  Co.,  153  Wis.  145,  140  N.  W. 

But  see  Sullivan  v.  Minneapolis  & 
E.  E.  E.  Co.,  121  Minn.  488,  142  N.  W. 
3  45  L  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  612,  affirmed, 
127  Minn.   180,  149  N.  W.  134. 

78.  Chas.  H.  Lilly  Co.  v.  Northern 
Pae.  E.   Co.,  64  Wash.  589,  117  Pac. 

79.  Cohn  V.  St.  Louis,  I-M.  &  S. 
Ey.  Co.,  181  Mo.  30,  79  8.  W.  961 

80.  Boerth  v.  Detroit  City  Gas  Co., 
152  Mich.  654,  116  N.  W.  628,  18  L. 
E   A    (N.  S.)  1197J  St.  Paul  Book  & 


a.  Co.  V.  St.  Paul  Gaslight  Co.,  130 
Minn.  71,  153  N.  W.  262,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916B,  286,  L.  E.  A.  1918A,  384,  P.  V. 
E.  1915D,  474. 

81.  Cooper  v.  Be  Vail,  81  Ark.  314, 
98  S.  W.  976,  8  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1027. 

82.  XT.  S. — ^Interstate  Stockyards  Co. 
V.  Indianapolis  IT.  Ey.  Co.,  99  Fed. 
472.  N.  H. — McDuffee  v.  Portland  & 
E.  E.  E.,  52  N.  H.  430,  13  Am.  Eep. 
72.  Ohio. — Seofield  "v.  Lake  Shore  & 
M.  S.  Ey.  Co.,  43  Ohio  St.  571,  3  N.  E. 
907,  54  Am.  Eep.  846. 

83.  Hart  v.  Atlanta  Terminal  Co., 
128  Ga.  754,  58  S.  E.  452  (enjoining 
exclusive  rental  of  space  in  baggage 
room  to  one  person);  Seofield  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.,  43  Ohio  St. 
571,  3  N.  E.  907,  54  Am.  Eep.  846. 

[a]  Complaint. — (1)  The  facts  show- 
ing the  alleged  discrimination  must  be 
pleaded  and  a  general  allegation  of  dis- 
crimination is  insufficient.  St.  Paul 
Book  &  S.  Co.  V.  St.  Paul  Gaslight 
Co.,  130  Minn.  71,  153  N.  W.  262,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916B,  286,  L.  E.  A.  1918A,  384, 
P.  IT.  E.  1915D,  474.  (2)  It  should 
be  alleged  that  the  complainant,  has 
paid  a  stated  amount  as  demanded  by 
the  utility  and  that  the  same  service 
was  rendered  to  others  at  a  less  ral;e. 
St.  Paul  Book  &  S.  Co.  v.  St.  Paul 
Gaslight  Co.,  130  Minn.  71,  153  N.  W. 
262,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  286,  L.  E.  A. 
1918A,   384,  P.   U.  E.   1915D,  474. 

[b]  A  temporary  injunction  (1) 
may  be  granted  pending  the  determina- 
tion of  the  suit  (Postal  Cable  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Cumberland  Tel,  &  Tel.  Co.,  177 
Fed.  726)  and  (2)  upon  such  terms  as 
may  seem  desirable.    Postal  Cable  Tel. 
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damns  will  lie  to  compel  a  public  utility  to  furnish  to  a  member  of 
the  public,  service  wrongfully  withheld  from  him  but  furnished  to 
others.^*  Where  penalties  are  imposed  for  discrimination,  they  must 
be  recovered  in  an  appropriate  action  based  on  the  statute.®^  Whether 
a  discrimination  exists,  or  whether,  if  it  exists,  it  is  unreasonable,  is 
ordinarily  a  qiiestion  of  fact,^^  although,  when  there  is  no  dispute  in 
regard  to  the  facts,  the  question  becomes  one  of  law  for  the  judge.*' 

VII.  ENJOINING  UNLAWFUL  OPERATION.==  —  The  un- 
authorized operation  of  a  public  utility,  in  violation  of  an  express 
law  may  be  enjoined,*^  at  the  suit  of  any  person  suffering  a  special 
injury.^" 

VIII.  ENJOINING  ENFORCEMENT  OF  CRIMINAL  STAT- 
UTES AND  ORDINANCES,"  —  An  injunction  will  not  ordinarily 
be  granted  to  stay  or  prevent  criminal  proceedings  for  violation  of 
a  statute  or  ordinance  affecting  a  public  utility;*^  but  in  order  to 


Co.  V.  Cumberland  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  177 
Fed.  726. 

[c]  Where  a  municipality  in  the 
operation  of  a  public  utility  unjustly 
discriminates  between  citizens  in  the 
matter  of  rates  and  service,  an  in- 
junction will  lie.  Mobile  V.  Bienville 
Water  Supp.  Co.,  130  Ala.  379,  30  So. 
445;  Butler  v.  Karb  (Ohio  St.),  117 
N.  E.  953. 

[dl  A  water  company  may  sue  to 
restrain  a  city  from  unjust  discrim- 
ination against  its  customers  as  to 
rates  for  sewer  service.  Mobile  i>. 
Bienville  Water  Supply  Co.,  130  Ala. 
379,  30  So.  445. 

84.  State  ex  r^el.  Ellis  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  R.  Co.,  51  Pla.  578,  40 
So.  875,  52  Fla.  646,  41  So.  705,  12 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  506;  State  v.  Ogden 
Eapid  Transit  Co.,  38  I|tah  242,  112 
Pac.   120. 

85.  Ark. — Alexander  v.  Capps,  100 
Ark.  488,  140  S.  W.  722;  Yancey  v. 
Batesville  Telephone  Co.,  81  Ark.  486, 
99  S.  W.  679,  containing  fotm  of  com- 
plaint for  discrimination  in  telephone 
service.  Ind. — Ad^ms  Express  Co.  v. 
State,  161  Ind.  328,  67  N.  E.  1033. 
la. — Blair  v.  Sioux  City  &  P.  Ey.  Co., 
109  Iowa  369,  80  N.  W.  673.  Mo. 
Eeynolds  v.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  85 
Mo.  90. 

See  generally  the  title  "Penalties, 
Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

[a]  The  action  must  be  In  the 
courts  of  the  state  in  which  the  stat- 
ute was  enacted.  Langdon  v.  New 
York,  etc.  E.  Co.,  58  Hun  122,  11  N.  Y. 
Supp.  514. 

86.  la. — Hopper  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  91  Iowa  639,  60  N.  W. 
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487.  N.  Y. — New  York  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Siegel-Cooper  Co.,  202  N.  Y.  502,  96 
N.  E.  109,  36  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  560. 
Vt. — State  V.  Central  Vermont  E.  Co., 
81  Vt.  463,  71  Atl.  194,  130  Am.  St. 
Eep.  1065. 

87.  McGrew  v.  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co., 
230  Mo.  496,  132  S.   W.  1076, 

88.  Enjoining  discrimination,  see 
supra,  VI. 

89.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  public  nuisance  is  created  by 
the  unauthorized  use  of  streets  and 
highways  by  jitney  service.  Memphis 
St.  E.  Co.  V.  Eapid  Transit  Co.,  133 
Tenn.  99,  179  S.  W.  635,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917C  1045,  P.  U.  E.  1916A,  834. 

90.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  street  railway  may  enjoin 
the  operation  of  a  jitney  service.  Mem- 
phis St.  E.  Co.  V.  Eapid  Transit  Co., 
133  Tenn.  99,  179  S.  W.  635,  Ann.  Cag. 
1917C,  1045,  P.  U.   E.  1916A,  834. 

Bight  of  holder  of  franchise  to  pro- 
tection in  its  use  and  enjoyment,  see 
supra,  I,  B. 

91.  Enjoining  orders  of  public  serv- 
ice commission,  see  infra,  X,  L.  • 

92.  Norfolk  Southern  E.  Co.  v. 
Morehead  City,  167  N.  C.  118,  83  S.  B. 
259;  Auto  Transit  Co.  «.  Ft.  Worth 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  182  S.  W.  685,  P.  U. 
E.  1916C,  565. 

[a]  A  federal  court  (1)  cannot  en- 
join a  prosecution  for  violation  of  a 
state  statute  (State  v.  Southern  E.  Co., 
145  N.  C.  495,  59  S.  E.  570,  13  L.  E. 
A.  [N.  S.]  966),  unless  (2)  it  has  al- 
ready acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject matter  through  an  action  pending 
before  it.     E-x  parte  Young,  209  U.  S. 
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prevent  irreparable  injury.^^  or  a  multiplicity  of  suits,»*  an  injunction 
will  issue  to  prevent  the  enforcement  of  a  statute  or  ordinance  where 
its  validity  is  involved.'*' 

IX.  ACQUIREMENT  AND  OPERATION  OF  PUBLIC  UTIL- 
ITIES BY  MUNICIPALITIES. -A  municipality,  having  power  to 
acquire  and  operate  public  utilities  for  the  benefit  of  its  citizens,  may 
acquire  the  property  and  facilities  of  existing  utilities  by  the  exer- 
cise of  the  power  of  eminent  domain.^^  Specific  performance  of  a 
contract  to  purchase  and  sell  a  public  utility  will  be  enforced  by  the 
courts  under  the  general  principles  applicable  to  the  specific  per- 
formance of  eontracts.^^ 

X.  PUBLIC  SERVICE  COMMISSIONS,  —  A.  Nature  and  Func- 
tions.—  Public  service  commissions  are  legal,  administrative  bodies, 
having  subordinate  legislative  powers  and  clothed  with  some  quasi- 
judicial  functions  f^  they  are  not,  properly  speaking,  courts.^^ 


125,   161,    28   Sup.    Ct.   441,   52   L.   ed. 
714,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  932. 

93.  Minneapolis  General  Elee.  Co. 
r.  Minneapolis,  194  Fed.  215,  ordinance 
requiring  installation  of  electric  service 
upon  demand. 

94.  XJ.  S. — Jewel  Tea  Co.  v.  Lee's 
Summit,  189  Fed.  280;  Mills  v.  Chicago, 
127  Fed.  731.  Ind.— Kushville  v.  Eush- 
ville  Nat.  Gas  Co.,  132  Ind.  575,  28 
N.  E.  853,  15  L.  E.  A.  321.  Tex. 
Lindsley  v.  Dallas  Consol.  St.  Ey.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  200  S.  W.  207. 

95.  Ex  parte  Young,  209  U.  S.  123, 
161,  28  Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714, 
13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  932;  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Shawnee,  183  Fed. 
85,  105  C.  C.  A.  377;  Seaboard  Air 
Line  Ey.  Co.  v.  Ealeigh,  219  Fed.  573; 
Kansas  City  Gas  Co.  v.  Kansas,  198 
Fed  500;  Los  Angeles  City  Water  Co. 
V.  Los  Angeles,  88  Fed.  720,  affirmed, 
177  U.  S.  558,  20  Sup.  Ct.  736,  44 
L.  ed.  886;  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.  v.  Ew- 
ing,  241  Pa.  581,  88  Atl.  775,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915B,  157,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
977. 

[a]  Rule  Stated. — "An  injunction 
will  be  granted  to  avoid  a  multiplicity 
of  suits,  to  avoid  irreparable  injury, 
and  [on  the  ground]  that  there  ia 
no  adequate  remedy  at  law  where  re- 
peated prosecutions  will  seriously  im- 
pair or  destroy  property  rights. ' '  Auto 
Transit  Co.  v.  Ft.  Worth  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  182  S.  W.  685,  P.  U.  E.  1916C, 
565,  enjoining  enforcement  of  a  jitney 
ordinance. 

96.  U.  S. — Long  Island  Water-Sup- 
ply  Co.  V.  Brooklyn,  166  U.  S.  685,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  718,  41  L.  ed.  1165.  N.  J. 
Brady  v.  Atlantic   City,   53  N,  J.  Eq.  I 


N.  Y. — In  re  Brook- 
6,  38  N.   E,   983,   26 


440,  32  Atl.  271 
lyn,  143   N.  Y. 
L. -E.  A.   270. 

Proceedings  in  eminent  domain,  see  8 
Standard  Pboc.   256. 

Determination  of  value  by  public 
service  commission,  see  infra,  X,  C,  3. 

97.  See  Bremerton  v.  Bremerton  W. 
&  P.  Co.,  88  Waah.  362,  153  Pac.  372, 
P.  U.  E.  1916B,  120. 

[a]  A  decree  awarding  specific  per- 
formance cannot  order  a  municipality 
to  hold  a  bond  election  to  raise  the 
purchase  price,  but  the  court  will  take 
judicial  notice  that  that  method  is 
ordinarily  adopted  and  will  direct  a 
tender  of  payment  by  the  city  at  such 
a  time  as  will  enable  the  city  to  hold 
a  bond  election  prior  thereto.  Bremer- 
ton V.  Bremerton  W.  &  P.  Co.,  88 
Wash.  362,  153  Pac.  372,  P.  TJ.  E. 
1916B,  120. 

98.  Ala.  —  Railroad  Commission  v. 
Alabama  Northern  E.  Co.,  182  Ala. 
357,  62  So.  749.  N.  Y.— People  -ex  rel. 
New  York  Tel.  Co.  v.  Public  Service 
Com.,  157  App.  Div.  156,  141  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1018.  Vt.— Bessette  v.  Goddard, 
87  Vt.  77,  88  Atl.  1. 

[a]  Quo  warranto  cannot  be  main- 
tained to  determine  the  right  of  a 
member  of  the  commission  to  act  as 
its  chairman.  State  ex  rel.  Boyle  «. 
Hall,  53  Mont.  595,  165  Pac.  757,  P. 
IT.  E.  1917F,  337,  the  chairmanship  is 
not  a  public  ofSce. 

99.  U.  S. — Mississippi  E.  Com.  v. 
Illinois  Central  E.  Co.,  203  U.  S.  335, 
27  Sup.  Ct.  90,  51  L.  ed.  209;  Central 
Vermont  Ey.  Co.  v.  Eedmond,  189  Fed. 
683.  111.— People  v.  Peoria  &  P.  IT.  E. 
Co.,  273  m,  440,  113  N.  E.  68,  P.  U. 
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B.  Attacking  Constitutionality  of  Statutes.  —  Injunctive  re- 
lief against  the  enforcement  of  a  statute  creating  a  public  service 
commission  or  conferring  unwarranted  powers  upon  it,  and  claimed 
to  be  unconstitutional,  may  be  obtained  upon  a  showing  of  irreparable 
injury,  multiplicity  of  suits,  or  the  inadequacy  of  the  remedy  at  law.^ 
The  constitutionality  of  a  statute  cannot  be  determined  by  quo  war- 
ranto proceedings  brought  against  the  members  of  a  commission.^ 

C.  Jurisdiction  and  IPowees.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Public  service 
commissions  are  statutory  bodies  and  have  only  such  powers  as  are 
expressly  conferred  upon  them  by  the  statute  creating  them,^  or  are 
necessary  and  convenient,  to  the  exercise  of  the  specific  power  con- 
ferred,* though   statutes  conferring  jurisdiction  will  be  fairly  and 


E.  1916B,  795.  Mo. — Macon  v.  Atkin- 
son, 266  Mo.  484,  181  S.  W.  396. 

[a]  In  Califoinia  the  state  railroad 
commission  is  both  a  court  and  an  ad- 
ministrative tribunal.  Pacific  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Eshleman,  166  Cal.  640,  137 
Pac.  1119,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  822,  50  L. 
E.  A-.   (N.  S.)   652. 

[b]  In  North  Carolina  the  railroad 
commission  has  some  of  the  attributes 
of  a  court.  State  ex  ret  Caldwell  v. 
Wilson,  121  N.  C.  425,  28  S.  E.  554, 
61  Am.  St.  Eep.  672. 

1.  Merchants'  Exchange  v.  Knott, 
212  Mo.  616,  111  S.  W.  565. 

[a]  The  mere  fact  that  a  Tiolation 
of  the  statute  would  subject  a  person 
to  various  criminal  prosecutions  is  in- 
BufScient  to  warrant  relief  in  equity. 
Merchants'  Exchange  v.  Knott,  212 
Mo.  616,  111  S.  W.  565. 

[b]  The  facts  showing  the  nature 
of  the  threatened  Irreparable  injury 
should  be  alleged.  Merchants'  Ex- 
change V.  Knott,  212  Mo.  616,  ill  S.  W. 
565. 

'  [c]  A  complaint  based  upon  a  mnl- 
tipUclty  of  actions  should  state  wheth- 
er civil  or  criminal  proceedings  are 
threatened.  Merchants'  Exchange  v. 
Knott,  212  Mo.  616,  111  S.  W.  565. 

Enjoining  enforcement  of  statute 
generally,  see  supra,  VIII. 

2.  State  Eailroad  Com.  v.  People,  44 
Colo.  345,  98  Pae.  7,  22  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
810. 

3.  Fla. — Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co. 
V.  State,  74  So.  595;  State  ex  reZ.  Burr 
V.  Jacksonville  Terminal  Co.,  71  Fla. 
295,  71  So.  474.  HI.— State  Public 
Utilities  Com.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.,  278  111.  58,  115  N.  E.  904; 
State  Public  Utilities  Com.  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.,  274  111.  36,  113  N.  E. 
162.    Ind. — Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Eailroad, 
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Com.,  176  Ind.  428,  95  N.  E.  673.  Md. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.  v.  Towers,  126  Md. 
59,  94  Atl.  330,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  1144, 
P.  U.  E.  1915D,  398;  Northern  Central 
E.  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com.,  124  Md. 
141,  91  Atl.  768,  Ann.  Cas.  19161),  1030. 
Mich. — Grand  Eapids  &  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
Michigan  E.  Com.,  183  Mich.  383,  150 
N.  W.  154.  Miss.— Gulf  &  S.  I.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eailroad  Com.,  94  Miss.  124,  49  So. 
118.  Mo. — State  ea;  r.eZ.  St.  Joseph,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com.,  272  Mo. 
645,  199  S.  W.  999.  N.  Y.— People 
ex  rel.  Erie  E.  Co.  v.  Public  Service 
Com.,  176  App.  Div.  28,  162  N.  Y. 
Supp.  520.  OMo. — Cincinnati  v.  Public 
Utilities  Com.,  117  N.  E.  381.  Ore. 
State  V.  Corvallis  &  E.  E.  Co.,  59  Ore. 
450,  117  Pae.  980;  Eailroad  Comrs.  v. 
Oregon  Ey.  &  Nav.  Co.,  17  Ore.  65, 
19  Pac.  702,  2  L.  E.  A.  195.  Tex. 
State  V.  Sugarland  Ey.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  163  S.  W.  1047;  Gulf,  C.  & 
S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  State,  56  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
353,  120  S.  W.  1028. 

[a]  A  public  service  commission 
"must  be  classed  with  other  bodies 
exercising  special  and  limited  statutory 
powers  not  according  to  the  course  of 
the  common  law,  as  to  which  nothing 
will  be  presumed  in  favor  of  their 
jurisdiction,  but  the  facts  necessary  to 
confer  it  must  affirmatively  appear, 
and  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  does 
not  imply  a  previous  ascertainment  of 
those  facts."  Bessette  v.  Goddard,  87 
Vt.   77,   88   Atl,   1. 

i.  V.  S. — Siler  v.  Illinois  Central  E. 
Co.,  213  U.  S.  199,  29  Sup.  Ct.  458, 
53  L.  ed.  760.  Cal. — Palermo  Land  & 
W.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  173  Cal.  380, 
160  Pac.  228,  P.  U.  E.  1917A,  447.  Tla. 
State  ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs.  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  60  Fla.  465,  54 
So.  394;  State  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
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reasonably   construed.^     Under   earlier  statutes   public   service   com- 
missions were  sometimes  clothed  with  merely  advisory  powers." 

It  is  not  within  the  scope  of  this  work  to  deal  in  detail  with  the 
jurisdiction  and  extent  of  the  powers  of  the  various  public  service 
commissions,  but  in  the  notes  will  be  found  some  authorities  bearing 
upon  these  matters  with  reference  to  such    subjects    as    railroads,' 


E.  Co.,  '56  Fla.  617,  47  So.  969,  32 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  639.  Ga.— Zuber  v. 
Southern  E.  Co.,  9  Ga.  App.  539,  7l 
S.  E.  937.  Kan. — State  v.  Kansas  Pos- 
tal Tel.  Cable  Co.,  96  Kan.  298,  150 
Pac.  544.  N.  Y. — People  ex  ret  New 
York  Eys.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Com. 
(App.  Div.),  168  N.  Y.  Supp.  760. 
Okla.— Atchison,  T.  &  S.  P,  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Corporation  Com.,  170  Pac.  1156.  S.  C. 
Jones  V.  Southern  Ey.,  76  S.  C.  67,  56 
S.  El  666.  W.  Va. — State  ex  rel.  Pub- 
lie  Service  Com.  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  E. 
Co.,  76  W.  Va.  399,  85  S.  E.  714,  P. 
U.  E.  1915D,  558. 

5.  Siler  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co., 
213  U.  S.  175,  29  Sup.  Ct.  451,  53  L. 
ed.  753:  Eoot  i;.  New  Britain  Gas  Light 
Co.,  91  Conn.  134,  99  Atl.  559,  P.  U.  E. 
1917C,  102. 

[a]  The  use  of  the  singular  number 
in  the  phraseology  of  a  statute  will 
not  limit  the  jurisdiction  of  a  commis- 
sion to  cases  of  individual  discrimina- 
tion. Eoot  V.  New  Britain  Gas  Light 
Co.,  91  Conn.  134,  99  Atl.  559,  P.  U.  E. 
1917C,  102. 

6.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  State,  137  Ala.  439,  34  So.  401. 

7.  See  also  the  title  "Railroads." 

[a]  As  to  Location  of  Track. — Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Daugherty 
(S.  D.),  163  N.  W.  715.  And  see  Peo- 
ple ex  reZ.  New  York,  etc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Public  Service  Com.,  171  App.  Div.  366, 
156  N.  Y.  Supp.  1023,  P.  U.  E.  1916C, 
219. 

[b]  A  re-loca*ion  of  a  part  of  a 
railroad  line  may  be  ordered.  In  re 
Public  Service  Com.,  177  App.  Div. 
444,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  310.  And  see 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Cavanaugh, 
278  111.  609,  116  N.  B.  128. 

[c]  Jurisdiction  to  compel  construc- 
tion of  new  lines  does  not  exist.  Atchi- 
son, T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Railroad  Com., 
173  Cal.  577,  160  Pac.  828,  P.  U.  E. 
1917B,  336. 

fd]  Jurisdiction  to  compel  continued 
operation  of  branch  lines,  see:  Colorado 
&  S.  E.  Co.  v.  State  Eailroad  Com.,  54 
Colo.  64,  129  Pac.  506. 

[e]    Jurisdictjon  to   order  elimina- 


tion of  grade  crossings,  see:  111. — Chi- 
cago, B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  V.  Cavanagh,  278 
111.  609,  116  N.  E.  128;  Cleveland  C, 
C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  State  PubPie 
Utilities  Com.,  273  111.  210,  112  N.  B. 
689;  Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Vandalia  R. 
Co.,  268  111.  68,  108  N.  E.  800,  P.  IT. 
E.  1915D,  941.  Mass.— Davis  v.  Coun- 
ty Comrs,,  153  Mass.  218,  26  N.  E. 
848,  11  L.  E.  A.  750.  Mo.— State  ex 
rel.  Mo.,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Public  Service 
Com.,  271  Mo.  270,  197  S.  W.  56.  Vt. 
Sayers  v.  Montpelier  &  W.  E.  R.  R., 
90  Vt.  201,  97  Atl.  660,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918B,  1050,  P.  U.  E.  1917E,  1022; 
Bessette  v.  Goddard,  87  Vt.  77,  88 
Atl.  1. 

[f]  Jurisdiction  over  connecting 
railroad  crossings,  see:  Ind. — Pitts- 
burgh, C,  C.  &  St.  E.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Hunt, 
171  Ind.  189,  86  N.  B.  328.  Miss. 
Mississippi  R.  E.  Com.  v.  Yazoo  &  M. 
V.  R.  Co.,  100  Miss.  595,  56  So.  668. 
S.  C. — ^Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  R.  v. 
Eailroad  Com.,  89  S.  C.  472,  72  S.  E. 
18.  Va. — LouiBville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  In- 
terstate R.  Co.,  107  Va.  225,  57  S.  E. 
654,  jurisdiction  is  not  limited  to  al- 
lowing a  single  crossing.  Wash. — State 
ex  rel.  Ore.  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Railroad 
Com.,  52  "Wash.  17,  lOO  Pac.  179.  Wis. 
State  V.  Railroad  Com.,  140  Wis.  145, 
121  N.  W.  919. 

And  see  the  title   "Railroads." 

[g]  Jurisdiction  to  order  Installa- 
tion of  safety  devices  at  intersecting 
railroad  crossings,  see:  State  Public 
Utilities  Com.  v.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co., 
274  111.  36,  113  N.  E.  162. 

[h]  Jurisdiction  to  order  inter- 
change of  traffic,  see:  TJ.  S. — Michigan 
C.  E.  Co.  V.  Michigan  E.  Com.,  236 
U.  S.  615,  35  Sup.  Ct.  422,  59 
L.  ed.  750,  P.  U.  E.  1915C,  263;  Penn- 
sylvania Co.  V.  United  States,  236  U.  S. 
351,  35  Sup.  Ct.  370,  59  L.  ed.  616, 
P.  U.  R.  1915B,  261;  Seaboard  Air  Line 
Ry.  v.  Railroad  Com.,  206  Fed.  181. 
Ind. — Vandalia  E.  Co.  v.  Public  Service 
Com.,  182  Ind.  297,  106  N.  E.  371. 
Va. — Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Inter- 
state E.  Co.,  107  Va.  225,  57  S.  E. 
654. 
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street  railroads/  telephone  and  telegraph  companies,^  gas  companies,^" 
light  and  power  companies,^^  and  waterworks  and  irrigation  eompanies.^^ 
The  grant  of  power  to  fix  rates,  after  a  hearing,  vested  in  a  commis- 
sion, is  not  invalid  as  giving  to  an  administrative    body    judicial 


[i]  Jurisdiction  to  order  construc- 
tion of  fences,  see:  Colorado  State 
Board  of  Stock  Inspection  v.  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  (Colo.  P.  U.  C), 
P.  U.  E.  1916D,  751.  And  see  the 
title  "Eailroads." 

[j]  Jurisdiction  to  approve  of  rail- 
road leases,  see:  West  Jersey  &  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  Beard  of  Public  Utility  Comrs., 
87  N.  J.  L.  170,  94  Atl.  57,  P.  TJ.  E. 
1915D,  847.  See  also  Grafton  County 
Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  State,  77  N.  H. 
539,  94  Atl.  193,  P.  U.  E.  1915C,  1064. 

Jurisdiction  to  award  reparation  for 
excessive  charges,  see  supra,  V,  B. 

8.  Conn.  —  Appeal  of  Connecticut 
Co.,  89  Conn.  528,  94  Atl.  992,  P.  V.  E. 
1915B,  490.  lU.— State  Public  Util- 
ities Com.  V.  Chicago  &  W.  T.  E.  Co., 
275  111.  555,  114  N.  E.  325,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917C,  50,  P.  U.  E.  1917B,  1046.  Neb. 
Herpolsheimer  Co.  v.  Lincoln  Traction 
Co.,  96  Neb.  154,  147  N.  W.  206,  1114. 
N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Coney  Island,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com.,  157  App. 
Div.  698,  142  N.  T.  Supp.  942.  Ohio. 
Cincinnati  v.  Public  Utilities  Com.,  91 
Ohio  St.  331,  110  N.  E.  461,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916E,  1081,  P.  U.  E.  1916A,  1057. 
Vt. — Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Bur- 
lington Traction  Co.,  90  Vt.  506,  99 
Atl.  4,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  841,  P.  U.  R. 
1917C,  320. 

See  the  title  "Street  Eailroads." 

[a]  The  removal  of  a  high  tension 
line  from  proximity  to  the  line  of  a 
telegraph  company  may  be  ordered. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Burlington 
Traction  Co.,  90  Vt.  506,  99  Atl.  4,  Ann. 
Cas.   1918B,  841,  P.  -U.  E.   19170,  320. 

[b]  The  apportionment  (1)  between 
a  city  and  a  street  railway,  of  the  cost 
of  repairs  already  made  is  not  within, 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  public  service  com- 
mission. Augusta  V.  Lewiaton,  A.  & 
W.  St.  Ey.,  114  Me.  24,  95  Atl.  267, 
P.  U.  E.  i915r,  260.  (2)'  Although  the 
apportionment  of  the  cost  of  proposed 
improvements  is  frequently  within  its 
juriadietion.  Appeal  of  Norwalk,  89 
Conn.  537,  94  Atl.  988,  P.  U.  E.  1915E, 
294. 

[c]  Jurisdiction  to  order  extensions, 
see;   Towers  v.  United  Eys.   &  E.  Co., 


126   Md.    478,   95   Atl.    170,   P.   U.    E. 
1915P,  474. 

9.  Idaho. — Coeur  d'Alene  v.  Public 
Utilities  Com.,  29  Idaho  508,  160  Pac. 
751,  P.  U.  E.  1917B,  348.  111.— State 
Public  Utilities  Com.  v.  Okaw  Valley 
Mut.  Tel.  Assn.,  282  111.  336,  118  N.  E. 
760;  State  Public  Utilities  Com.  v. 
Bethany  Mut.  Tel.  Assn.,  270  111.  183, 
110  N.  E.  334,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  495, 
mutual  telephone  company.  Miss. 
Cumberland  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  State, 
99  Miss. -1,  54  So.  446.  Okla.— Twin 
Valley  Tel.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  27  Okla. 
388,  113  Pac.  914,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C, 
582,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N".  S.)  235  (mutual, 
rural  telephone  company) ;  Hine  v. 
Wadlington,  26  Okla.  389,  109  Pac.  301, 
company  owned  entirely  by  an  indi- 
vidual. 

la]  Power  to  order  physical  con- 
nection of  two  separate  systems,  see: 
U.  S.— Pacific  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  ■;;.  Wright- 
Dickinson  Hotel  Co.,  214  Fed.  666.  Cal. 
Pacific  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Eshleman, 
166  Cal.  640,  137  Pae.  1119,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915C,  822,  50  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  652, 
denying  the  power.  Mich.  —  Michi- 
gan State  Tel.  Co.  v.  Michigan 
Eailroad  Com.,  193  Mich.  515,  161 
N,  W.  240,  P.  U.  E.  191 7C,  355, 
upholding  the  power.  Neb. — Hoop- 
er Tel.  Co.  V.  Nebraska  Tel.  Co.,  96 
Neb.  245,  147  N.  W.  674.  S.  D.— Mil- 
bank  V.  Dakota  Central  Tel.  Co.,  37 
S.  D.  504,  159  N.  W.  99,  P.  U.  E. 
1916F,  562,  any  person  interested  may 
institute  the  proceedings.  Wash. — State 
■ex  rel.  Public  Serv.  Com.  v.  Skagit 
Elver   Tel.   &   Tel.   Co.,   89   Wash.   625, 

155  Pac.    144.      Wis. — Wisconsin    Tel. 
Co.    V.    Eailroad    Com.,    162    Wis.    383, 

156  N.   W.   614,  P,   U.  E.   1916D,  212. 

10.  Guthrie  Gas,  L.  F.  &  Imp.  Co. 
V.  Board  of  Education  (Okla.),  166 
Pac.  128. 

11.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Serv.  Com. 
V.  Spokane  &  I.  E.  E.  Co.,  89  Wash. 
599,  154  Pac.  1110,  P.  U.  E.  1916D, 
469. 

12.  McCook  Irr.  &  Water  Power  Co. 
V.  Burtless,  98  Neb.  141,  3  52  N.  W. 
334,  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1915D,  1205, 
P.  U.  E.  1915C,  587. 
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powers  and  functions.^'  The  power  to  prescribe  reasonable  rules  and 
regulations  governing  the  conduct  of  public  utilities  is  inci- 
dental to  the  exercise  of  administrative  functions,"  but  if  a  com- 
mission is  neither  by  constitution  nor  statute,  given  authority  to  exer- 
cise judicial  functions  as  an  incident  to  the  exercise  of  its  primary 
administrative  functions,  it  cannot,  by  the  adoption  of  rules  requiring 
and  regulating  hearings  before  it,  clothe  itself  with  judicial  func- 
tions.^^  The  fact  that  no  power  is  given  a  commission  to  enforce  its 
orders"  does  not  affect  its  jurisdiction  to  issue  orders  as  granted  by 
statute.^'  Jurisdiction  of  a  commission  is  not  necessarily  exhausted 
by  a  single  exercise  of  its  power  over  the  subject  matter.^^ 

Jurisdiction  will,  in  some  states,  be  exercised  over  public  utilities 
in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,^^  in  other  states  a  contrary  practice  pre- 
vails.^" 

Under  some  statutes,  public  service  commissions  are  given  power 
to  review  the  orders  of  municipal  bodies  affecting  public  utilities. ^'^ 
Duties  imposed  upon  public  utilities  by  statute,^^  or  municipal  ordi- 
nances,^^ may  be  enforced  by  commissions.  If  a  court,  having  juris- 
diction of  the  subject  matter,  has  rendered  a  judgment  the  adjudica- 
tion is  final  in  so  far  as  the  commission  is  concerned  and  it  cannot 
assume  jurisdiction  over  the  matters  involved.^*  And  if  an  order 
has  been  made  with  the  consent  of  the  public  utility  affected,  it  will 


13.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Gar- 
rett, 231  U.  S.  298,  34  Sup.  Ct.  48,  58 
L.  ed.  229,  aHirning  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.  V.  Silet,  186  Fed.  176;  Prentis 
V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  Co.,  211  XT.  S. 
210,  29  Sup.  Ct.  67,  53  L.  ed.  150. 

14.  State  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E. 
Co.,  56  Fla.  617,  47  So.  969,  32  L.  E. 
A.   (N.  S.)   639. 

Power  to  make  rules  as  to  procedure 
before  commission,  see  infra,  X,  I,  1. 

15.  State  V.  Public  Service  Com.,  94 
Wash.  274,  162  Pac.  523,  P.  U.  E. 
1917C,  631. 

16.  See  infra,  X,  J,  2,  c,  (I). 

17.  Turner  Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  36  S.  D.  310,  154 
N.  W.  819,  P.  U.  E.  1916A,  1083. 

18.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.  v.  Towers, 
126  Md.  59,  94  Atl.  330,  Ann.  Cas. 
191 7B,  1144,  P.  ir.  E.  1915D,  398; 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Interstate  E. 
Co.,  107  Va.  225,  57  S.  E.  654. 

Power  of  the  commission  to  modify 
or  alter  its  orders,  see  infra,  X,  3, 
2,  b. 

19.  Ala.  —  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Ala- 
bama G.  S.  E.  Co.,  185  Ala.  354,  64 
So.  13,  L.  E.  A.  1915D,  98.  Colo. 
Colorado  State  Board  of  Stock  Inspec- 
tion V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  By.  Co. 
(Colo,  P,  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1916D,  751. 


Kan.— State  v.  Flannelly,  96  Kan.  372, 
152  Pac.  22.  Mo. — State  ^ex  rel.  Mo., 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com., 
271  Mo.  270,  197  S.  W.  56;  Webb  City 
Com.  Club  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co., 
1  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  E.  334,  P.  U.  E.  1917B, 
367.  Okla. — Jordan  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.  (Okla.  C.  C.  E.),  P.  U.  E.  1917A, 
182. 

[a]  Previous  leave  of  court  to  main- 
tain the  proceeding  need  not  be  ob- 
tained. Colorado  State  Board  of  Stock 
Inspection  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey. 
Co.  (Colo.  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1916D, 
751. 

20.  Village  of  Girard  v.  Girard 
Water  Co.  (Ohio  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E. 
1917E,  366. 

21.  Cincinnati  v.  Public  Utilities 
Com.,  91  Ohio  St.  331,  110  N.  B.  461, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  1081,  P.  U.  E.  1916A, 
1057.  And  see  Troy  v.  United  Traction 
Co.,  202  N.  Y.  333,  95  N.  B.  759. 

22.  State  Public  Utilities  Com.  v. 
Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.,  267  111. 
93,  107  N.  B.  774,  P.  U.  E.  1915B, 
879. 

23.  Milbank  v.  Dakota  Central  Tel. 
Co.  (8.  D.  Bd.  E.  O.  E),  P.  U.  E. 
1917C,  808. 

24.  People  v.  Peoria  &  P.  U.  E.  Co., 
273  111.  440,  113  N.  B.  68,  P.  U.  K. 
1916B,  795. 
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be  estopped  from  thereafter  asserting  a  want  of  power  in  the  com- 
mission to  make  the  order.^" 

2.  General  Jurisdictional  Limitations.  —  Proceedings  cannot  be 
maintained  for  the  sole  purpose  of  determining  whether  a  corporation 
is  a  public  utility  and  as  such  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  com- 
mission,^^ nor  will  the  commission  attempt  to  pass  upon  the  constitu- 
tionality or  validity  of  the  statute  under  which  it  operates.^^  In- 
junctions cannot  be  issued.^*  The  construction  and  enforcement  of 
contracts  is  not  one  of  the  commission's  functions,^'  nor  can  disputed 
property  rights  be  investigated  and  settled.^"  No  power  of  control 
over  public  utilities  in  the  exercise  of  their  private  rights  as  owners 
of  property  exists.^^ 

3.  Eminent  Domain  Proceedings.  —  The  power  of  a  public  service 
commission  in  matters  involving  the  acquirement  of  property  by  con- 
demnation varies  considerably  under  the  different  statutes.^^  Thus 
in  some  states  it  has  power  to  determine  the  public  necessity  and  to 
institute  the  necessary  proceedings  in  court  ;^^  and  in  others,  also  the 
power  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  value  of  the  property  of  a 
public  utility  which  is  sought  to  be  taken.'*    But  in  other  states,  the 


25.  Public  Service  E.  Co.  v.  Board 
of  Public  Utility  Comrs.,  87  N.  J.  L, 
250,  93  Atl.  585. 

26.  Holabird  v.  Railroad  Com.,  171 
Gal.  691,  154  Pac.  831,  P.  U.  E.  1916C, 
458. 

27.  Jn  re  Marin  Municipal  Water 
Dist.  (Cal.  E.  C),  P.  U.  R.  19150,  433; 
In  re  Marysville  L.  &  '^.  Co.  (Ohio 
P.  U.  C),  P.  XJ.  E.  1915D,  374. 

28.  Gilliam  Tel.  Co.  v.  Alton-Slater 
W.  Co.  (Mo.  P.  S.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1917A, 
351. 

[a]  Sucb.  control  is  retained  by  a 
commission  over  the  subject  matter  of 
its  orders  that  it  can  by  cancelling  or 
modifying  them  prevent  action  inimical 
to  public  interests,  although  it  cannot 
iBsue  an  injunction.  Gilliam  Tel.  Co. 
t'.  Alton-Slater  Water  Co.  (Mo.  P.  S. 
C),  P.  U.  E.  1917 A,  351. 

29.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Eailroad  Com.,  173  Cal.  577,  160  Pae. 
828,  P.  U.  R.  191 7B,  336;  Hanlon  v. 
Eshleman,  169  Cal.  200,  146  Pae.  656, 
P.  U.  E.  191 5B,  842;  People  v.  Peoria 
&  P.  TJ.  E.  Co.,  273  111.  440,  113  N.  E. 
68,  P.  U.  R.  1916E,  795. 

[a]  The  respective  rights  of  a  ship- 
per and  a  railroad  in  and  over  a  pri- 
vate track,  under  a  contract,  is  a 
judicial  question  for  the  courts  to  de- 
termine. People  V.  Peoria  &  P.  tJ.  R. 
Co.,  273  111.  440,  113  N.  E.  68,  P.  U.  R. 
1916E,  795. 

[b]  Whether  a  contract  is  In  re- 
straint of  trade  and  void  cannot  be  de- 
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termined.  Athens  County  Home  Tel. 
Co.  17.  Jackson  County  Home  Tel.  Co. 
(Ohio  P.  U.  C),  P.  TJ.  R.  1915A,  312. 

[c]  Specific  performance  of  con- 
tracts (1)  is  a  matter  not  within  the 
power  of  a  public  Berviee  commission. 
Public  Service  Elec.  Co.  v.  Board  of 
Public  Utility  Comrs.,  88  N.  J.  L.  603, 
96  Atl.  1013,  P.  U.  R.  1916D,  107.  (2) 
But  a  utility  may  be  ordered  to  take 
such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  to  en- 
force a  contract  of  a  third  person  with 
it,  where  the  rendition  of  adequate 
service  depends  upon  the  performance 
of  the  contract.  Municipal  Council  ». 
Manila  R.  Co.  (Phil.  Isl.  Bd.  P.  U.  C), 
P.  U.  B.  1916C,  433. 

[d]  A  contract  created  by  ordi- 
nance cannot  be  construed  or  enforced 
by  a  commission.  Caruthersville  v. 
Southwestern  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  (Mo.  P. 
8.  C),  P.  U.  R.  1915P,  1. 

30.  McCook  Irr.  &  Water  Power 
Co.  V.  Burtless,  98  Neb.  141,  152  N.  W. 
334,  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1915D,  1205, 
P.  U.  R.  1915C,  587;  Union  Lime  Co. 
V.  Railroad  Com.,  144  Wis.  523,  129 
3Sr.  W.  605,  title  to  land  cannot  be 
tried. 

31.  Danville  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ly- 
brook,  111  Va.  623,  69  S.  E.  1066,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912A,  175. 

32.  See  the  statutes. 

33.  In  re  Public  Service  Com.,  217 
N.  T.  61,  111  N.  E.  658,  P.  U.  R.  1916C, 
547. 

34.  See    In    r«    Marin    Municipal 
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commission  either  has  no  power  of  this  character  or  power  of  a  very 
limited  nature.'" 

4.  Determination  of  Jurisdiction.  —  A  commission  has  power  to 
determine  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  facts  essential  to  the  exer- 
cise of  its  jurisdiction.^'  A  court,  in  passing  upon  the  commission's 
jurisdiction,  will  consider  whether  the  commission  has  authority  to 
make  any  order  in  the  premises  rather  than  the  evidentiary  and 
collateral  matters  set  forth  in  the  complaint."  Whether  it  has  ex- 
ceeded its  jurisdiction  will  be  determined  by  a  consideration  of  the 
order  actually  made  rather  than  the  relief  prayed  for." 

A  writ  of  proMbitioin  will  issue  to  prevent  a  commission  with  pro- 
ceeding with  a  matter  beyond  its  jurisdiction,^^  but 'this  remedy  can- 
not be  employed  to  prevent  or  correct  an  erroneous  exercise  of  power.*" 

D.  Notice  of  Hearings.  —  The  constitutional  provision  of  due 
process  of  law,  requiring  notice  of  hearings,  applies  to  proceedings 
before  an  administrative  board  or  commission.*^  The  requirements  of 
the  particular  statute  with  reference  to  the  giving  of  notice  of  a  hear- 


Water  District  (Cal.  E.  C),  P.  U.  R. 
1915C,  433:  Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co. 
V.  Bailroad  Com.,  161  Wis.  122,  152 
N.  W.  859,  P.  IT.  E.  1915D,  336. 

[a]  la  California,  where  the  com- 
mission is  clothed  with  true  judicial 
functions,  it  has  broad  powers  over 
proceedings  of  this  character.  Pacific 
Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Eshleman,  166  Cal. 
640,  137  Pac.  1119,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C, 
822,  50  L.  E.  A.  ,(N.  S.)  652;  Marin 
Municipal  Water  Dist.  v.  Marin  Water 
&  Power  Co.,  55  Cal.  Dec.  793. 

35.  LouisvUle  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Inter- 
state E.  Co.,  107  Va.  225,  57  S.  E. 
654. 

36.  Palermo  L.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road  Com.,  173  Cal.  380,  160  Pac.  228. 

[a]  The  existence  of  rights  in  prop- 
erty may  be  determined  by  a  commis- 
sion for  the  purpose  of  exercise  of  its 
jurisdiction  to  regulate  a  public  utility 
by  fixing  its  rates.  Limoneira  Co.  v. 
Eailro.ad  Com.,  174  Cal.  232,  162  Pac. 
1033. 

37.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Dougherty   (S.  D.),  163  N.   W.  715. 

[a]  "A  broad  distinction  exists  be- 
tween the  question  of  the  sufliciency  of 
the  facts  pleaded  or  alleged  in  the 
petition  filed  with  the  board  to  author- 
ize the  relief  prayed  for  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  board 
to  grant  the  same  relief  upon  another 
or  different  state  of  facts."  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Dougherty,  39  S.  D. 
147,  163   N.  W.   715. 

[b]  The  fact  that  any  order  made 
by  the  commission  could  not  be  on- 
es 


forced  by  the  courts  is  not  decisive  of 
the  question  of  jurisdiction.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Dougherty,  39  S.  D. 
147,  163  N.  W.  715. 

38.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
State,  47  Okla.  645,  150  Pac.  108,  P. 
U.  E.  1915E,  265j  St.  Louis  &  S.  P. 
E.  Co.  v.  Williams,  25  Okla.  662,  107 
Pac.  428. 

[a]  If  an  order  relates  only  to  intra- 
state commerce  the  fact  that  the  peti- 
tion may  have  asked  for  relief  affect- 
ing interstate  commerce  is  immaterial. 
St.  Xouis  &  S.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Williams, 
25  Okla.  662,  107  Pac.  428. 

39.  State  v.  Stutsman,  24  N.  D.  68, 
139  N.  W.  83,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  776; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  ■;;.  Cor- 
poration Com.   (Okla.),   170  Pac.  1156. 

40.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Dougherty,  39  S.  D.  147,  163  N.  W. 
715.  See  generally  the  titlg  "Pro- 
hibition." 

41.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Minnesota,  134  U.  S.  418,  457,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  462,  33  L.  ed.  970;  Caldwell  v. 
Pierson,  37  S.  D.  546,  159  N.  W.  124. 
And  see  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Dougherty,  39  S.  D.  147,  163  N.  W. 
715. 

[a]  It  Is  sufiiciently  complied  with 
if  the  person  affected  has  reasonably 
sufB.cient  notice  and  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard.  Vandalia  E.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Comm.,  242  TJ.  S.  255,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  255,  61  L.  ed.  276,  P.  U.  E.  1917B, 
1004:  State  Public  Utilities  Com.  v. 
Chicago  &  W.  T,  E.  Co.,  275  111,  555, 
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ing  must  be  fully  complied  witli;*^  The  notice  must  inform  the  de- 
fendant of  the  nature  of  the  relief  which  is  asked  for.*^  A  public 
utility  which  has  not  been  injuriously  affected  thereby  cannot  com- 
plain of  failure  to  notify  other  interested  persons.**  A  person  who 
will  be  only  indirectly  affected  by  the  order  of  the  commission  need 
not  be  given  notice  of  the  proceedings,^^  and  notice  is  not  required 
of  hearings  upon  matters  where  no  new  burden  is  to  be  imposed  upon 
the  utility.*^ 

E.    Peeventing  Action  by  Commission.  —  The  courts  will  not,  in 
advance  of  action  by  a  commission,  prevent*^  or  enjoin  such  action.*^ 


114   N.   E.   325,   Ann.   Cas.    1917C,   50, 
P.  U.  R.  1917B,  1046. 

42.  Hine  v.  Wadlington,  27  Okla. 
285,  111  Pac.  543;  In  re  Cameron  Light 
&  P.  Co.  (Wis.  E.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1915B, 
472. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  "  Statutory  re- 
quirements as  to  notice  must  be  com- 
plied with  at  least  substantially,  or  its 
[the  commission's]  proceedings  and  or- 
ders may  be  treated  as  nullities  upon 
appeal  or  application  for  enforcement. 
The  statutory  requirements  as  to  the 
notice  and  hearing  are  a  sufficient  com- 
pliance with  the  due  process  clauses  of 
both  the  state  and  federal  constitu- 
tion." Chicago  &  N.  W.  E/.  Co.  v. 
Dougherty,  39  S.  D.  147,  163  N.  W. 
715. 

[b]  Where  the  complaint  is  to  be 
forwarded,  to  the  carrier  which  is  to 
be  called  upon  to  satisfy  it  or  to  an- 
swer it  in  writing  within  a  specified 
time,  it  is  not  enough  for  the  com- 
mission to  merely  send  a  copy  of  the 
complaint  to  the  carrier  without  de- 
manding action  on  its  part.  State  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  16  S.  D. 
517,  94  K.  W.  406. 

[c]  Receivers. — ISTotice  served  upon 
an  agent  of  a  railroad  designated  by 
it  under  a  statute  as  a  proper  person 
upon  whom  process  might  be  served  is 
sufficient  after  the  railroad  has  passed 
into  the  hands  of  a  receiver.  Lusk  v. 
State,  47  Okla.   648,  150   Pac.   151. 

fd]  Unless  the  defendant  has  been 
misled  by  the  statements  in  tlie  notice 
or  hampered  in  presenting  its  defense, 
a  defect  in  the  notice  will  be  disre- 
garded. St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Williams,  25  Okla.   662,  107  Pae.  428. 

43.  Woody  v.  Denver  &  R.  G.  E.  Co.. 
17  N.  M.  686,  132  Pae.  250,  47  L.  R. 
A.   (N.  S.)   974. 

44.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
State   Public   Utilities   Com.,    267   111. 
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544,   108   N.   E.   737,  P.   U.   R.   1915D, 
141. 

45.  Raymond  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Raymond 
L.  &  P.  Co.,  92  Wash.  330,  159  Pae. 
133,  L.  E.  A.  1917C,  574,  P.  U.  R. 
1916F,  437. 

[a]  A  bondholder  need  not  be  given 
notice  of  the  hearing  of  an  application 
for  leave  to  issue  additional  bonds. 
Shiebler  v.  Suffolk  Gas  &  Elec.  L.  Co. 
(N.  Y..P.  S.  C.  2nd  Dist.),  P.  U.  R. 
1916C,  70. 

46.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Where  the  performance  of  a 
duty  already  enjoined  by  law  is  the 
object  sought  by  proceedings  before  a 
commission  and  no  new  burden  is  to 
be  placed  upon  the  utility,  the  notice 
specified  by  statute  to  be  given  of 
hearings  before  the  commission,  need 
not  be  given.  In  re  Centralia  Tel.  Co. 
(Kan.  P.  U.  C),  P.  TJ.  R.  1916C,  421. 

[b]  Orders  suspending  a  proposed 
increase  in  rates,  pending  a  hearing, 
are  not  within  the  operation  of  statu- 
tory provisions  requiring  notice  to  be 
given  of  hearings.  Trenton  &  M.  Co. 
Tr.  Corp.  v.  Inhabitants  of  Trenton, 
227  Fed.  502. 

47.  State  v.  Railroad  Com.  v.  Peo- 
ple, 44  Colo.  '345,  98  Pac.  7,  22  L. 
E.  A.  _(N.  S.)  810,  by  quo  warranto 
proceedings. 

48.  Southern  Pae.  Co.  v.  Bartine,  170 
Fed.  725;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v. 
Winnett,  162  Fed.  242,  89  C.  C.  A. 
222. 

[a]  A  commission  will  not  be  en- 
joined from  acting  on  matters  within 
its  jurisdiction  on  the  ground  that  a 
party's  constitutional  rights  will  be  in- 
vaded by  the  order  to  be  made.  Tren- 
ton &  M.  Co.  Tr.  Corp.  v.  Inhabitants 
of  Trenton,  227  Fed.  502;  Dalton 
Adding  M,ach.  Co.  v.  State  Corp.  Com., 
213  Fed.  889,  afflrmed,  236  U.  S.  699, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  480,  59  L.  ed.  797. 

[b]  Action  by  a  commission  which 
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A  commission  may,  however,  be  enjoined  from  enforcing  its  orders 
made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  a  statute  which  is  un- 
constitutional.*' 

_F.  Enforcing  Action  by  Commissions.  —  If  a  public  service  com- 
mission refuses  to  consider  or  pass  upon  a  matter  within  its  juris- 
diction, action  upon  its  part  may  be  enforced  by  a  writ  of  mandate,^" 
though  where  it  is  clothed  with  discretionary  power,  the  court  cannot 
control,  by  mandamus,  the  action  which  it  shall  take.^^ 

G.  Compelling  Eesort  to  Commissions.^^  —  The  courts  quite  gen- 
erally interpret  the  statutes  creating  public  service  commissions  as 
intending  to  confer  upon  such  commissions  primary  and  original 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matters  of  which  they  are  given  control,^^ 
and  accordingly  they  will  not  ordinarily  issue  their  injunctions,  either 
prohibitory  or  mandatory,^*  or  grant  writs  of  mandate,^^  to  prevent 


is  not  of  a  final  nature  will  not  serve 
as  the  basis  for  an  injunction.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.  V.  California  K.  Comrs., 
78  Fed.  236. 

49.  See  infra,  X,  L,  6. 
Enjoining  enforcement    of    criminal 

statutes,  see  supra,  VIII. 

50.  Brooks  v.  Hatch,  265  111.  346, 
106  N.  E.  956  (levying  an  asseasment 
by  levee  commissioners) ;  West  Jersey 
&  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Board  of  Public  Utility 
Comrs.,  87  N.  J.  L.  170,  94  Atl.  57, 
P.  U.  E.  191 5D,  847.  See  the  title 
"Mandamus." 

[a]  "A  duty  is  none  the  less  minT 
isterial  because  the  person  who  is  re- 
quired to  perform  it  may  have  to  sat- 
isfy himself  of  the  existence  of  a  state 
of  facts  under  which  he  is  given  his 
right  or  warrant  to  perform  the  re- 
quired duty."  Public  Service  Com. 
V.  State,  184  Ind.  273,  111  N.  E.  10, 
P.  U.  E.  1916C,  42. 

[b]  Granting  of  an  applicatioin  to 
issue  securities  may  be  required.  Pub- 
lic Service  Com.  v.  State,  184  Ind.  273, 
111  N.  E.  10,  P.  V.  E.  1916C,  42. 

51.  Oal. — Jacobs  v.  Board  of  Super- 
visors, 100  Cal.  121,  34  Pac.  630.  Ind. 
Public  Service  Com.  v.  State,  184  Ind. 
273,  111  N.  B.  10,  P.  U.  E.  1916C,  42. 
N.  D. — State  v.  Stutsman,  24  N.  D. 
68,  139  N.  "W.  83,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D, 
776.  N.  J.— West  Jersey  &  8.  E.  Co. 
V.  Board  of  Public  Utility  Comrs.,  87 
N.  J.  L.  170,  94  Atl.  57,  P.  U.  E. 
1915D,  847  .(approval  of  lease  by  rail- 
road); Public  Service  Gas  Co.  v.  Pub- 
lic Utility  Comrs.,  84  N.  J.  L.  463,  87 
Atl.  651.  , 

[a]  "In  dealing  with  such  agencies 
the  court  is  controlled  by  the  same 
principles  that  govern  it  with  relation 


to  the  exercise  of  its  supervision  over 
inferior  judicial  tribunals;  i.  e.,  it  will 
compel  them  to  proceed  to  judgment 
but  will  never  direct  the  character  of 
the  judgments  to  be  rendered  by 
them."  West  Jersey  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Board  of  Public  Utility  Comrs.,  87  N. 
.1.  L.  170,  94  Atl.  57,  P.  U.  E.  1915D, 
847.     See  the  title  "Mandamus." 

[b]  Where  a  commission  in  its  re- 
turn to  the  writ  states  the  reason  for 
the  position  taken  by  it,  the  question 
presented  is  whether  the  reasons  given 
show  an  arbitrary  caprice  and  an  abuse 
of  discretion.  State  v.  Stutsman,  24 
N.  D.  68,  139  N.  W.  83,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914D,  776. 

[c]  Where  an  application  has  been 
heard  and  denied,  further  consideration 
by  the  commission  cannot  be  required. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  E.  v.  Eailroad 
Com.,  89  S.  C.  472,  72  S.  E.  18. 

52.  Compelling  resort  to  interstate 
commerce  comiAission,  see  the  title 
' '  Interstate  Commerce. ' ' 

53.  City  of  Cadillac  v.  Citizens'  Tel. 
Co.,  195  Mich.  538,  161  N.  W.  989. 

54.  Ala. — Horton  v.  Southern  E. 
Co.,  173  Ala.  231,  55  So.  531,  to  pre- 
vent change  in  location  of  a  station. 
Mich. — Cadillac  v.  Citizens'  Tel.  Co., 
195  Mich.  538,  161  N.  W.  989.  Ore. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pacific  Tel.  &  Tel. 
Co.,  81  Ore.  307,  159  Pac.  561,  P.  U.  E. 
1917A,  90;  Ford  v.  Oregon  E.  E.  Co., 
60  Ore.  278,  117  Pac.  809,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914A,  280,  36  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  358. 

Jurisdiction  of  courts  to  protect  con- 
tract rights,  see  supra,  II. 

55.  Kan.  —  Scammon  v.  Americas 
Gas  Co.,  98  Kan.  812,  160  Pac.  316, 
P.  U.  E.  1917A,  531.  Tex.— Crosbyton- 
Southplains  E.   Co.  v,    Eailroad    Com. 
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the  discontinuance  of  existing  service,  the  restoration  of  abandoned 
service,  or  the  extension  of  service,  until  application  has  been  made 
to  the  commission  for  relief,  even  if  for  any  reason,  the  petitioner 
cannot  compel  the  commission  to  act  on  his  petition.^*  Nor  will  a 
court  take  jurisdiction  in  the  first  instance  over  the  matter  of  alleged 
discrimination  in  rates  or  service,^'  or  of  the  reasonableness  of  exist- 
ing rates,^*  rules,^^  or  service.""  In  some  states,  however,  application 
to  the  commission  prior  to  a  resort  to  the  courts  is  not  required."^ 
And  where  the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  or  service  is  not  questioned 
but  it  is  claimed  that  plaintiff  was  damaged  or  discriminated  against 
in  the  manner  in  which  a  rule  or  rate  has  been  enforced,  or  service 
rendered,  the  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  the  action."^ 


(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  169  S.  "W.  1038. 
Wis. — State  ex  rel.  Superior  v.  Dululh 
St.  E.  Co.,  153  Wis.  650,  142  N.  W. 
184,  to  compel  service  where  a  street 
railway's  employees  were  on  strike. 

[a]  The  writ  to  compel  restoration 
of  Service  will  sometimes  be  withheld 
temporarily  and  a  reasonable  time  giv- 
en the  utility  within  which  to  obtain 
the  consent  of  the  commission  to  the 
desired  change,  ^tate  v.  Landon,  100 
Kan.  593,  165  Pat.  1111,  P.  U.  R. 
1917F,  739;  State  v.  Kansas  Postal  Tel. 
Cable  Co.,  96  Kafl.  298,  150  Pac.  544. 

56.  State  ex  rel.  Goss  v.  Metaline 
Falls  L.  &  P.  Co.,  80  Wash.  652,  141 
Pac.  1142. 

57.  State  ex  rel.  Goss  v.  Metaline 
Falls  L.  &  P.  Co.,  80  Wash.  652,  141 
Pac.  1142. 

58.  Neb.— Nebraska  Tel.  Co.  v. 
State,  55  Neb.  627,  76  N.  W.  171,  45 
L.  E.  A.  113.  Okla.— Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Foster  Lumb.  Co.,  31 
Okla.  661,  122  Pac.  139.  Wash. — State 
v.  Hoquiam  Water  Co.,  70  Wash.  682, 
127  Pac.  304.  W.  Va.— State  ex  r.el. 
Public  Service  Com.  v.  Baltimore  &  O. 
E.  Co.,  76  W.  Va.  399,  85  S.  B.  714, 
P.  U.  E.  1915D,  558. 

[a]  Where  the  question  involved  is 
as  to  the  right  of  the  utility  to  make 
any  charge  at  all,  the  courts  will  exer- 
cise original  jurisdiction.  State  ex  rel. 
Hodgdon  v.  Hoquiam  Water  Co.,  70 
Wash.  682,  127  Pac.  304. 

59.  Metzger  v.  New  York  State  Rail- 
ways, 168  App.  Div.  187,  154  N.  T. 
Supp.  789,  P.  U.   E.   1915F,  727. 

[a]  The  reasonableness  of  a  rule 
requiring  payment  of  an  excess  amount 
by  a  passenger  tendering  cash  instead 
of  a  ticket  must  be  determined  by  the 
commission.  Metzger  v.  New  York 
State  Eailways,  168  App.  Div.  187,  154 
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N.  Y.  Supp.  789,  P.  TT.  E.  1915F,  727. 

60.  Morrisdale  Coal  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania E.  Co.,  230  U.  S.  304,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  938,  57  L.  ed.  1494  (the  reasonable- 
ness of  a  rule  allotting  cars  to  ship- 
pers is  a  question  for  the  commission); 
State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  96 
Kan.  833,  154  Pac.  235,  P.  U.  R.  1916C, 
56. 

61.  Lukrawka  v.  Spring  Valley 
Water  Co.,  169  Cal.  318,  146  Pac.  640, 
P.  U.  R.  1915B,  331. 

62.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.  v.  Puritan 
Coal  M.  Co.,  237  U.  S.  121,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  484,  59  L.  fed.  867. 

[a]  Statement  of  the  Rule. — "It 
must  be  borne  in  mind  that  there  are 
two  kinds  of  discrimination — one  in  the 
unfair  enforcement  of  a  reasonable  rule. 
In  a  suit  where  the  rule  of  practice 
itself  is  attacked  as  unfair  or  dis- 
unfair  enforcement  of  a  reasonable 
rule.  In  a  suit  where  the  rule  of 
practice  is  attacked  as  unfair  or  dis- 
criminatory, a  question  is  raised  which 
calls  for  the  exercise  of  the  judgment 
and  discretion  of  the  administrative 
power  which  has  been  vested  by  Con- 
gress in  the  Commission.  It  is  for 
that  body  to  say  whether  such  a  rule 
unjustly  discriminates  against  one  class 
of  shippers  in  favor  of  another.  Until 
that  body  has  declared  the  practice 
to  be  discriminatory  and  unjust  no 
court  has  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  against 
an  interstate  carrier  for  damages  oc- 
casioned by  its  enforcement.  . 
But  if  the  carrier's  rule,  fair  on  its 
face,  has  been  unequally  applied  and 
the  suit  is  for  damages,  occasioned  by 
its  violation  or  discriminatory  enforce- 
ment, there'ls  no  administrative  ques- 
tion involved,  the  courts  being  called 
on  to  decide  a  mere  question  of  fact 
as  to  whether  the  carrier  has  violated 
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Action  taken  by  a  public  utility  without  the  required  consent  of 
the  commission,  is  ineffectual,"^  and  the  commission  may  order  the 
utility  to  refrain  from  it,°*  or  they  may  apply  to  the  attorney  general 
to  prosecute  the  corporation  for  doing  business  in  violation  of  the 
law,**^  or  may  ask  the  courts  to  enjoin  the  taking  of  the  contemplated 
action.*"*  The  commission  may  also  maintain  mandamus  proceedings 
to  require  a  public  utility  to  allow  the  commission  to  exercise  over 
it  such  powers  as  have  been  conferred  by  law.*' 

H.  Conditions  Peecedent  to  Action  by  Commission.  —  Any  con- 
ditions created  by  the  statute  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  action  of  the 
commission  must  be  complied  with.°° 

I.  Procedure  Before  Commission.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  method 
of  procedure  before  the  various  state  commissions  is  largely  regulated 
by  specific  statutory  provisions  which  must  be  followed  in  essential 
particulars.**^  Proceedings  may,  under  many  statutes,  be  instituted 
by  the  commission  of  its  own  motion.'"  A  hearing,  in  accordance  with 
the  statutory  provisions  and  the  general  rules  governing  due  process 


the  rule  to  plaintiff's  damage."  Penn- 
sylvania B.  Co.  V.  Puritan  Coal  M.  Co., 
237  IT.  8.  121,  131,  35  Sup.  Ct.  484,  59 
L.  ed.  867. 

63.  Davies  v.  Watertown  Nat.  BanK 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W.  593,  P.  tJ. 
B.  1915E,  531,  issuance  of  securities. 

64.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  The  pendency  of  aai  appeal  from 
an  order  requiring  a  utility  to  desist 
from  operating  wifhout  a  certificate  of 
public  convenience  is  no  defense  to  a 
proceeding  upon  a  subsequent  similar 
order.  Citizens'  Elec.  Ilium.  Co.  v. 
Consumers'  Elec.  Co.  (Pa.  P.  S.  C), 
P.  IT.  B.  1916D,  711. 

No  power  to  issue  injunctions,  see 
siipra,  X,  0,  2. 

65.  Oklahoma  Nat.  Gas  Co.  v.  State, 
47  Okla.  601,  150  Pac.  475,  P.  IT.  E. 
1915F,  731,  such  a  remedy  is  adequate 
and  justifies  the  refusal  of  a  writ  of 
mandate. 

66.  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  B.  Co.,  197  Ala.  203,  72 
So.  494. 

[a]  Conflicting  Inter  and  Intra 
State  Rates. — While  a  suit  to  enjoin 
an  interstate  rate  fixed  by  the  inter- 
state commerce  commission  cannot  be 
maintained  in  a  state  court,  the  state 
court  does  have  jurisdiction  of  a  suit 
to  enjoin  an  increase  in  intrastate 
rates,  not  properly  covered  by  an  order 
of  the  interstate  commerce  commission 
requiring  a  removal  of  discrimination 
between  existing  inter  and  intra  state 
rates.  American  Express  Co.  v.  South 
Dakota  ex  rel.  Caldwell,  244  U.  S.  617, 


37  Sup.  Ct.  656,  61  L.  ed.  1352;  modify- 
ing s.  c.y  38  S.  D.  227,  161  N.  W.  132. 

67.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  right  to  make  an  examina- 
tion of  the  property  of  the  utility  may 
be  enforced  by  mandamus,  but  not  by 
a  mandatory  injunction.  State  v.  Eliz- 
abethtown  Water  Co.,  83  N.  J.  Eq. 
216,  89  Atl.  1039. 

[bj  Submission  of  plans  to  the  com- 
mission for  the  con'struction  of  a  union 
depot  or  other  improvement  may  be  re- 
quired by  mandamus.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  P. 
By.  Co.  V.  State  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  167 
S.   W.  192. 

68.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Where  the  compiissloner  of 
health  is  required  to  approve  of  plans 
for  furnishing  a  municipality  with  a 
water  supply,  tlie  commission  will  not 
pass  upon  an  application  for  the  is- 
suance- of  a  certificate  of  public  con- 
venience until  the  commissioner  of 
health  has  acted.  In  re  Borough  of 
Nescopeek  (Pa.  P.  S.  C),  P.  U.  E. 
191 7D,  145.    . 

69.  See  the  statutes. 

70.  IT.  S. — Manufacturers'  L.  &  H. 
Co.  V.  Ott,  215  Fed.  940,  construing  the 
West  "Virginia  statute.  Fla. — State  ex 
rel.  B.  B.  Comrs.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  B. 
Co.,  62  Fla.  315,  57  So.  175.  la.— State 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  86  Iowa 
641,  53  N.  W.  323.  N.  Y.—In  re  Pub- 
lic Service  Com.,  177  App.  Div.  444, 
164  N.  Y.  Supp.  310.  Wash. — State  v. 
Public  Service  Com.,  76  Wash.  492,  136 
Pac.  850;  State  •ex  rel.  Eailroad  Com. 
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of  law,  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  any  order  by  the  commission.'''- 
The  hearing  must  be  open  to  the  public/^  an  opportunity  must  be 
given  interested  parties  to  be  present  and  introduce  evidence,  and 
cross  examine  witnesses, ^^  and  at  the  hearing  there  must  be  some 
evidence  presented  if  the  order  of  the  commission  is  to  be  valid.'* 
A  record  should  be  kept  of  all  proceedings.'^  The  proceedings,  in 
order  to  be  valid,  are  not  required  to  be  conducted  with  all  of  the 
formalities  common  to  strictly  judicial  proceedings.'^ 

The  commission  may  adopt  such-  reasonable  rules  and  regulations 
governing  the  procedure  before  it  as  seem  best  suited  to  its  con- 
venience." 

The    evidence   may  be   heard  before   one   of  the   commissioners,'^ 


V.  Oregon  E.  &  N.  Co.,  68  Wash.  160, 
123  Pac.  3. 

[a]  If  a  complaint  is  defective  the 
commission  may  proceed  with  the  in- 
vestigation of  its  own  motion.  In  re 
Milwaukee  Elec.  Ry.  &  L.  Co.  (Wis. 
E.  C.  E.),  P.  U.  E.   1916B,  118. 

71.  XT.  S.  —  Interstate  Commerce 
Comm.  V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  227 
U.  S.  88,  33  Sup.  Ct.  185,  57  L.  ed. 
431.  Ala. — Eailroad  Com.  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.,  197  Ala.^iei,  72  So.  3'97, 
P.  U.  E.  1916F,  356.  lU.— Farmers' 
Elevator  Co.  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P. 
E.  Co.,  266  111.  567,  107  N.  E.  841, 
P.  U.  E.  1915B,  872. 

ITotico  of  hearing,   see  supra,  X,  D. 

72.  Farmers'  Elevator  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, E.  L  &  P.  E.  Co.,  266  111.  567, 
107   N.   E.    841,   P.   U.   E.   1915B,   872. 

73.  Interstate  Commerce  Comm.  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  227  U.  S.  88, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  185,  57  L.  ed.  431;  Farmers' 
Elevator  Co.  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E. 
Co.,  266  111.  567,  107  N.  E.  841,  P.  U. 
E.  1915B,  872.  See  Winchester  &  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  Com.,  106  Va.  264,  55  S.  B. 
692. 

74.  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Louiville  &  K. 
E.  Co.,  197  Ala.  161,  72  So.  397,  P. 
U.  E.  1916P,  356. 

Right  of  the  commissioa  to  act  upon 
its  own  knowledge  in  general,  see  infra, 
X,  1,  4. 

Sufficiency  of  eyidence  to  support  an 
order,  see  infra,  X,  K,  9,  e,  (III). 

75.  Farmers'  Elevator  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, E.  L  &  P.  E.  Co.,  266  111.  567, 
107  N.  E.  841,  P.  TJ.  R.  1915B,  872; 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Miller,  31 
Okla.  801,  123  Pac.  1047. 

[a]  All  testimony  should  be  taken 
down  by  a  stenographer.  Farmers' 
Elevator  Co.  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E. 
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Co.,  266  111.  567,  107  N.  E.  841,  P.  U. 
E.  1915B,  872. 

76.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
Williams,  25  Okla.  662,  107  Pac.  428. 

[a]  Irregularities  and  informalities 
in  the  proceedings  will  not,  under  the 
express  provisions  of  many  statutes,  in- 
validate any  order  made  by  the  com- 
mission. Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  State 
(Ariz.),  165  Pac.  303,  P.  U.  E.  1917F, 
938,  failure  to  file  formal  complaint  or 
'SWear  witnesses. 

[b]  Due  process  of  law  will  be  af- 
forded even  if  the  pleadings  are  in- 
formal, where  parties  are  permitted  to 
raise  such  issues  and  introduce  such 
evidence  as  they  desire  and  do  not 
suffer  from  the  lack  of  compulsory 
process  against  witnesses.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Finn,  235  U.  8.  601, 
604,  607,  35  Sup.  Ct.  146,  59  L.  ed. 
379,  P.  U.  E.  1915A,  121. 

[c]  Protests  though  of  a  very  in- 
formal nature  will  be  regarded  and  in- 
vestigated in  all  matters  in  which  the 
public  is  directly  interested.  In  re 
Oxford  Elec.  Co.  (Me.  P.  U.  C),  P. 
U.  E.  1916D,  519. 

77.  Atlantic  Express  Co.  v.  Wil- 
mington &  W.  E.  Co.,  Ill  N".  C.  463, 
16  S.  E.  393,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  805,  18 
L.  E.  A.  393.     And  see  supra,  X,  C. 

[a]  Bule  regulating  the  notice  to 
be  given  of  the  hearing  of  a  case  does 
not  apply  to  a  formal  "application." 
In  re  Bell  Water  Co.  (Cal.  E.  C.  E.), 
P.  Xr.  E.  1916D,  166. 

[b]  Rules  made  for  the  benefit  of 
a  commission  cannot  be  invoked  by  a 
party.  In  r«  Bell  Water  Co.  (Cal.  E. 
C.  E.),  P.  U.  E.  1916D,  166. 

78.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Mil- 
ler, 31  Okla.  801,  123  Pac.  1047,  at 
least  where  there  are  no  closely  con- 
troverted questions  of  fact. 
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though  a  quorum  of  the  commissioners  must  participate  in  consider- 
ing the  evidence  and  making  the  order/'  and  the  action  of  a  majority 
of  the  board  becomes  the  action  of  the  board.*" 

2.  Parties.*^  —  While  the  matter  of  parties  to  proceedings  before 
public  service  commissions  is  usually  regulated  by  the  particular 
statute  involved,*^  it  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  that  any  per- 
son interested  in  the  matter  may  apply  to  or  petition  the  commission 
for  relief.*^  If  an  order  is,  under  the  express  terms  of  a  statute,  to 
remain  effective  for  a  specified  time  and  thereafter  until  modified,** 
an  application  for  its  modification  may  be  made  by  any  person  in- 
terested.*^ Every  public  utility  the  interests  of  which  would  be  af- 
fected by  the  order  of  the  commission  should  be  made  a  party  to  the 
proceeding  and  given  an  opportunity  to  appear  and  be  heard.**    Bond- 


79.  Mayor  of  Worcester  v.  Eailroad 
Comrs.,  113  Mass.  161;  St.  Louis  & 
S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Miller,  31  Okla.  801, 
123   Pac.   1047. 

80.  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
E.  Co.,  140  Ga.  817,  80  S.  B.  327,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915A,  1018,  L.  E.  A.  1915E, 
902. 

[a]  Rule  Stated. — "When  a  grant 
of  power  is  made  to  several  persons 
or  to  a  board  consisting  of  several 
persons,  the  power  is  to  be  exercised 
by  a  majority  of  those  persons,  unless 
the  power  is  otherwise  limited  by  the 
grant  itself."  Jacobs  v.  Board  of 
Supervisors,  100  Cal.  121,  34  Pac.  630. 

81.  Institution  of  proceedings  by 
commission  of  its  own  motion,  see  supra, 
X,  I,  1. 

82.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Where  a  statute  specifically  de- 
clares who  shall  institute  proceedings, 
they  cannot  be  instituted  by  any  other 
person.  Wisconsin  Traction,  L.  H.  & 
P.  Co.  V.  Menasha  (Wis.  E.  C.  E.),  P. 
U.  E.  1916A,  482,  proceedings  to  ap- 
portion cost  of  rebuilding  a  bridge. 

[b]  Application  for  leave  to  lease 
or  sell  must  be  made  by  the  seller  ana 
not  by  the  intending  purchaser.  Han- 
Ion  V.  Eshleman,  169  Cal.  200,  146  Pac. 
656,  P.  U.  E.  1915B,  842. 

[c]  Where  any  cor»««fttion  is  au- 
thorized to  file  a  complaint,  it  is  im- 
material that  the  complainant  is  not  a 
corporation  engaged  in  public  service 
over  which  the  commission  would  have 
juriBdiction.  Grand  Eapids  &  I.  E.  Co. 
V.  Michigan  E.  E.  Com.,  188  Mich.  108, 
154  N.  W.  15,  P.  U.  E.  1915F,  805. 

83.  Grand  Eapids  &  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
Michigan  E.  E.  Com.,  188  Mich.  108, 
154  N.  W.  15,  P.  IT.  E.  191 5F,  805. 

[a]     A   telephone  company   afEected 


by  a  city  ordinance  requiring  the  phy- 
sical connection  '  of  two  systems,  may 
apply  to  the  commission  for  its  enforce- 
ment. Milbauk  v.  Dakota  Central  Tel. 
Co.  (S.  D.  Bd.  R.  C.  E.),  P.  U.  E. 
1917C,  808. 

[b]  A  civic,  commercial,  or  other 
quasi  public  body  is  under  many  stat- 
utes, authorized  to  seek  relief  from  a 
public  service  commiBsion.  Colorado 
State  Board  of  Stock  Inspection  v. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  P.  Ey.  Co.  (Colo. 
P.  V.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1916D,  751. 

[c]  A  Stockholder  cannot  file  a  peti- 
tion for  increased  rates  to  be  charged 
by  a  corporation.  Kohner  v.  Mt.  Ver- 
non Farmers  Tel.  Co.  (Minn.  E.  &  W. 
C),  P.  U.  E.  1917B,  882. 

[d]  A  married  woman  should  make 
complaint  in  her  own  name,  where  she 
seeks  personal  relief,  and  not  through 
her  husband.  Plummer  v.  United  Tel. 
Co.    (Ohio  P.  U.   C),  P.  U.  E.   19150, 

41  a. 

[e]  No  direct  damage  need  be  suf- 
fered by  a  party  to  entitle  him  to  seek 
relief  from  a  commission,  under  some 
statutes.  Interstate  Commerce  Com.  v. 
Baird,  194  IT.  S.  25,  24  Sup.  Ct.  563, 
48  L.  ed.  860. 

Kumber  of  signers  to  petition,  see 
infra,  X,  I,  3. 

84.  See  infra,  X,  J,  2,  a. 

85.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  statute  denying  the  right  to 
the  public  utility  to  apply  for  modi- 
fication of  the  order,  is  unconstitution- 
al. Village  of  Saratoga  Springs  v, 
Saratoga  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  191  N. 
Y.  123,  83  N.  E.  693,  18  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)    713. 

86.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pacific  Tel. 
&  Tel.  Co.,  81  Ore.  307,  159  Pac.  561, 
P.  U.  E.  1917A,  90. 
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holders  of  the  utility  affected  are  not  ordinarily  necessary  parties,  to 
the  proceedings.*^  Leave  will  ]be  given  complainant  to  bring  addi- 
tional and  necessary  parties  into  the  proceeding.^* 

3.  Pleadings.  —  A  formal  application,  petition  or  complaint  set- 
ting forth  the  grievance  of  which  complaint  is  made,  shouM  be  filfed,*^ 
though  compliance  with  the  technical  rules  of  pleading  is  not  neces- 
sary,^" and,  under  some  statutes,  no  petition  is  required  to  be  filed 
in  order  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  commission,"^  the  giving  of 


87.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  a  proceeding  to  fix  the  value 
of  the  property  of  a  public  utility 
sought  to  be  purchased  or  condemned, 
bondholders  whose  bonds  may  be  called 
in  at  any  time  are  not  necessary  par- 
ties to  the  proceeding.  Oshkosh  Water- 
works Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  161  Wis. 
122,  152  N.  W.  859,  P.  U.  E.  1915D, 
336. 

88.  "West  V.  Missouri  &  K.  Tel.  Co. 
(Kan.  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1915A,  208. 

89.  See  notes  following. 

[a]  Verification. — A  complaint  which 
is  not  verified  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  of  the  commission  will  be  dis- 
missed. "Wiseman  v.  Eupert  Elec.  Co. 
(Idaho  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  R.  1915E,  901. 

fb]  Signature  by  a  specified  num- 
ber of  consumers  (1)  is  sometimes  re- 
quired on  a  petition  seeking  to  effect 
a  change  in  rates  or  service.  Ark. — St. 
Louis,  f.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Bellamy, 
113  Ark.  384,  169  S.  "W.  322,  L.  E.  A. 
1915D,  91.  Cal.— Home  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Pacific  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  (Cal.  "R.  C. 
E.),  P.  IT.  E.  1915A,  687,  a  competing 
utility  company  cannot  file  a  com- 
plaint. Wash. — See  State  ex  rel.  Goss 
V.  Metaline  Falls  L.  &  W.  Co.,  80 
Wash.  652,  141  Pac.  1142,  such  a  stat- 
ute does  not  apply  to  a  petition  com- 
plaining of  discrimination  in  rates. 
(2)  Corporations  are  not  "bona  fide 
citizens  residing  within  the  territory 
■sought  to  be  affected"  within  the 
meaning  of  such  language  used  in  the 
statute.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
State,  120  Ark.  182,  179  S.  W.  348, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  873,  P.  U.  E.  1916A, 
868.  (3)  Additional  required  signa- 
tures may  be  supplied  by  amendment. 
Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Pub.  Util. 
Co.  (Mo.  P.  S.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1915C, 
1017.  (4)  Where  the  requisite  num- 
ber of  petitioners  have  not  signed  the 
application,  the  commission  may,  where 
justice  requires  it,  proceed  with  the  in- 
vestigation upon  its  own  initiative. 
Public   Utilities   Comm.    v.    St.    Croix 

Vol.  XXI 


Gaslight  Co.  (Me.  P.  TJ.  C),  P.  IT.  E. 
1916A,  404. 

[c]  Signature  to  a  petition  in  be- 
half of  a  partnership  should  be  by  the 
members  of  the  partnership.  In  re 
Tidewater  &  W.  E.  Co.  (Va.  S.  C.  C. 
E.),  P.  IT.  E.  1917E,  798. 

90.  Ariz.  —  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v. 
State,  165  Pac.  303,  P.  U.  E.  1917P, 
938.  Conn. — Boot  v.  New  Britain  Gas 
Light  Co.,  91  Conn.  134,  99  Atl.  559, 
P.  U.  E.  1917C,  102.  Ind.— Southern 
E.  Co.  «.  Eailroad  Com.,  42  Ind.  App. 
90,  83  N".  E.  721;  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  E. 
Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  39  Ind.  App.  358, 
79  N.  E.  927.  Okla.— Hine  v.  "Wad- 
lington,  27  Okla.  285,  111  Pac.  543. 

[a]  If  the  grievance  complained  of 
and  the  remedy  sought  appears  clearly, 
the  complaint  will  be  held  sufficient. 
Winchester  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Com.,  106 
Va.  264,  55  S.  E.  692.  And  see  Grand 
Eapids  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Michigan  E. 
Com.,  183  Mich.  383,  150  N.  "W.  154. 

[b]  A  complaint  to  require  an  ex- 
tension of  gas  service  need  not  allege 
that  the  gas  company  had  unreason- 
ably failed  or  refused  to  provide  the 
desired  service.  Eoot  v.  New  Britain 
Gas  Light  Co.,  91  Conn.  134,  99  Atl. 
559,  P.  U.  E.  1917C,  102. 

[c]  A  complaint  based  upon  the  re- 
quirements of  a  city  ordinance  which 
has  been  superseded  by  a  later  ordi- 
nance, need  not  be  amended  and  re- 
filed  where  no  material  changes  were 
ftiade  in  the  ordinance  in  so  far  as  the 
matter  involved  in  the  application  is 
concerned.  Ee  Troy  Auto  Car  Co., 
(N.  Y.,  P.  S.  C,  2nd  Dist.),  P.  U.  R. 
1917A,   700. 

[d]  A  letter  setting  forth  the 
(grounds  of  complaint  has  been  held 
sufficient.  Elmira  Heights  v.  Ei;ie  E. 
Co.  (N.  T.  P.  8.  C,  2nd  Dist.),  P.  U. 
E.  1915D,  308. 

91.  People  ex  rel.  New  York  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com.,  157  App. 
Div.  J56,  141  N.  Y.  Supp.  1018, 
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notice  of  the  hearing  being  sufSeient  for  that  purpose.^^  A  complaint 
or  petition  must  be  based  upon  specific  matters  and  must  seek  the 
remedying  of  specific  wrongs,^'  though  it  need  not  show  special  or 
direct  damage  to  the  person  complaining.^*  Where  permission  to  issue 
stock  or  bonds  is  sought,  the  complaint  should  ask  the  commission  to 
determine  the  amount  necessary  for  the  purposes  for  which  the  issue 
is  to  be  made.^^  A  demurrer  to  a  complaint  is  not  a  proper  plead- 
ing.'^ But  an  answer  may  properly  be  filed,*'  though  it  is  not  always 
necessary."*  Technical  objections  to  the  complaint  will  not  be  con- 
sidered after  an  answer  upon  the  merits  has  been  made.'* 

4.  Evidence.  ^ — A  public  service  commission,  being  an  adminis- 
trative rather  than  a  strictly  judicial  body,  is  not  strictly  limited  by 
the  general  rules  of  evidence  applied  by  courts,^  though  such  rules 


92.  St.  Louis  &  8.  F.  Co.  v.  Will- 
iams, 25  Okla.  662,  107  Pae.  428. 

[a]  The  insufficiency  of  the  com- 
plaint to  state  a  cause  of  action  can- 
not be  urged  as  an  objection  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  commission  under 
such  a  statute.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Miller,  31  Okla.  801,  123  Pac. 
1047. 

93.  Valley  v.  Atlantic  Shore  Line 
Ey.  (Me.  P.  0.  C),  P.  U.  R.  1915B, 
569:  In  re  Kalbach  (N.  Y.  P.  S.  C. 
1st  Dist.),  P.  U.  E.  1917E,  523. 

[a]  Complaint  To  Lower  Bates. 
"A  complaint,  or  a  proceeding  on  in- 
formation by  the  commission  itself,  in 
regard  to  any  road,  may  include  more 
than  tie  rate  on  one  commodity,  or 
more  than  one  rate,  but  there  must 
be  some  specific  complaint  or  informa- 
tion in  regard  to  each  rate  to  be  in- 
vestigated, and  there  can  be,  under 
this  statute,  no  such  wholesale  com- 
plaint, which  by  its  looseness  and  gen- 
eralities can  be  made  applicable  to 
every  rate  in  operation  'on  a  railroad 
or  upon  several  or  all  of  the  railroads 
of  the  state."  Siler  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
E.  Co.,  213  U.  S.  175,  197,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
451,   53   L.    ed.    753. 

[b]  Disagreement  of  Parties. 
Where  the  commission  is  given  au- 
thority to  act  in  the  event  the  per- 
sons interested  fail  to  agree  upon  the 
matters  involved,  a  petition  seeking 
relief  evidences  a  person's  election  not 
to  agree  and  no  specific  allegation  of 
the  failure  of  negotiations  is  required. 
In  re  Nashua  &  L.  E.  Corp.  (Mass.  P. 
S.  C),  P.  U.  R.  1916E,  1029. 

[c]  Prayer  for  relief,  see  Valley  u. 
Atlantic  Shore  Line  Ry.  Co.  (Me.  P. 
U.  C),  P-  U.  R.  1915B,  569. 

94.  East    Denver    Business    &    P. 


Assn.   V.   Denver   Tramway   Co.    (Colo. 
P.  ir.  C.  ),  P.  U.  E.  1917C,  206. 

95.  See   infra   this   note. 

[a]  A  request  for  permission  to  is- 
sue a  specific  amount  is  not  approved 
but  the  defect  will  be  cured  by  a  prop- 
er request  in  an  application  for  a  re- 
hearing. Grafton  County  Elec,  L/  & 
P.  Co.  V.  State,  77  N.  H.  490,  93  Atl. 
1028. 

96.  West  V.  Missouri  &  K.  Tel.  Co. 
(Kan.  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  R.  1915A,  208. 

97.  See   the    statutes. 

[a]  Service  by  mail  in  accordance 
with  general  statutory  provisions  is 
good.  Milbank  v.  Dakota  Central  Tel. 
Co.  (S.  D.  Bd.  of  R.  C.  E.),  P.  U.  E. 
1917C,    808. 

98.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Upon  an  application  of  a  puo- 
lic  utility  to  increase  its  rates,  a  plead- 
ing in  the  nature  of  an  objection  or 
answer  on  the  part  of  persons  inter- 
ested is  unnecessary.  Ee  Richmond 
Light,  H.  &  P.  Co.  (Ind.  P.  S.  C),  P. 
tJ.  E.  1917B,  300;  Landon  v.  Lawrence 
(Kan.  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1915E,  763. 

99.  Union  Switch  &  Signal  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  Water  Co.  (Pa.  P.  S. 
C),  P.  U.  E.  1916B,  1053. 

1.  Interstate  Commercfe  Comm.  v. 
Baird,  194  U.  S.  25,  24  Sup.  Ct.  563, 
48  L.  ed.  860;  Farmers'  Elevator  Co. 
V.  Chicago,  E.  L  &  P.  E.  Co.,  266  111. 
567,  107  N.  E.  841,  P.  U.  E.  191 5B, 
872. 

[a]  View  by  Commission.  —  "The 
commission  if  it  sees  proper  to  do  so 
may  ascertain  some  of  the  facts  neces- 
sary to  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
the  malcing  of  such  order  by  a  per- 
sonal inspection  on  the  ground."  Rail- 
road Com.  V.  Louisville   &  N.   E.   Co., 
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will  ordinarily  be  followed.^  The  findings  and  orders  of  the  eomniis- 
sion  must,  however,  be  based  solely  upon  such  evidence  as  is  pro- 
duced before  it  and  considered  at  the  hearing,'  though  there  are 
seeming  departures  from  this  rule  among  the  authorities.*    The  gen- 


197    Ala.    161,    72    So.    397,    P.   U.    B. 
1916F,  356. 

[b]  An  appraisal  of  the  value  of 
its  property  found  among  the  records 
of  a  public  utility  may  be  considered. 
Duluth  St.  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com., 
161  Wis.  245,  152  N.  W.  887,  P.  U.  E. 
1915D,  192. 

Evidence  to  be  considered  on  appli- 
cation for  a  discontinuance  of  a  pro- 
ceeding, see,  infra,  X,  I,  5,  b. 

2.    See  infra,   this  note. 

[a]  The  testimony  of  expert  wit- 
nesses (1)  is  not  conclusive  upon  a 
commission.  MeGregor-Noe  v.  Spring- 
field Gas  &  Elec.  Co.,  1  Mo.  P.  S.  C. 
R.  528.  (2)  Testimony  of  the  en- 
gineering or  other  experts  of  the  com- 
mission will  be  scrutinized  with  the 
same  care  as  the  testimony  of  other  ex- 
perts. Palo  Alto  V.  Palo  Alto  Gas  Co., 
2  Cal.  E.  C.  E.  300,  P.  V.  E.  1916E, 
1073;  West  End  Business  Men's  Assn. 
V.  United  E.  Co.  (Mo.  P.  S.  C),  P.  V. 
E.  19151)),  482;  Commercial  Club  V. 
Missouri  Pub.  TJtil.  Co.  (Mo.  P.  S.  C), 
P.  U.  E.  1915C,  1017. 

3.  U.  S. — Interstate  Commerce  Com.  ' 
V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  227  TJ.  S. 
88,  33  Sup.  Ct.  185,  57  L.  ed.  431.  Ala. 
Eailroad  Com.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  197  Ala.  161,  72  So.  396,  P.  TJ.  E. 
1916F,  356.  111.— Farmers'  Elevator 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  266 
111.  567,  107  N.  E.  841,  P.  TJ.  E.  1915B, 
872.  N.  Y. — Saratoga  Springs  v.  Sar- 
atoga Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  191  N.  Y. 
123,  83  N.  E.  693,  18  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  >  613,  reversing  122  App. 
Div.  203,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  341.  Vt. 
Sabre  v.  Eutland  E.  Co.,  86  Vt.  347, 
85  Atl.  693,  Ann.  Cas.  19150,  1269. 
Wash. — State  ex  rel.  Gt.  North.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eailroad  Com.,  60  Wash.  218,  110 
Pac.  1075. 

[a]  Basis  of  the  Rule. — To  allow  a 
commission  to  consider  information 
it  has  acquired  in  regard  to  the  sub- 
ject matter  other  than  through  evi- 
dence produced  at  the  hearing  "would 
nullify  the  right  to  a  hearing, — for 
manifestly  there  ia  no  hearing  when 
the  party  does  not  know  what  evidence 
IS  offered  or  considered  and  is  not 
given  an  opportunity  to  test,  explain, 
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or  refute.  The  information  gathered 
under  the  provisions  of  §12  may  be 
used  as  a  basis  for  instituting  prosecu- 
tion's for  violations  of  the  law,  and  for 
many  other  purposes,  but  is  nat  avail- 
able as  such  in  cases  where  the  party 
is  entitled  to  a  hearing.  The  Com- 
mission is  an  administrative  body,  and, 
even  where  it  acts  in  a  quasi-judicial 
capacity  is  not  limited  by  the  strict 
rules,  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence, which  prevail  in  suits  between 
private  parties.  .  .  ,  But  the 
more  liberal  the  practice  in  admitting 
testimony  the  more  imperative  the  ob- 
ligation to  preserve  the  essential  rules 
of  evidence  by  which  rights  are  as- 
serted or  defended.  In  such  cases  the 
Commissioners  cannot  act  upon  their 
own  information  as  could  jurors  in 
primitive  days.  All  parties  must  be 
fully  apprised  of  the  evidence  submit- 
ted or  to  be  considered  and  must  be 
given  opportunity  to  cross-examine 
witnesses,  to  inspect  documents,  and  to 
offer  evidence  in  explanation  or  re- 
buttal. In  no  other  way  can  a  party 
maintain  its  rights  or  make  its  de- 
fense. In  no  other  way  can  it  test  the 
sufSciency  of  the  facts  to  support  the 
finding;  for  otherwise,  even  though  it 
appeared  that  the  order  was  without 
evidence,  the  manifest  deficiency 
could  always  be  explained  on  the  the- 
ory that  the  Commission  had  before  it 
extraneous,  unknown  but  presumptive- 
ly sufScient  information  to  support  the 
finding."  Interstate  Commerce  Com. 
V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.,  227  U.  S. 
88,  33  Sup.  Ct.  185i  57  L.  ed.  431. 

[b]  Reports  and  returns  made  by 
a  utility  or  results  of  investigations 
made  by  agents  of  a  commission,  are 
not  considered  unless  they  are  made 
matters  of  record'  on  the  hearing. 
Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Elee. 
Co.  (Ore.  P.  S.  C),  P.  TJ.  R.  1915D, 
855. 

4.  State  -ex  rel.  Northern  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Public  Service  Com.,  95  Wash.  376, 
163   Pac.   1143,  166   Pac.   793. 

[a]  A  commission  is  not  bound  "as 
is  a  court,  to  acquire  its  information 
concerning  all  matters  involved  in  the 
proceedings  before   it   wholly   and   en- 
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eral  rules  as  to  presumptions^  and  burden  of  proofs  are  followed  in 
this  class  of  proceedings.  Existing  rates,  attacked  by  consumers  as 
unreasonable  are  presumed  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,'  unless  a  con- 
trary rule  is  expressly  created  by  statute,^  and  where  rates  charged 
by  a  public  utility  are  below  the  maximum  fixed  by  a  public  service 
commission  they  are  .to  be  considered  as  prima  facie  fair  and  reason- 
able to  the  public,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  person  attack- 
ing them.^  The  burden  of  establishing  the  reasonableness  of  a  dis- 
crimination,^" or  of  a  proposed  increase^^  in  rates,  is  upon  the  public 


tirely  from  the  evidence  of  witnesses 
or  other  evidence  produced  before  it, 
but  may  take  into  consideration  the 
results  of  its  general  investigations, 
general  information  upon  a  given  sub- 
ject within  its  powers,  and  all  matters 
which  affect  the  matter  and  concern- 
ing which  it  must  determine  the 
facts."  State  ex  rel.  Northern  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com.',  95  Wash. 
376,  163  Pae.  1143. 

5.  As  to  presumptions  generally  see 
Enct.  of  Ev.,  title  "Presumptions." 

[a]  Kules  Adopted  by  a  Public 
Utility  Presumed  To  Be  Reasonable. 
Western  B.  S.  Assn.  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  E.  Co.  (Wash.  P.  S.  C),  P.  U. 
E.  1917C,  915. 

6.  As  to  burden  of  proof  generally, 
see  Enct.  of  Ev.,  title,  "Burden  of 
Proof." 

[a]  The  burden  of  proving  a  vio- 
lation of  the  law  is  ordinarily  upon 
the  complainant.  Follansbee  v.  Manu- 
facturers L.  &  H.  Co.  (W.  Va.  P.  S. 
C),  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  825. 

[b]  If  special  rights  under  its 
charter  are  claimed  by  a  public  util- 
ity, based  upon  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  to  deprive  individuals  or 
other  utilities  of  the  same  rights  the 
burden  of  proof  of  the  existence  of 
such  rights  is  upon  the  utility  claim- 
ing them.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Burlington  Traction  Co.,  90  Vt.  506, 
99  Atl.  4,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  841,  P. 
U.  E.  1917C,  320. 

7.  Colo. — Colburn  v.  Florence  &  C. 
C.  E.  Co.  (Colo.  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E. 
191 5E,  554.  Fla. — State  ex  r-el.  E.  E. 
Comrs.  V.  Florida  East  Coast  E.  Co., 
64  Fla.  112,  59  So.  385.  N.  Y.— People 
ex  rel.  New  York  Tel.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Com.,  169  App.  Div.  448,  154 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1093,  P.  U.  E.  1915P, 
725  (the  rule  is  applicable  to  com- 
mon carriers);  People  ex  rel.  New 
York,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Com., 
159   App.    Div.    546,   145   N.   Y.    Supp. 


513  (affirmed,  215  N.  Y.  241,  109  N. 
E.  252,  P.  XJ.  E.  1915D,  423) ;  Board  of 
Trade  v.  Mountain  Home  Tel.  Co.  (N. 
Y.  P.  S.  C,  2nd  Dist.),  P.  U.  E.  1916C, 
688.  Okla.— New  Castle  Box  Co.  v. 
New  Castle  Water  Co.  (Pa.  P.  S.  C), 
P.  U.  E.   1916C,  106. 

[a]  Conduct  of  a  business  with 
economy  and  efficiency  will  be  pre- 
sumed. Public  Service  Comm.  v. 
Tonopah  Sewer  &  D.  Co.  (Nev.  P.  S. 
C),  P.  U.  E.  1915F,  95. 

8.  Turner  Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  36  S.  D.  310,  154 
,N.    W.  819,  P.  U.  E.  1916A,  1083. 

[a]  Rates  due  to  competitive  con- 
ditions are  not  within  the  terms  of  a 
statute  providing  that  "the  lowest 
rate  published  or  charged  by  any  rail- 
way company  for  substantially  the 
same  kind  of  service,  whether  in  this 
or  another  state,  shall  when  introduced 
iu  evidence,  be  accepted  as  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  reasonable  rate  for  the 
service  under  investigation. ' '  Nebras- 
ka Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  (Neb.  S.  E.  C),  P. 
IT.   E.  191 5E,  64. 

9.  State  Public  Utilities  Com.  v. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  278  111. 
58,  115  N.  E.  904. 

10.  Peterson  v.  Oregon  S.  L.  E.  Co. 
(Idaho  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1915D, 
749. 

11.  Colo. — In  re  Denver  &  S.  L.  E. 
Co.  (Colo.  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1917C, 
206,  and  not  upon  persons  protesting 
against  the  increase.  Ga. — In  r-e  Ma- 
con Ey.  &  L.  Co.  (E.  C),  P.  U.  E. 
1915E,  648.  Mass.— Bay  State  Bate 
Case  (P.  S.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1916F,  221; 
Natick  Petitions  (Bd.  G.  &  B.  L.  C.),P. 
U.  E.  1915D,  655.  Mo.— Anderson  v. 
Clinton  County  Tel.  Co.  (P.  S.  C), 
P.  U.  E.  1917A,  31.  N.  3.— In  re  Pub- 
lic Service  Ey.  Co.  (Bd.  P.  U.  C), 
P.  U.  E.  191  6'A,  437;  In  re  Increased 
Pass.   Bates,   etc.    (Bd.   P.   U.   C),  P. 
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utility.  Statements  in  an  exhibit  filed  by  the  utility,  as  to  cost  of 
service,  will  not  be  taken  as  true  because  not  assailed. ^^  Judicial 
notice  of  the  existence  of  facts  material  to  the  issues  may  be  taken  by 
a  commission.^' 

5.  Hearing  or  Trial.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Legal  questions  may  be 
considered;^*  and  those  involving  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission 
should  ordinarily  be  determined  before  other  matters  are  investi- 
gated,^^ though  this  rule  may  be  disregarded  when  circumstances  of 
convenience  require  it.^"  Hearings  should  be  given  as  promptly  as 
is  reasonably  possible.^^ 

Process  may  issue  to  require  the  attendance  of  witnesses.^*  Testi- 
mony should  only  be  received  from  witnesses  who  have  been  sworn.^" 
The  number  of  witnesses  to  be  heard  may  be  limited.^"  Questions  as 
to  matters  not  specifically  set  forth  in  the  petition  or  complaint,^^ 
will  not  be  investigated  or  passed  upon.^^    The  practice  and  principles 


TJ.  E.  1915B,  161.  N.  Y.—In  re  United 
Traction  Co.  (P.  S.  C,  2nd  Dist.),  P. 
IT.  E.  1916B,  249.  Ohio. — In  re  Bates  on 
Wall  Board,  Carloads  (P.  TJ.  C),  P. 
IT.  E.  1916E,  109. 

Contra,  State  ex  reZ.  Seattle  v.  Pub- 
lic Service  Com.,  76  Wash.  492,  136 
Pac.  850. 

[a]  If  the  public  utility  fails  to 
appear  at  the  hearing  the  commission 
is  required  to  cancel  the  proposed 
rates.  In  re  Bates  on  Wall  Board,  Car- 
loads (Ohio  P.  IT.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1916B, 
109. 

[b]  "It  is  sufB.cient  if  the  evidence 
produced,  s'aitis&es  the  minds  of  the 
Commission,  acting  fairly  and  endeav- 
oring to  reach  a  correct  conclusion, 
that  the  rates  as  they  are  increased  are 
reasonable  and  just."  West  Virginia 
Pulp  &  P.  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co. 
(Pa.  P.  S.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  11. 

12.  In  re  Denver  &  S.  L.  E.  Co.  (Colo 
P.  IT.  C),  P.  U.  B.  1917C,  195. 

13.  See  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  Williams,  25  Okla.  662,  107  Pac. 
428. 

Judicial  notice,  generally,  see,  7 
Enct.  op  Ev.  869;  16  Standard  Proc. 
598. 

14.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  passing  upon  applications 
(1)  for  a  certiflcate  of  public  conven- 
i^ence  and  necessity,  legal  questions 
involving  the  right  and  status  of  the 
applicant  and  its  compliance  with  re 
quirements  of  the  law  which  are  con- 
ditions precedent  to  its  operation  as 
a  public  utility,  will  be  determined 
(People  ex  ret.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  E.  E. 
Co.  17.  Public  Service  Coin.,  195  N.  Y. 
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157,  88  N.  E.  261),  though  (2)  the  com- 
mission will  go  no  further  in  this  con- 
nection than  it  can  avoid.  Petition 
of  Gray  (N.  Y.  P.  S.  C,  2nd  Dist.), 
P.  U.  E.  191 6 A,  33. 

15.  Eatner  v.  Denver  Gas  &  E.  L. 
Co.  (Colo.  P.  IT.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1917E, 
988. 

16.  Public  Utilities  Com.  v.  Maine 
Cent.  E.  Co.  (Me.  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E. 
1917D,  88. 

17.  In  re  Long  Island  E.  Co.  (N. 
Y.  P.  S.  C,  2nd  Dist.),  P.  U.  E.  1916C, 
81,  application  for  leave  to  issue  se- 
curities. 

18.  Hine  v.  Wadlington,  27  Okla. 
285,  111  Pac.  543. 

19.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  State 
(Ariz),  165  Pac.  303,  P.  U.  E.  191 7P, 
938. 

[a]  The  commission  may  Itself  call 
witnesses  who  may  be  members  of  its 
engineering  department  who  have 
made  an  expert  examination  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  controversy.  In  re 
Marion  Municipal  Water  Dist  (Cal.  E. 
C),  P.  U.  E.  1915C,  433. 

20.  State  ex  rel.  Ore.  E.  &  Nav. 
Co.  r.  Eailroad  Com.,  52  Wash.  17, 
100  Pac.  179,  a  statute  providing  for 
a  limitation  on  the  number  of  wit- 
nesses  is    constitutional. 

21.  See  supra,  X,  I,  3. 

22.  Mich. — Baldwin  &  Co.  v.  Pere 
Marquette  E.  Co.  (E.  C.  E.),  P.  U.  E. 
191 7A,  15.  S.  D. — Cilley  v.  Kennebec 
Tel.  Co.  (Bd.  E.  Comrs.),  P.  U.  E. 
1915F,  839,  desirability  of  physical  con- 
nection of  telephone  systems.  Wis. 
Vogt  V.  Linden  Tel.  Co.  (E.  C.  E.), 
P.  U.  E.  1917A,  614. 
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adopted  by  other  commissions,  though  not  binding,  will  be  given  due 
consideration;^^  and  the  commission  is,  of  course,  bound  to  follow  and 
adopt  rulings  of  the  courts  made  upon  a  review  of  their  earlier  orders 
in  the  same  ease.^* 

b.  Continuances  and  Discontinuances.  —  Adjournments  of  hear- 
ings may  be  made  as  occasion  requires.^^  And  proceedings  before 
the  commission  may  under  proper  circumstances  be  dismissed  or 
discontinued,  in  its  discretion.^^  Whether  a  complaint  filed  by  per- 
sons invoking  the  action  of  the  commission  will  be  dismissed  upon 
request  is  a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  commission.^' 


[a]  Bates  on  classes  of  service  not 
in  issue  will  not  be  fixed.  In  re  Fort 
Scott  &  N.  Light  H.  W.  &  P.  Co.,  2 
Mo.  P.  S.  C.  E.  581,  P.  U.  E.  1915F, 
512. 

[b]  Where  not  only  the  reasonable- 
ness of  rates  is  charged,  but  discrim- 
ination is  alleged  the  commission  may 
investigate  the  reasonableness  of  other 
rates  charged  by  the  utility.  Moritz 
V.  Edison  Elec.  Ilium.  Co.  (N.  Y.  'P.  S. 
C,  1st  Dist.),  P.  U.  E.  1917A,  364. 

Orders  upon  matters  not  in  issue,  see 
infra,  X,  3,  2,  a. 

[c]  EfiEect  of  Prayer  for  Relief. 
"Where  the  complaint  is  in  general 
terms  and  the  relief  prayed  for  is  set 
out  specifically,  the  latter  must  be 
construed  to  govern  and  limit  the  for- 
mer for  the  purposes  of  formal  hearing 
and  investigation, —  especially  where 
there  is  no  apt  language  to  indicate 
that  the  prayer  is  not  intended  to  in- 
clude everything  sought  and  no  gen- 
eral request  for  relief  is  sought.  Oth- 
erwise neither  the  Commibsion  has  any 
information  on  which  it  could  deter- 
mine whether  the  error  complained  of 
had  been  corrected,  nor  the  respon- 
dent on  which  to  prepare  its  defense." 
Valley  v.  Atlantic  Shore  Line  Ey  (Me. 
P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1915B,  569. 

23.  District  No.  6  v.  Akron  C.  &  Y. 
E.  Co.  (Ohio  P.  TJ.  C),  P.  V.  E. 
1916E,  627,  approving  the  practice  of 
group  making  in  fixing  rates. 

24.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Opinions  expressed  after  a  full 
consideration  of  the  point  should  be 
followed  although  the  decision  of  the 
court  was  placed  upon  other  grounds. 
In  re  Dry  Dock  E.  B.  &  B.  E.  Co.  (N. 
Y.  P.  S.  C,  1st  Dist.),  P,  U.  E.  19I6D, 
551. 

25.  See  infra,  this  section. 

[a]  Where  an  adjournment  would 
be  equivalent  in  its  effect  to  an  in- 
junction it  should  not  be  granted  un- 


less the  party  seeking  it  shows  him- 
self to  be  prima  facie  entitled  to  re- 
lief. In  re  Long  Island  E.  Co.  (N. 
Y.  P.  S.  C,  2nd  Dist.),  P.  U.  E.  1916C, 
81. 

26.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  proceeding  instituted  by  a 
commission  may,  in  its  discretion,  be 
discontinued  upon  its  own  initiative, 
or  on  the  request  of  an  inteftested 
party.  In  re  Bronx  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N. 
Y.  P.  S.  C,  1st  Dist.),  P.  U.  E.  1917D, 
777. 

[b]  The  exercise  of  its  discretion 
may  be  based  "upon  either  the  evi- 
dence formally  produced  at  the  hear- 
ing or  the  knowledge  acquired  by  it 
from  records  in  its  files  or  investiga- 
tion made  by  it."  In  re  Bronx  Gas  & 
E.  Co.  (N.  Y.  P.  S.  C,  1st  Dist.),  P. 
U.  E.   1917D,  777. 

[c]  Effect. — The  effect  of  discon- 
tinuing a  proceeding  involving  a  rate 
reduction,  is  not  to  determine  whether 
or  not  the  rate  in  question  i^  unrea- 
sonable but  simply  whether  the  com- 
mission should  continue  with  the  pro- 
ceeding upon  its  own  motion.  In  re 
Bronx  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (N.  Y.  P.  S.  C, 
1st  Dist.),  P.  U.  E.  1917D,  777. 

[d]  Under  exceptional  circum- 
sitances,  and  in  order  to  enable  the  par- 
ties interested  to  immediately  resort 
to  the  courts,  a  commission  will  some- 
times dismiss  a  proceeding  over  which 
it  considers  that  it  has  jurisdiction. 
Municipal  League  v.  Southern  P.  Co. 
(Cal.  E.  C.  E.),  P.  V.  E.  1917A,  486, 
where  no  appeal  would  lie  from  a  pre- 
liminary decision  of  the  court  that  it 
had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter 
and  the  parties  would  be  placed  at 
great  expense  if  the  hearing  was  con- 
tinued. 

27.  Monitor  Warehouse  Co.  v. 
Southern  Pae.  Co.  (Ore.  P.  S.  C),  P. 
U.  E.  1917A,  721. 
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6.  Eehearings.^'  —  A  rehearing  by  the  eommission  upon  applica- 
tion made  in  due  season  is  provided  for  by  most  of  the  statutes.^^ 
The  granting  of  a  rehearing  lies  largely  within  the  discretion  of  the 
commission.^"  The  procedure  upon  the  rehearing  must  substantially 
conform  to  that  laid  down  by  the  statute.'^  A  provision  requiring 
a  decision  within  a  specified  time  after  submission  on  rehearing,  is 
merely  directory.^^ 

J.  Findings  and  Okdees.  —  1.  Findings.  —  Findings  should  be 
made  by  the  commission  upon  all  matters  which,  under  the  statute, 
must  necessarily  exist  in  order  to  support  the  order  of  the  commis- 
sion,^^ and  if  necessary  findings  are  not  inade,  a  case  will    be    re- 


28.  Application  for  rehearing  as 
prerequisite   to    review   by   court,    see 

infra,  X,  K,  4. 

29.  See  the  statutes  and  Buffalo  v. 
Buffalo  Gas  Co.,  82  Misc.  304,  143  N. 
Y.  Supp.  716,  affirmed,  160  App.  Div. 
914,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  1117,  application 
must  be  made  within  a  reasonable 
time. 

[a]  If  a  person  is  by  the  statute 
given  a  right  to  apply  for  a  rehear- 
ing before  the  commission,  this  i's  suf- 
ficient to  render  an  order  .affecting 
them  valid  over  the  objection  that  his 
property  is  being  talien  without  due 
process  of  law.  City  of  Chicago  v. 
O'Connell,  278  111.  591,  116  N.  E.  210. 

[b]  The  petition  should  be  specific 
in  its  reference  to  the  points  upon 
which  a  rehearing  is  ■desired,  to  the 
evidence  and  the  place  where  it  can 
be  found  in  the  transcript,  and  to  the 
authorities  which  it  is  desired  to  call 
to  the  attention  of  the  commission. 
In  re  City  of  Los  Angeles  (Ann.  Eep. 
Gal.   E.   C.   E.),  P.  V.  E.   1917A,  454. 

30.  Buffalo  V.  Buffalo  Gas  Co.,  82 
Misc.  304,  143  N.  Y.  Supp.  '716,  af- 
nrmed,  160  App.  Div.   914,  145  N.  Y. 

,  Supp.  iiir. 

[a]  Different  Besult  P  r  o  b  able. 
A  rehearing  will  not  be  ordered  unless 
there  is  good  reason  to  believe  that  a 
different  order  would  be  made  upon  a 
further  consideration  of  the  matters 
involved.  In  re  Kent  Water  &  L. 
Co.  (Ohio  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1917D, 
394. 

31.  See  infra,  this  note.  . 

[a]  If  a  hearing  on  the  application 
for  a  rehearing  is  given  there  need  be 
no  further  hearing  accorded  to  the 
parties.  Mt.  Konocti  Light  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Thelen,  170  Cal.  468,  150  Pac.  359, 
P.   U.   E.   1915E,   291. 

32.  Mt.  Konocti  Light  &  P.  Co.  v. 
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Thelen,  170  Cal.  468,  150  Pac.  359, 
P.  U.  E.  1915E,  291;  it  "is  simply 
directory  so  far  as  the  commission  ia 
concerned  in  no  way  going  to  ita 
jurisdiction,  and,  in  so  far  as  the  par- 
ties are  concerned,  simply  authorizes 
them,  pending  final  decision  to  act 
without  fear  of  penalty  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  the  order  is  affirmed." 
33.  Grafton  County  Elec.  L.  &  P. 
Co.  V.  State,  77  N.  H.  490,  93  Atl. 
1028. 

[a]  Rule  Stated. — "It  is  conceded 
that  questions  of  law  involved  in  the 
action  of  the  Commission  are  revisa- 
ble  by  this  court.  It  is  therefore  the 
duty  of  the  Commission  to  find  all 
facts  which  either  party  may  request, 
essential  to  the  presentation  of  all- 
questions  of  law  raised  by  any  decis- 
ion or  order  made  by  them."  Grafton 
County  Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  State,  77 
N.   H.  490,  93  Atl.   1028. 

[b]  An  adjudication  that  a  rate  is 
not  so  low  as  to  be  confiscatory  is  in- 
sufficient where  the  utility  claims  that 
the  rate  fixed  is  so  low  as  to  be  un- 
reasonable. CoUingswood  Sewerage 
Co.  V.  Borough  of  CoUingswood  (N. 
J.  L.),  102  Atl.  901. 

[c]  On  an  applica^tion  for  author- 
ity to  issue  stock  or  bonds  and  to  ef- 
fect a  consolidation,  there  must  be  a 
finding  as  to  (a)  whether  the  proposed 
consolidation,  at  a  proper  capitaliza- 
tion, will  be  for  the  public  good  and 
(b)  if  it  is,  what  amount  of  stock 
or  bonds  is  reasonably  required  for 
the  proposed  purpose.  Grafton  County 
Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  State,  77  N.  H. 
490,  93  Atl.  1028. 

[d]  Where  the  order  requires  the 
continued  maintenance  of  existing 
rates  there  need  not  be  such  findings 
as  would  be  required  to  support  an  or- 
der establishing  such  rates  in  the  first 
instance.     Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co. 
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manded  in  order  that  the  defect  may  be  corrected.'*    In  some  states, 
however,  no  findings  are  required  to  be  made.^° 

2.  Orders.  —  a.  Form  and  Sufficiency.  —  The  order  of  the  com- 
mission should,  in  form,  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  stat- 
ute,'" and  must  fully  protect  the  rights  of  all  parties  interested.'^ 
A  written  order  is  usually  required.'^  It  must  be  sufficiently  definite 
and  certain  as  to  be  capable  of  enforcement  according  to  its  terms,'^ 


V.  State  Public  Utilities  Com.,  267  Dl. 
544,  108  N.  E.  737,  P.  U.  B.  1915D, 
141. 

[e]  An  order  requiring  a  utility  to 
cease  discrimination  against  a  cus- 
tomer in  regard  to  rates  charged  him 
need  not  be  accompanied  with  a  find- 
ing as  to  reasonableness  of  the  rates. 
Vandalia  E.  Go.  v.  Public  Service  Com; 
(Ind.),  114  N.  E.  412,  P.  U.  E.  1917B, 
879. 

34.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  B.  Co.  v. 
State,  47  Okla.  645,  150  Pac.  108,  P. 
U.  E.  1915B,  265,  additional  evidence 
may  be  taken  by  the  commission. 

35.  Boot  V.  New  Britain  Gaslight 
Co.,  91  Conn.  134,  99  Atl.  559,  P.  U. 
B.   1917C,  102. 

[a]  Under  the  presumption  that 
the  orders  of  a  commission  were  prop- 
erly formulated  after  due  considera- 
tion, the  making  of  an  order  will  be 
treated  as  a  finding  that  the  facts  nec- 
essary to  support  the  order  existed. 
Bailroad  Com.  v.  Alabama  G.  S.  E. 
Co.,  185  Ala.  354,  64  So.  13,  L.  E.  A. 
1915D,  98. 

36.  See  the  statutes. 

37.  See   infra,   this   note. 

[a]  The  general  interests  of  the 
public   should   be   considered   and  pro- 

•  tected  by  each  order.  "Unlike  the 
decision  of  a  court,  which  ordinarily 
is  conclusive  only  on  the  rights  of 
the  interested  parties,  a  report  and 
order  of  the  commission  prescribing 
rates  regulations,  or  practices  for  the 
future  must  affect  many  who  are  not 
directly  represented  before  it." 
Deane  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co., 
3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  466,  P.  U.  E.  1916E, 
182.  See  also  Deane  v.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  By.  Co.,  3  Mo.  P.  S.  C.  466,  P. 
U.  E.  1916E,  182,  holding  that  a  rule 
regulating  storage  charges  should  ap- 
ply to  general  baggage  as  well  as  to 
sample  baggage. 

[b]  Form  of  order  requiring  phys- 
ical connection  of  telephone  systems, 
see,  State  ex  rel.  Public  Serv.  Com. 
r    Skagit    Eiver    Tel.    &    Tel.    Co.,    85 


Wash.  29,  147  Pac.  885,  P.  U.  E.  1915C, 
902. 

38.  See  the  statutes  and  Boot  v. 
New  Britain  Gas  Light  Co.,  91  Conn. 
134,  99  Atl.  559,  P.  U.  E.  1917C,  102. 

[a]  An  oral  announcement  at  the 
conclusion  of  a  hearing  as  to  what 
the  order  would  be,  is  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  the  order  itself  and  does  not 
exhaust  the  power  of  the  commission 
to  make  a  proper  written  order.  State 
ex  rel.  Bailroad  Com.  v.  Oregon  E.  & 
N.  Co.,  68  Wash.  160,  123  Pac.  3. 

39.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Bail- 
road Com.,  196  Fed.  690,  order  requir- 
ing equipment  of  locomotives  with 
headlights  held  too  indefinite.  See 
State  ex  rel.  Bailroad  Com.  v.  Oregon 
E.  &  N.  Co.,  68  Wash.  160,  123  Pac. 
3,  order  requiring  change  in  depot  fa- 
cilities. 

[a]  An  order  requiring  the  estab- 
lishment of  joint  through  rates  need 
not  specify  what  the  rates  are  to  be 
or  whether  they  are  to  apply  to  car 
load  lots  or  less  or  both.  State  ex  rel. 
Northern  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Public  Service 
Comm.,  95  Wash.  376,  163  Pac.  1143, 
166  Pac.   793. 

[b]  An  order  requiring  the  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  a  union 
railroad  station  need  not  specify  the 
exact  location  nor  contain  plans  and 
specifications  for  the  building.  Bail- 
road Com.  V.  Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co., 
185  Ala.  354,  64  So.  13,  L.  B.  A. 
1915D,  98;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  By.  Co. 
V.  State  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  167  8.  W. 
192. 

[c]  Order  Requiring  the  Installa- 
tion of  Tracks  for  Transfer  Connec- 
tions.— "The  necessity  of  making  "the 
order  specific  as  to  the  aggregate  cost, 
character  of  material,  and  particular 
location  of  the  track  to  be  constructed 
including  its  length,  angles,  curves, 
and  the  amount  of  money  to  be  ex- 
pended by  each  company  in  its  con- 
struction, is  very  apparent  from  the 
far-reaching  effect  of  the  requirement 
and  the  evident  fact  that  the  several 
companies  could  not  readily  agree  up- 
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and  greater  certainty  is  required  in  the  order  when  mandamus  pro- 
ceedings are  to  be  employed  in  its  enforcement,  than  under  other  con- 
ditions.*" The  order  may  properly  be  made  conditional  and  tentative, 
and  the  application  dismissed  in  part  and  retained  in  part  to  await 
the  determination  of  tests  instituted  by  the  commission.*^  A  require- 
ment that  a  utility  shall  comply  with  any  existing  law  in  performance 
of  the  order,  is  proper.*^ 

Slight  defects  in  the  order  or  in  mode  in  which  it  is  promulgated, 
will  not  affect  its  validity.*^  The  order  should  not  be  broader  than 
or  involve  matters  not  specified  in  the  complaint,**  or  in  the  notice 
of  hearing  served  upon  the  defendant.*^  '  No  order  can  be  made 
against  a  person  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  proceeding  or  given  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard.*'  A  commission  may,  unless  this  matter  is 
regulated  by  statute,*^  specify  the  time  at  which  its  order  shall 
become  effective,**  or  the  date  or  time  within  which  the  defendant 
must  comply  with  the  order.*®  An  order  need  not  specify  the  time 
during  which  it  is  to  remain  in  force,^"  particularly  where  this  matter 
is  regulated  by  statute.^^     Service  of  the  order  upon  every  person 

on  ao  many  details  immediately  af- 
fecting their  material  interests." 
State  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey. 
Co.,  16  S.  D.  517,  94  N.  "W.  406. 

[d]  Where  there  is  a  presumptioii 
thajt  an  order  has  been  complied  with, 
because  of  the  lapse  of  time  within 
■which  it  would  bepome  effective,  this 
amounts  to  a  showing  that  it  was  not 
too  vague  and  indefinite  to  be  en- 
forced. State  ex  rel.  Northern  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com.,  95  Wash. 
376,  163  Pac.  1143,  166  Pac.  793. 

40.  Seward  v.  Denver  &  E.  G.  E. 
Co.,  17  N.  M.  557,  131  Pac.  980,  46 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  242. 

[a]  Absolute  certainty  "would 
seem  essential  to  an  order  enforceable 
by  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  man- 
damus, and  especially  so  when  for  each 
day's  failure  to  comply  therewith  a 
fine"  may  be  imposed.  State  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  16  S.  D. 
517,  94  N.  W.  406. 

41.  State  ex  rel.  Watts  Bng.  Co.  v. 
Public  Service  Com.,  269  Mo.  525,  19] 
S.  W.  412,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  786,  P.  U. 
E.  1917C,  581  (temporary  gas  rates 
fixed  to  ascertain  their  effect);  Bor- 
ough of  Mt.  Union  v.  Mt.  Union  Water 
Co.,  256  Pa.  516,  100  Atl.  968,  affirm- 
ing 63  Pa.  Super.  337. 

42.  State  v.  Great  Northern  Ey. 
Co.,  135  Minn.  19,  159  N.  W.  1089, 
P.   U.   E.   1917B,  413. 

43.  Woodburn  v.  Public  Service 
Cnm.,  82  Ore.  114,  161  Pac.  391,  Ann. 
Cas,  1917B,  996,  L.  E.  A.  1917C,  98, 
P.  U.  E.  1917B,  967, 


44.  Valley  v.  Atlantic  Shore  Line 
Ey.  (Me.  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1915B, 
569;  State  ex  ret.  Northern  P.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eailroad  Com.,  52  Wash.  440,  100 
Pac.   987. 

[a]  Where  discrimtnation  iu  rates 
is  charged,  the  order  may  require  a 
utility  to  cease  furnishing  service  un- 
der a  particular  private  contract.  Eay- 
mond  Lbr.  Co.  v.  Eaymond  L.  &  P. 
Co.,  92  Wash.  330,  159  Pae.  133,  L.  E. 
A.  1917C,  574,  P.  U.  E.  1916F,  437. 

45.  Pioneer  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  State, 
38  Okla.  412,  133  Pac.  476;  In  re  Eut- 
land   E.   Co.,   79   Vt.   53,   64  Atl.    233. 

46.  In  re  Connecticut  Co.  (Conn. 
P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1916 A,  1;  Win- 
chester &  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Com.,  106  Va. 
264,  55  S.  E.  692;  Vogt  v.  Linden  Tel. 
Co.  (Wis.  E.  C.  E.),  P.  U.  E.  1917A, 
614. 

Orders  Indirectly  affecting  persons 
not  parties  to  the  proceeding,  see  su- 
pra, X,  D. 

47.  See  the  statutes. 

48.  Clemmons  v.  Eailroad  Com.,  173 
Cal.  254,  159  Pae.  713,  P.  U.  E.  1916B, 
469. 

49.  State  ex  rel.  Eailroad  Com.  V. 
Great  Northern  E.  Co.,  68  Wash.  257, 
123  Pac.  8. 

50.  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co. 
V.  Interstate  Commerce  Com.,  168  Fed. 
131,  135;  Mcllfresh  v.  Hooking  Valley 
E.  Co.  (Ohio  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  K.  1916D, 
140. 

51.  New  Yo^t  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co. 
V.  Interstate  Commerce  Com.,  168  Fed. 
131,  135;  Village  of  Saratoga  Springs 
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affected  by  it  is  sometimes  required  by  statute.^^ 

b.  Conclusiveness.^^  —  Orders  of  a  commission,  which  have  become 
final  are  conclusive  upon  the  parties  and  their  privies  in  future  liti- 
gation.°*  But  an  order  may  be  modified  by  a  subsequently  enacted 
statute,^^  and  under  most  of  the  statutes,  a  commission  is  given 
authority  to  change  or  modify  its  orders  from  time  to  time  as  the 
changes  in  circumstances  may  require.^^ 


V.  Saratoga  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  191 
N.  Y.  123,  83  N.  E.  693,  18  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   713. 

52.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Com.  v. 
Oregon  E.  &  N.  Co.,  68  Wash.  160,  123 
Pac.  3. 

[a]  An  order  req.uiring  a  raUroad 
to  obtain  real  property  in  order  to  re- 
locate a  portion  of  its  road  need  not 
be  served  upon  persons  whose  land  will 
[be  taken  under  eminent  domain  pro- 
ceedings. Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v. 
Cavanagh,  278  111.  609,  116  N.  E.  128. 

[b]  Where  proceedings  have  been 
instituted  by  a  public  utility,  the  order 
of  the  commission  need  not  be  served 
upon  each  of  its  patrons.  ClemmonB 
V.  Eailroad  Com.,  173  Cal.  254,  159  Pac. 
713,  P.  U.  E.  1916F,  469. 

53.  Conclusiveness  on  review  by  the 
couits,  see  infra,  X,  K,  9,  c,  (III). 

54.  Pioneer  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  State, 
40  Okla.  417,  138  Pac.  1033;  State  ex 
rel.  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Great  Northern 
E.  Co.,  68  "Wash.  257,  123  Pae.  8.  But 
see.  Park  Ablaott  Eealty  Co.  v.  Iroquois 
Nat.  Gas  Co.,  102  Misc.  266,  168  N. 
Y.  Supp.  673. 

Conclusiveness  of  judgments  gener- 
ally, see  15  Standard  Proc.  377,  et 
seq.,  and  the  title  "Kes  Judicata." 

[a]  Collateral  Attack. — A  proceed- 
ing before  a  commission  to  recover 
excess  charges  by  a  utility  is  collateral 
to  the  proceeding  in  which  the  rates 
were  fixed,  and  their  reasonableness 
cannot  be  attacked.  Pioneer  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.  V.  State,  40  Okla.  417,  138 
Pac.  1033. 

[b]  Matters  not  passed  upon  at 
former  proceedings  may  be  investi- 
gated subsequently.  Union  Switch  & 
S.  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania  Water  Co.  (Pa. 
P.  S.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1916E,  1053. 

55.  State  v.  New  Haven  &  N.  Co., 
43  Conn.  351,  the  commission  is  not  a 
judicial  body  and  its  orders  are  not 
judgments  which  are  bfeyond  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  modify. 

56.  State  Public  Utilities  Com.  v. 
Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.,  274  111.  36,  113 
N.  E.  162. 


Ji9 


[aj  An  order  for  the  construction 
of  an  interlocking  system,  at  an  in- 
tersecting railroad  crossing  and  ap- 
portioning the  expense,  does  not  Have 
the  force  and  effect  of  a  contract,  re- 
quiring the  cost  of  a  new  plant  to  be 
borne  by  the  railroads  in  the  same  pro- 
portions. State  Public  Utilities  Com. 
V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  274  111.  36,  113 
N.  B.  162. 

[b]  Order  requiring  the  physical 
connection  of  telephone  systems  may 
be  rescinded  if  it  is  found  to  operate 
unduly  to  the  injury  of  one  of  thft 
companies.  Michigan  State  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Michigan  E.  Com.,  193  Mich.  515, 
161   N.   W.   240,   P.   U.   E.   1917C,   355; 

[c]  Formal  action  is  required  in 
order  to  modify  a  prior  order.  People 
V.  Dempsey  (App.  Div.),  167  N.  Y. 
Supp.  810. 

[d]  A  change  in  membership  of  a 
commission  is  of  itself  no  reason  for 
reopening  a  case.  Lodge  v.  United 
Traction  Co.  (N.  Y.  P.  S.  C.  2nd  Dist.), 
P.  U.  E.  1916A,  187. 

[e]  An  order  made  by  a  former 
commission  whose  jurisijiction  differed 
from  that  of  the  existing  commission, 
is  not  res  judicata.  Cabrillo  Club  v. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Co.  (Gal.  E.  C), 
P.  U.  E.   191 6A,  702. 

[f]  "In  matters  purely  adminis- 
trative res  judicata  cannot  be  in- 
invoked.  ' '  In  re  Swan  Creek  Elec. 
Co.  (Idaho  P.  U.  C),  P.  U.  E.  1915^, 
323. 

[g]  An  order  affirmed  upon  appeal 
to  the  courts  remains  the  order  of  the 
commission  and  may  be  modified  by  it 
in  its  discretion.  Hill  v.  Union  Pac. 
E.   Co.,   96   Neb.   205,   147   N.  W.   681. 

[h]  Second  Application.  —  Under 
such  statutes,  a  refusal  of  an  applica- 
tion for  relief  is  no  bar  to  another  ap- 
i  plication,  made  at  a  subsequent  date. 
State  ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs.  v.  Florida 
East  Coast  E.  Co.,  72  Fla.  379,  73  So. 
171,  P.  U.  E.  1917B,  1023;  Brogger  v. 
Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  137 
Minn.  338,  168  N.  W.  662,  164  N,  "W. 
368. 
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c.  Enforcement  of  Orders.  —  (I.)  In  Generai.57  —  Under  many 
statutes  a  commission  is  given  no  authority  to  directly  enforce  its  own 
orders  ;^^  but  under  others  the  commissioi;  has  power  to  punish  by 
imposing  a  penalty  or  fine  for  contempt.^®  And  after  review  and  af- 
firmance by  the  courts  the  order  may  be  enforced  by  ordinary  judicial 
process.*" 

(II.)  By  Action.  —  (A.)  In  Genekal A  common  method  of  enforc- 
ing the  orders  of  a  public  service  commission  is  by  an  action  of  an 
equitable  nature  in  the  court  upon  which  jurisdiction  of  such  matters 
is  conferred  by  statute.'^  The  action  may  be  maintained  by  the  com- 
mission,"^ and  should  be  instituted  in  the  name  of  the  state.**  The 
complaint  should  recite  the  proceedings  had  before  the  commission/* 
the  order  entered  by  the  commission,*^  and  the  failure  of  the  corpora- 
tion defendant  to  comply  with  the  order.**  It  need  not  recite  the 
facts  upon  which  the  order  was  based.*''  In  some  states,"  the  com- 
plaint or  petition  is  allowed  to  be  of  an  informal  character.*^  The 
general  rules  governing  demurrers  and  answers*^  apply  to  such  ac- 


57.  Enjoining  enforcement  of  an 
order,  see  infra,  X,  L. 

58.  Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Michigan 
E.  Com.,  178  Mich.  250,  144  N.  W. 
689;  State  ex  rel.  North  Carolina  Corp. 
Com.  V.  Southern  E.  Co.,  147  N.  C. 
483,  61  S.  E.   271. 

[a]  "Any  order  made  by  such 
board  in  compliance  with  statutory 
notice  and  procedure  constitutes  an 
exercise  of  administrative  authority 
only,  and  not  of  judicial  power.  Nor 
can  such  order  be  enforced  except 
through  the  order  or  judgment  of  a 
duly  constituted  judicial  tribunal  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine 
the  matters  involved  and  in  which  the 
corporation  is  given  the  right  to  be 
heard."  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Dougherty,  39  S.  D.  147,  163  N.  W. 
715. 

59.  See  infra,  X,  J,  2,  e  (V). 

60.  Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Michi- 
gan E.  Com.,  178  Mich.  250,  144  N. 
"W.   689. 

61.  See  the  statutes  and  Wabash 
E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  176  Ind. 
428,  95  N.  E.  673;  State  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  37  N.  D.  98,  163 
N.  W.  730. 

62.  Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Eailroad  Com., 
176  Ind.  428,  95  N.  E.  673;  State  ex 
r^el.  Board  of  E.  Comrs.  v.  Duluth,  W. 
&  P.  E.  Co.,  25  S.  D.  106,  125  N.  W. 
565. 

63.  State  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E. 
Co.,  90  Iowa  594,  58  N.  W.  1060;  State 
V.  Mason  City  &  Ft.  D.  Ey.  Co.,  85 
Iowa  516,  52  N.  W.  490. 
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[a]  An  amendment  may  be  allowed 
changing  the  form  of  action  from  one 
instituted  in  the  name  of  the  commis- 
sioners to  one  instituted  in  the  name 
of  the  Btate.  Smith  u.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  E.  Co.,  86  Iowa  202,  53  N.  W, 
128. 

64.  State  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
E.  Co.,  37  N.  D.  98,  163  N.  W.  730. 

[a]  Where  the  proceeding  is  purely 
statutory,  the  complaint  must  allege 
the  performance  of  every  act  or  con- 
dition necessary  to  the  validity  of  the 
order.  State  ex  rel.  La  Follette  v. 
Chicago,   M.    &    St.   P.    E.    Co.,    16   S. 

D.  517,  94  N.  W.  406.  And  see.  State 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  86  Iowa 
641,   53   N.   W.   323. 

65.  State  v.   Chicago,   M.   &   St.   P. 

E.  Co.,  37  N.  D.  98,  163  N.  W.  730,  a 
statement  of  the  substance  of  the  or- 
der is  sufficient. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  order 
made  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  commission  is  commonly  inserted 
and  is  proper  but  unnecessary.  State 
c.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  37  N. 

D.  98,  163  N.  W.  730. 

66.  State  v.   Chicago,  M.   &   St.   P. 

E.  Co.,   37  N.   D.   98,  163  N.  W,   730. 

67.  Board  of  Eailroad  Comrs.  ■». 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.,  79  N.  J.  L. 
219,   76  Atl.   236. 

68.  State  ex  rel.  Board  of  E.  Comrs. 
V.  Duluth,  W.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  25  S.  D. 
106,  125  N.  W.  565,  unnecessary  for- 
mality will  not  however  affect  the 
pleading. 

69.  Sqq   geneteilly  the   titles   "An- 
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tions.  Under  some  statutes,  a  right  to  a  jury  trial  exists  when  the 
order  of  the  comnlission  requires  the  payment  of  money/"  The  judg- 
ment may.  be  moulded  to  afford  any  relief  appropriate  under  the 
pleadings.''^ 

(B.)  Matters  Eeviewable.  _  The  scope  of  the  review  of  the  action 
of  the  commission  in  such  actions  is  determined  by  the  provisions  of 
the  particular  statute  which  is  involved.''^  The  objection  that  an 
order  is  void,  for  want  of  jurisdiction  may  always  be  taken." 

(ni.)  By  Mandamus.  —  (A.)  In  Gbneeal.  —  In  some  states  mandamus 
is  the  proper  remedy  to  employ  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  an  order 
of  a  public  service  commission,'*  even  though  a  suit  in  equity  be  pend- 


swers;"    "Bills  and  Answers;"    "De- 
murrers ; "   "Denials. " 

[a]  TtLe  nonexistence  of  facts, 
which  if  they  did  not  exist  would  ren- 
der the  order  of  the  commission  un- 
timely and  inappropriate  will  not  be 
presumed  on  demurrer.  State  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  37  N.  D. 
98,  163  N.  W.  730. 

70.  Turner  Creamery  Co.  v.  Chica- 
go, M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  36  S.  D.  310, 
154  N.  W.  819,  P.  U.  E.  1916A,  1083. 

71.  State  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
E.  Co.,  37  N.  D.  98,  163  N.  W.  730, 
the  rule  is  based  upon  the  equitable 
nature  of  the  action. 

[a]  A  conditional  decree  requiring 
compliance  with  the  order  whenever 
same  act,  which  is  a  necessary  condi- 
tion precedent  to  performance,  is  per- 
formed by  other  persons,  inay  be 
given.  State  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
E.  Co.,  37  N.  D.  98,  163  N.  W.  730. 

72.  See    the    statutes. 

73.  Southern  Indiana  E.  Co.  v. 
Eailroad  Com.,  172  Ind.  113,  87  N. 
E.  966,  a  suit  in  equity. 

74.  Ala. — Eailroad  Com.  v.  Alabama 
G.  S.  E.  Co.,  185  Ala.  354,  64  So.  13, 
L.  E.  A.  1915D,  98.  Fla. — State  ex  rel. 
E.  E.  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  E. 
Co.,  64  Fla.  112,  59  So.  385;  State  ex 
rel.  E.  E.  Comrs.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
E.  Co.,  60  Fla.  465,  54  So.  394.  Kan. 
State  V.  Parsons  St.  E.  &  Elect.  Co., 
81  Kan.  430,  105  Pac.  704,  28  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1082;  State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v. 
Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.,  76  Kan.  467,  92 
Pac.  606.  Mich. — Michigan  E.  E.  Com. 
V.  Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co.,  182  Mich.  234, 
148  N.  W.  385;  Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co. 
V.  Michigan  E.  Com.,  178  Mich.  250, 
144  N.  W.  689,  afflrmed,  240  TT.  S.  564, 
36  Sup.  Ct.  424,  60  L.  ed.  802.  Neb. 
State  ex  rel.  Nebraska  S.  E.  Com.  v. 
Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  lOO'  Neb.  700, 
161   N.  W.  270,  P.  U.  B,  1917C,  597. 


N.  J. — Board  of  Eailroad  Comrs.  v. 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.,  79  N.  J.  L. 
219,  76  Atl.  236,  although  the  remedy 
by  specific  performance  .also  exists. 
N.  0. — State  ex  rel.  North  Carolina 
Corp.  Com.  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  147  N. 
C.  483,  61  S.  E.  271.  S.  D.— State  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  16  S.  D. 
517,  94  N.  "W.  406.  Utah.— State  v. 
Ogdeu  Eapid  Transit  Co.,  38  Utah  242, 
112  Pac.   120. 

Unless  the  Order  Has  Been  Suspend- 
ed;— See  infra,  X,  K,  5. 

[a]  Until  an  order  of  the  commis- 
sion is  fully,  finally  and  completely 
made  the  writ  will  not  issue.  State 
ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Flannelly,  96  Kan. 
372,  152  Pac.  22,  P.  U.  E.  19160,  810. 

[b]  In  New  York,  either  a  writ  of 
mandate  or  an  injunction  may  issue  as 
the  court  may  determine  is  best  suited 
to  afford  relief.  Public  Service  Com. 
V.  Interborough  E.  T.  Co.,  219  N.  Y. 
355,  114  N.  E.  387,  P.  U.  E.  I917B, 
323. 

[cj  An  order  conflicting  with  a 
municipal  ordinance,  which  was  not 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  com- 
mission, will  not  be  enforced  by  man- 
damus. State  ex  rel.  Burr  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  71  Fla.  102,  70  So. 
941,  P.   U.   R.   1916C,  519. 

[d]  Leave  to  sue  the  federal  re- 
ceiver of  a  public  utility  need  not  be 
obtained  from  the  court.  Eailroad 
Com.  V.  Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co.,  185  Ala. 
354,  64  So.  13,  L.  E.  A.  1915D,  98. 

[e]  In  the  event  of  an  expressed 
predetermination  not  to  obey  the  or- 
der, the  proceeding  may ,  be  instituted 
prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  period 
laiven  the  utility  to  comply  with  it. 
State  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  85 
Kan.  649,  118  Pac.  872. 

[f]  Only  when  a  clear  right  to  the 
writ  is  shown.  State  ex  rel.  E.  E. 
Comrs,  V,  Florida  East   Coast  E.   Co., 
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ing  to  review  the  order.'^  The  proceedings  are  governed  by  the  gen- 
eral rules  applicable  to  other  mandamus  proceedings.'*  They  may 
be  instituted  by  the  attorney  of  the  commission."  The  alternative 
writ  should  be  specific  and  certain  in  its  allegations.''* 

(B.)  Matteks  Reviewable.  — The  jurisdiction  of  the  commission  to 
make  the  order  in  question/^,  and  its  reasonableness  and  regularity*" 
may  be  reviewed. 

(IV.)  other  Eemedies.  —  In  a  few  states  the  remedy  provided  is 
purely  statutory,*^  or  the  proceedings  are  criminal  in  character  and 


69  Fla.  165,  67  So.  906,  P.  V.  R.  1915C, 
207. 

75.  Michigan  E.  E.  Com.  v.  Detroit 
&  M.  E.  Co.,  182  Mich.  234,  148  N.  W. 
385;  Michigan  E.  Com.  v.  Detroit  & 
M.  E.  Co.,  178  Mich.  230,  144  N.  W. 
696;  Michigan  E.  Com.  v.  Michigan 
Cent.  E.  Co.,  159  Mich.  580,  124  N. 
W.   564. 

76.  See   the   title    "Mandamus." 
And   see,   Michigan   E.   Com.   v.   De- 
troit &  M.  E.  Co.,  178  Mich.  230,  144 
N.  W.  696. 

77.  State  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co., 
85  Kan.   649,  118  Pac.   872. 

78.  State  ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs.  v. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  67  Fla. 
441,  63  So.  729;  State  «a;  reX.  E.  E. 
Comrs.  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co., 
60  Fla.  465,  54  So.  394,  a  specific 
duty   should   be   averred. 

79.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Serv.  Com. 
V.  Skagit  Eiver  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  85 
Wash.  29,  147  Pac.  885,  P.  U.  E. 
1915C,  902. 

[a]  Failure  of  the  utility  to  seek 
a  review  of  the  order  by  the  method 
provided  by  statute  does  not  prevent 
it  from  attacking  the  order  on  this 
ground.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Serv. 
Com.  V.  Skagit  Eiver  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co., 
85  Wash.  29,  147  Pac.  885,  P.  U.  E. 
1915C,  902. 

80.  Fla. — State  ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs. 
V.  Florida  East  Coast  E.  Co.,  72  Fla. 
379,  73  So.  171,  P.  V.  E.  1917B,  1023; 
State  ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs.  v.  Florida 
East  Coast  Ey.  Co.,  64  Fla.  112,  59 
So.  385,  392.  Kan. — State  ex  rel. 
Taylor  v.  Missouri  P.  E.  Co.,  76  Kan. 
467,  92  Pac.  606.  Minn.— State  v. 
Minneapolis,  etc.,  E.  Co.,  80  Minn, 
191,  83  N.  W.  60,  89  Am.  St  Eep. 
514.  Okla. — Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.  V.  State,  26  Okla.  166,  109  Pac. 
218. 

fa]  Failure  to  institute  a  direct 
proceeding  to  vacate  an  order  does  not 
prevent  a  public  utility  from  contest- 
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ing  its  reasonableness.  State  ex  rel. 
Taylor  v.  Missouri  P.  E.  Co.,  76  Kan. 
467,  92  Pac.  606. 

[b]  The  burden  (1)  of  proving  un- 
reasonableness of  the  order  is  upon  thd 
utility  (State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Missouri 
P.  E.  Co.,  76  Kan.  467,  92  Pac.  606). 
See  also  State  ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs.  v. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  67  Fla. 
441,  63  So.  729)_,  and  (2)  clear  and 
satisfactory  evidence  is  required. 
State  ex  rel.  R.  E.  Comrs.  v.  Florida 
East  Coast  E.  Co.,  67  Fla.  83,  64  So. 
443;  Michigan  E.  Com.  v.  Detroit  &  M. 
E.  Co.,  178  Mich.  230,  144  N".  W.   696. 

[c]  It  is  presumed  that  the  find- 
ings of  the  commission  were  supported 
by  the  evidence,  where  an  appeal  to 
the  courts  from  its  order  was  author- 
ized but  was  not  taken.  State  ex  rel, 
Nebraska  S.  E.  Com.  v.  Missouri  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  100  Neb.  700,  161  N.  W.  270, 
P.  U.  R.  1917C,  597. 

[d]  Admissions  In  the  pleadings 
may  overcome  the  prima  facie  effect 
of  the  order  as  a  reasonable  regula- 
tion. State  ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs.  v. 
Florida  East  Coast  E.  Co.,  64  Fla. 
112,  59   So.   385. 

Je]  The  main  question  to  be  deter- 
mined "is  not  whether  the  relators 
erred  in  their  findings  on  the  facts 
upon  which  they  acted  in  making  the 
order  involved  here,  but  whether  the 
relators  as  Eailroad  Commissioners  in 
making  the  order  exceeded  their  au- 
thority or  abused  their  ofBcial  discre- 
tion to  the  substantial  injury  of  re- 
spondent 's  constitutional  rights. ' ' 
State  ex  rel.  R.  E.  Comrs.  v.  Florida 
East  Coast  E.  Co.,  67  Fla.  83,  64  So. 
443. 

[fl  A  referee's  findings  of  fact  or 
conclusions  of  law  are  not  binding  up- 
on the  court  in  such  a  proceeding. 
State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Missouri  P.  E. 
Co.,  76  Kan.  467,  92  Pac.  606. 

81.    Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co,  v.  Green- 
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are  prosecuted  by  indictment.'^  An  action  for  damages  may  be  main- 
tained by  any  person  injured  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  a  public 
utility  to  obey  an  order  of  the  commission. ^^ 

(V.)  Actions  To  Recover  Fines  or  Penalties.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  U  n- 
der  some  statutes,  the  commission  is  authorized  to  assess  a  fine  against 
a  corporation  which  is  in  contempt  by  reason  of  failure  to  obey  its 
orders,  rules  or  regulations,**  or  the  statute  itself  prescribes  the  pen- 
alty,®°  and  an  action  in  the  courts  may  be  maintained  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  fine.*®    An  action  to  recover  a  fine  or  penalty  though 


brier   Dist.    Co.,   170    Ky.    775,   187    S. 
W.  296,  P.  U.  E.  1916F,  508. 

[a]  In  Kentucky  (1)  a  summons 
issues  upon  the  award  of  the  commis- 
sion, filed  in  the  circuit  court,  and  no 
petition  is  necessary.  Louisville  &  N. 
B.  Co.  V.  Greenbrier  Dist.  Co.,  170  Ky. 
775,  187  S.  W.  296,  P.  U.  E.  1916F, 
508.  (2)  An  answer  based  on  in- 
formation and  belief  as  to  a  fact  pre- 
sumptively within  the  knowledge  of 
the  defendant  is  insuficient.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Greenbrier  Dist. 
Co.,  170  Ky.  775,  187  N.  W.  296,  P. 
U.  B.  1916F,  508.  (3)  The  record  is 
composed  of  a  copy  of  the  award  and 
of  the  evidence;  if  the  utility  desires 
other  papers  to  be  filed,  it  may  cause 
them  to  be  filed.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Greenbrier  Dist.  Co.,  170  Ky. 
775,  187  8.  W.  296,  P.  V.  E.  1916F, 
508. 

[b]  In  New  Mexico  the  cause  is 
removed  to  the  Supreme  Court  when 
the  utility  fails  to  comply  with  the  or- 
der of  the  commission.  Seward  v. 
Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  17  N.  M.  557, 
131  Pac.  980,  46  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  242. 

[ej  The  validity  of  the  order  can- 
not be  questioned.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Greenbrier  Dist.  Co.,  170  Ky. 
775,  187  S.  W.  296,  P.  U.  E.  1916F, 
508. 

82.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
State,  99  Ark.  1,  136  S.  W.  938;  Peo- 
ple V.  Dempsey  (App.  Div.),  167  N. 
T.  Supp.  810. 

[a]  No  right  to  a  Jury  Trial  Ex- 
ists. St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  ■;;. 
State,  99  Ark.  1,  136  8.  W.  938. 

[b]  The  Order  of  the  Commission 
Is  Presumed  To  Be  Eeasonable  and 
Legal.— St.  Louis,  L  M.  &  8.  E.  Co. 
V.  State,  99  Ark.  1,  136  S.  W.  938. 

83.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Venue. — An  action  for  damages 
sujBPered  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  a 
railroad  to  construct  a  spur  track 
be   brought   in   the   county   where   the 


principal  place  of  business  of  the  rail- 
road i3  located.      English  v.  Central  of 
'  Georgia  E.  Co.,  7  Ga.  App.  263,  66  8. 

E.   969. 

I      84.    ria. — Atlantic      Coast    Line     E. 

Co.   V.   State,  74  So.   595.       La.— Eail- 

road    Com.    v.    Kansas    City    Southern 

E.  Co.,  Ill  La.  133," 35  So.  487.     Okla. 

I  Atchison,  T.   &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  State, 

I  165  Pac.  125. 

I      [a]    Where   a   statute   authorizes   a 
I  penalty    for    violation    of    a    "rate, 
;  schedule,  rule,  or  regulation"  no  pen- 
j  alty   can   be   imposed  for   violation   of 
'  an   "order"    of   the     commission,    the 
words  not  being  synonymous.      Atlan- 
tic Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v.  State   (Fla.), 
74   So.   595. 

[b]  A  complaint  before  a  commis- 
sion for  violation  of  an  order  should 
contain  a  specific  allegation  with  ref- 
erence to  the  act  constituting  a  vio- 
lation of  the  order.  Ft.  Supply  Tel. 
&  Tel.  Co.  V.  Pioneer  Tel  &  Tel.  Co. 
(Okla.  C.  0.  E.),  P.  V.  E.  191 7 A, 
188. 

85.  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Board  of 
E.  E.  Comrs.,  85  Kan.  229,  116  Pac. 
896. 

86.  Ariz. — Southern  Pac.  Co.  v. 
State,  165  Pac.  303,  P.  IT.  E.  1917P, 
938.  Fla. — State  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  E.  Co.,  56  Fla.  -617,  47  'So.  969, 
32  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  639.  Tex.— State 
V.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  55  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  108,  118  8.  W.  736,  for  fail- 
ure to  furnish  information.  Vt. — Sabre 
V.  Eutland  E.  Co.,  86  Vt.  347,  85  Atl. 
693,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  1269.  Wash. 
State  ex  ret  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Great 
Northern  E.  Co.,  68  Wash.  257,  123 
Pac.  8. 

[a]  An  action  at  common  law  may 
be  maintained  to  recover  any  fine, 
penalty  or  compensation  for  violation 
of  a  public  utility  of  a  valid  rule  or  or- 
der of  a  commission.  State  ex  rel.  Chi- 
cago, etc.,  E.  Co.  V.  Public  Service 
Com.,   94   Wash.    274,    162    Pac.    523, 
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civil  in  form  is  criminal  in  its  nature;*'  it  cannot  be  removed  from 
a  state  to  a  federal  court.**  In  such  an  action  a  party  is  entitled  to 
a  jury  trial.'^ 

(B.)  Pleadings.  —  The  complaint  should  clearly  show  that  the  order 
of  the  commission  was  one  which  it  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  commission  to  make.*"  Except  where  the  common  law  rule  is  still 
followed,  the  statute  need  not  be  pleaded  or  counted  upon.®^  The 
order  violated  must  be  pleaded,®^  but  the  facts  showing  its  reasonable- 
ness need  not  be  set  out.'* 

(C.)  Scope  op  Eeview. —  The  oi-der  violated  cannot  be  attacked  for 
mere  errors  or  irregularities,'*  and  under  some  statutes  the  reason- 
ableness of  the  order  cannot  be  inquired  into,'^  though  under  others 
a  contrary  rule  prevails.'' 


P.  TJ.  R.  1917C,  631,  amount  spe- 
cified in  a  general  rule  to  be 
fortified  for  failure  of  carrier  to 
supply  ears  on  demand. 

[b]  The  commissiou  may  maintain 
the  action  under  some  statutes.  Rail- 
road Com.  V,  Kansas  City  Southern  R. 
Co.,  Ill  La.  133,  35  So.  487. 

87.  State  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co., 
173  Fed.  572.  But  compare  the  title 
"Penalties,  Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

[a]  Such  proceedings  are  quasl- 
criininal  and  the  procedure  prescribed 
by  the  statute  must  be  closely  fol- 
lowed. St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
State,  26  Okla.  62,  107  Pac.  929,  30  L. 
R.  A.  (N.  S.)   137. 

88.  State  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co., 
173  Fed.  572. 

89.  See  State  v.  Atlantic  Cokst  Line 
R.  Co.,  56  Fla.  617,  47  So.  969,  32  L. 
R.  A.    (N.   S.)    639. 

90.  Littlefield  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co., 
158  Mass.  1,  32  N.  E.  859. 

[a]  An  affidavit  (1)  is  the  basis  of 
proceedings,  under  some  statutes.  The 
affidavit  must  set  forth  the  facts  al- 
leged to  constitute  the  offense.  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  State,  26  Okla. 
62,  107  Pac.  929,  30  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)- 
137.  (2)  An  amendment  to  the  affi- 
davit must  be  verified.  St.  Louis  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  26  Okla.  62, 
107  Pac.  929,  30  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
137. 

91.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v. 
State  (Fla.),  74  So.  595.  See  the  title 
"Penalties,  Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

92.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Defects  appearing  on  the  fa-c^ 
of  the  order  may  be  cured  by  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint.  State  v.  Sea- 
board Air  Line  Ry.,  56  Fla.  670,  47 
So.  986;  Littlefield  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co., 
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158  Mass.  1,  32  N.  E.  859,  omission  of 
showing  that  notice  of  the  hearing  was 
given. 

[b]  A  copy  of  the  order  for  the 
violation  of  which  the  penalty  was  in- 
curred, miist  be  set  out  in  or  attached 
to  the  complaint,  under  some  statutes. 
State  V.  Seaboard  Air  Line  Ry.,  56  Fla. 
670,  47  So.  986. 

93.  State  v.  Corvallis  &  B.  E.  Co., 
59  Ore.  450,  117  Pac.  980. 

94.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  objection  that  the  com- 
plaint before  the  commission  failed  to 
state  a  cause  of  action  cannot  be  urged. 
State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Com.  v.  Oregon 
R.  &  N.  Co.,  68  Wash.  160,  123  Pac.  3. 

[b]  The  amount  of  the  fine  as- 
sessed will  not  be  reviewed,  where  it 
is  within  the  limit  fixed  by  statute  and 
the  proceedings  have  not  been  irreg- 
ular. Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
State   (Okla.),  165  Pac.  125. 

95.  State  V.  Corvallis  &  E.  R.  Co., 
59  Ore.  450,  117  Pac  980;  State  ex  rel. 
Railroad  Com.  v.  Grtat  Northern  R. 
Co.,  68  Wash.  257,  123  Paa.  8. 

[a]  The  right  to  review  the  order 
by  a  direct  appeal  furnishes  an  ex- 
clusive remedy  under  some  statutes. 
State  ex ,  rel.  Railroad  Com.  v.  Great 
Northern'  R.  Co.,  68  Wash.  257,  123 
Pac.  8. 

96.  State  v.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ry.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165  S.  W.  491,  where 
defendant's  answer  .amounts  to  a  plea 
in  reconvention  or  a  cross-bill. 

[a]  Reasonableness  a  question  of 
law  for  the  court.  Southern  R.  Co.  v. 
Atlanta  Sand  &  Supply  Co.,  135  Ga.  35, 
68  S.  E.  807.  ■ 

[b]  In  Oklahoma  when  an  order  be- 
longs to  a  class  from  which  no  appeal 
could  be  taken,  its  reasonableness  may 
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K.  Review  and  Appeal.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Many  of  the  statutes 
provide  a  method  for  reviewing  finaP'  orders  of  a  public  service  com- 
mission by  an  appeal  or  by  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  an  appeal, 
in  courts  which  are  expressly  given  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  mat- 
ter,^^  and  even  in  the  absence  of  such  a  provision,  the  courts  are  open 
to  any  interested  party  for  the  purpose  of  determining  any  matter 
which  is  the  appropriate  subject  of  judicial  inquiry,''  though,  in  the 


be  determined  on  an  appeal  from  the 
imposition  of  a  fine.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.  V.  State,  33  Okla.  378,  125  Pac. 
1103. 

[c]  Only  the  objections  to  the  order 
presented  to  the  commission  as  a  ground 
for  rehearing,  may  be  urged.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.  V.  State  (Ariz.),  165  Pae. 
303,  P.  U.  E.  1917F,  938. 

97.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  provisional  order  fixing  rates 
subject  to  modification  upon  ascertain- 
ment of  the  actual  results  after  a  fair 
test  has  been  made,  is  not  such  a  final 
order  as  may  be  appealed.  Bluefield 
V.  Bluefield  Waterworks  &  Imp.  Co. 
(W.  Va.),  94  S.  E.  121. 

[b]  An  order  directing  the  installa^ 
tion  of  an  intersecting  railroad  crossing 
is  a  final  order  from  which  an  appeal 
lies,  although  the  commission  retains 
jurisdiction  to  supervise  the  execution 
of  the  order.  Pittsburg,  C,  C.  &  St. 
L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Hunt,  171  Ind.  189,  86 
N.  E.  328. 

98.  See  the  statutes  and  Ala. — Bail- 
road  Commission  v.  Alabama  Northern 
E.  Co.,  182  Ala.  357,  62  So.  749.  Cal. 
PaciBc  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Eshleman, 
166  Cal.  640,  137  Pae.  111,9,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915C,  822,  50  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  652. 
Ind. — Grand  Eapids  &  Ind.  E.  Co.  v. 
Eailroad  Com.,  38  Ind.  App.  657,  78 
N.  E.  358.  Miss. — ^Illinois  Central  E. 
Co.  V.  Dodd,  105  Miss.  23,  61  So.  743, 
49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  565.  Neb.— Hooper 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Nebraska  Tel.  Co.,  96  Neb. 
245,  147  N.  W.  674.  N".  H.— Grafton 
County  Elec.  L.-&  P.  Co.  v.  State,  77 
N.  H.  490,  93  Atl.  1028.  N.  M.— Sew- 
ard V.  Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  17  N.  M. 
557,  131  Pac.  980,  46  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
242.  U.  O. — State  ex  rel.  Board  of 
Eailroad  Comrs.  v.  Wilmington  &  W. 
E.  Co.,  122  N.  C.  877,  29  S.  E.  334. 
N.  D. — In  re  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S. 
S.  M.  E.  Co.,  30  N.  D.  221,  152  N.  "W. 
513,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  434.  Ohio.— Hock- 
ing Valley  E.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities 
Com.,  92  Ohio  St.  362,  110  N.  B.  521, 
P.  U.  E.  1916A,  1062.  Va.— See  Win- 
chester &  S.  E.  Co,  V.  Com.,  106  Va. 


2ff4,  55  S.  E.  692.  W.  Va.— Bluefields 
V.  Bluefields  Waterworks  &  Imp.  Co., 
94  S.  E.  121. 

[a]  Whether  an  order  is  framed  in 
negative  or  affirmative  language,  is  im- 
material. In  re  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  & 
S.  a  M.  E.  Co.,  30  N.  D.  221,  152 
N.  W.  513,  P.  U.   E.  1915D,  434. 

[b]  The  amount  involved  is  not 
made  a  test  of  appellate  jurisdiction  in 
this  class  of  appeals.  Winchester  & 
S.  E.  Co.  V.  Com.,  106  Va.  264,  55  S.  E. 
692. 

[c]  In  California,  under  the  terms  . 
of  the  state  constitution,  the  courts, 
other  than  the  supreme  court  in  a  lim- 
ited class  of  cases,  have  no  control 
over  the  action  of  the  state  railroad 
commission.  Sexton  v.  Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  F.  E.  Co.,  173  Cal.  760,  161  Pac. 
748,  P.  U.  E.  1917B,  786;  Pacific  Tel. 
&  Tel.  Co.  V.  Eshleman,  166  Cal.  640, 
137  Pae.  1119,  Ann.  Cas.  19150,  822, 
50  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  652. 

[d]  In  Kansas  if  proceedings  are 
instituted  in  the  supreme  court,  other 
proceedings  pending  iu  a  district  court 
may  be  stayed.  See  Union  Pae.  E.  Co. 
V.  Public  Utilities  Com.,  95  Kan.  604, 
148  Pac.  667,  P.  U.  E.   1915D,  377. 

[e]  A  review  of  the  legislative  or 
administrative  action  of  a  commission 
by  the  courts,  is  not  prohibited  by  a 
constitutional  segregation  of  powers 
into  legislative,  executive  and  judicial. 
In  re  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M. 
E.  Co.,  30  N.  D.  221,  152  N.  W.  513, 
P.  U.  E.  1915D,  434. 

Review  in  actions  brought  to  enforce 
orders,  see  supra,  X,  J,  2,  c,  (II),  (B); 
X,  J,  2,  c,  (III),  (B). 

Eeview  in  action  for  fine  or  penalty, 
see  supra,  X,  J,  2,  c,  (V),  (C). 

99.  U.  S. — LouiBville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Garrett,  231  U.  S.  298,  311,  34  Sup. 
Ct.  48,  58  L.  ed.  229;  Delaware,  L.  & 
W.  E.  Co.  V.  Stevens,  172  Fed.  595. 
Ark.— St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
State,  99  Ark.  1,  136  S.  W.  938.  Vt. 
Sabre  v.  Eutland  E.  Co.,  86  Vt.  347, 
85  Atl.  693,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  1269. 

[a]     Rule    Stated.  —  "Undoubtedly 
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absence  of  a  right  of  review  conferred  by  statute,  the  order  of  a  com- 
mission in  its  administrative  aspect  is  final  and  conclusive.^  The 
statutory-  method  of  review  is  exclusive,^  and  the  failure  to  resort  to 
it  renders  the  order  conclusive,'  except  that  it  may  always  be  at- 
tacked for  want  of  jurisdiction,*  or,  in  equity,  because  of  the  alleged 
invasion  of  constitutional  rights.''  Exceptions  to  the  rulings  of  the 
commission  raising  questions  of  law  may,  under  some  statutes,  be 
taken  to  the  courts,*  and  in  other  states  a  review  of  the  order  may 
be  made  in  an  action  to  vacate  or  set  it  aside,^  or  the  same  relief  may 
be  sought  by  an  order  to  show  cause,*  or  a  suit  in  equity  to  enjoin 
its  enforcement  may  be  maintained.^  An  appeal  may  ordinarily  be 
taken  from  a  final  judgment  in  a  lower  court  to  the  proper  appellate 
tribunal.^" 


the  courts  have  power  to  prevent  an 
abuse  of  discretion  by  the  commission 
and  to  require  that  their  powers  be 
exercised  according  to  law  and  in  a 
manner  not  to  injure  property  rights 
unjustly.  Whether  their  orders  deprive 
a  l>arty  of  a  constitutional  or  statutory 
right,  whether  he  has  been  accorded  a 
fair  and  adequate  hearing,  or  whether 
for  any  reason  their  orders  are  con- 
trary to  law,  are  justifiable  questions; 
and  if  they  arise  in  circumstances  call- 
ing for  equitable  relief,  the  court  of 
chancery  will  afford  a  remedy."  Say- 
ers  V.  Montpelier  &  "W.  E.  E.  E.,  90 
Vt.  201,  97  Atl.  660,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B, 
1050,  P.  U.  E.  1916E,  508. 

Suits  in  equity,  to  determine  the 
reasonableness  of  orders,  see  infra,  X, 
L. 

1.  Clemmons  v.  Eailroad  Com.,  173 
Cal.  254,  159  Pac.  713,  P.  U.  E.  1916F, 
469;  Grand  Eapids  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road Com.,  167  Ind.  214,  78  N.  E. 
981. 

[.a]  Failure  of  a  statute  to  provide 
for  a  judicial  review  of  orders  of  a 
commission,  does  not  render  the  stat- 
ute unconstitutional  as  failing  to  pro- 
vide for  due  process  of  law.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Siler,  186  Fed. 
176,  191,  afflrmed,  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Garrett,  231  U.  S.  298,  34  Sup. 
Ct.  48,  58  L.  ed.  229. 

2.  Chicago  v.  O'Connell,  278  111.  591, 
116  N.  E.  210. 

[a]  A  suit  to  enjoin  the  enforce- 
ment of  an  order,  as  unreasonable,  (1) 
cannot  be  maint.ained  where  the  stat- 
ute provides  for  an  appeal  from  the 
order  (Chicago  v.  O'Connell,  278  111. 
591,  116  N.  E.  210.  See  also  Denver 
&  S.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Englewood,  62  Colo. 
229,  161  Pac.  151,  P.  V.  E.  1916E,  134), 

Vol.  XXI 


(2)  even  though  the  appeal  is  to  be 
taken  to  the  court  of  equity.  Sayers 
V.  Montpelier  &  W.  E.  E.  E.,  90  Vt. 
201,  97  Atl.  660,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  1050, 
P.  IT.  E.  1917E,  1022. 

3.  State  ex  rel.  Eailroad  -Com.  v. 
Oregon  E.  &  N.  Co.,  68  Wash.  160, 
123  Pac.  3. 

4.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Serv.  Com. 
V.  Skagit  Eiver  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  85 
Wash.  29,  147  Pac.  885,  P.  U.  E.  1915C, 
902. 

5.  See  infra,  X,  L. 

6.  Augusta  V.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  St. 
Ey.,  114  Me.  24,  95  Atl.  267,  P.  U.  E. 
1915F,  260. 

7.  See  the  statutes. 

8.  In  re  Eochester,  C.  E.  Traction 
Co.,  118  App.  Div.  521,  102  N.  T.  Supp. 
1112,  attacking  an  order  refusing  to 
issue  a  certificate  of  public  necessity. 

9.  In  re  Luttgerding,  83  Kan.  205, 
110  Pac.  95. 

10.  Conn. — Appeal  of  Norwalk,  89 
Conn.  537,  94  Atl.  988,  P.  U.  E.  191 5E, 
294.  Ind. — Northern  Indiana  &  South- 
ern Mich.  Tel.  &  C.  Co.  v.  People's 
Mut.  Tel.  Co.,  184  Ind.  267,  111  N.  E. 
4,  P.  U.  E.  1916C,  534.  La.— Vicks- 
burg,  S.  &  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com., 
132  La.  193,  61  So.  199,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914C,  1168.  Mo. — Macon  v.  Atkinson, 
266  Mo.  484,  181  S.  W.  396,  discussing 
the  position  of  the  supreme  court .  on 
such  an  appeal.  N.  D. — In.  re  Min- 
neapolis, St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  E.  Co.,  30 
N.  D.  221,  152  N.  W.  513,  P.  U.  E. 
1915D,   434. 

[a]  A  judgment  which  does  not  dis- 
pose of  a  case  as  to  all  of  the  parties 
to  it  is  not  a  final  judgment  and  not 
appealable.  Northern  Indiana  &  South- 
ern Mich.   Tel.   &   C.   Co.  i;.   People's 
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Certiorari,  or  as  it  is  sometimes  called,  a  writ  of  review,  may  be 
employed  in  some  states  to  review  the  orders  of  a  public  service  com- 
mission," which  are  final  in  character;"  in  other  states  this  remedy 
is  not  available." 

2.  Orders  Reviewable.  —  Only  such  of  the  orders  of  a  commission 
are  subject  to  review  by  the  courts  in  their  supervisory  or  appellate 
capacity,  as  are  specially  mentioned  by  the  statute.^* 


Mut.  Tel.  Co.,  184  Ind.  267,  111  N.  E. 
4,  P.  U.   E.  1916C,  534. 

[b]  A  commission  may  appeal  from 
a  judgment  reversing  its  order  al- 
though the  statute  does  not  expressly 
give  it  such  right.  It  is  a  party  "ag- 
grieved" by  the  judgment,  under  the 
general  law.  State  v.  Railroad  Com., 
60  Wash.  218,  110  Pac.  1075. 

11.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Birmingham,  74 
So.  51,  P.  U.  B.  1917C,  667.  Cal. 
Pacific  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Bshleman, 
166  Cal.  640,  137  Pac.  1119,  Ann.  Gas. 
1915C,  822,  50  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  652. 
N.  J. — Collingswood  Sewerage  Co.  v. 
Borough  of  Collingswood  (N.  J.  L.), 
102  Atl.  901;  Public  Service  Gas  Co. 
V.  Board  of  Public  Utility  Comrs.,  87 
N.  J.  L.  581,  92  Atl.  606,  94  Atl.  634, 
95  Atl.  1079,  P.  U.  E.  1915B,  251,  L. 
E.  A.  1917B,  930.  N.  Y.— People  ex 
rel.  Coney  Island,  etc.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Com.,  157  App.  Div.  698,  142 
N.  Y.  Supp.  942;  People  ex  rel.  Sawyer 
V.  Board  of  E.  E.  Comrs.,  128  App. 
Div.  814,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  122;  People 
ex  rel.  Brooklyn  H.  E.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  .Com.,  101  Misc.  10,  166  N.  Y. 
Supp.  825,  discussing  the  necessary  al- 
legations in  the  writ. 

Certiorari  proceedings,  generally,  see 
4  Standard  Pboc.  881. 

As  to  the  scope  of  review  on  cer- 
tiorari proceedings,  see  infra,  X,  K, 
9,  b,  (HI).  . 

[a]  An  order  granting  or  refusing 
a  certificate  of  public  necessity  may 
be  reviewed.  People  ex  rel.  N.  Y.  C. 
&  H.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com., 
195  N.  Y.  157,  88  N.  E.  261. 

[b]  The  reasonableness  of  an  order 
fixing  rates  may  be  reviewed  by  cer- 
tiorari in  some  states.  Public  Service 
Gas  Co.  V.  Board  of  Public  Utility 
Comrs.,  87  N.  J.  L.  581,  92  Atl.  606, 
94  Atl.  634,  95  Atl.  1079,  P.  U.  E. 
1915E,  251;  Passaic  v.  Board  of  Public 
Utility  Comrs.,  87  N.  J.  L.  705,  95  Atl. 
127,  P.  U.   E.   1915E,   625. 

12.  H61abird  v.  Eailroad  Com.,  171 
Cal.  691,  154  Pac.  831,  P.  U.  E.  1916C, 
458- 


[a]  A  decision  upholding  the  juris- 
diction of  the  commission  over  the  de- 
fendant and  the  subject  matter  of  the 
complaint,  but  reserving  final  determi- 
nation of  the  proceedings,  is  not  re- 
viewable. Holabird  v.  Eailroad  Com., 
171  Cal.  691,  154  Pac.  831,  P.  IT.  E. 
1916C,  458. 

13.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Basis  of  this  rule  is  tEat  cer- 
tiorari does  not  lie  to  review  the ' 
action  of  a  board  or  commission  of  a 
legislative  character  in  the  absence  of 
a  special  statutory  provision.  Dela- 
ware, L.  &  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Stevens,  172 
Fed.  595. 

14.  See  the  statutes  and  Ind. — Pub- 
lie  Service  Com.  v.  State,  184  Ind.  273, 
111  N.  E.  10,  P.  U.  E.  1916C,  42.  Minn. 
Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road &  Warehouse  Com.,  44  Minn.  336, 
46  N.  W.  559.  Okla.— Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  State,  28  Okla.  12,  115 
Pac.  1101  (order  repealing  penalty  im- 
posed on  passengers  paying  cash  fares 
not  appealable);  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  State,  28  Okla.  797,  115 
Pac.  872;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  State,  28  Okla.  465,  114  Pac.  722; 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  State,  24 
Okla.  805,  105  Pac.  351,  order  requir- 
ing report  of  all  accidents  is  not  re- 
viewable. W.  Va.-— Howell  v.  Public 
Service  Com.,  78  W.  Va.  664,  90  S.  B. 
105,  P.  U.  E.  1917A,  268,  order  grant- 
ing the  right  to  erect  a  dam. 

[a]  Orders  granting  or  refusing 
authority  to  issue  securities  are  not 
appealable  in  Indiana.  Public  Service 
Com.  V.  State,  184  Ind.  273,  111  N.  E. 
10,  P.  U.  E.  1916C,  42. 

[b]  Orders  calling  upon  a  public 
utility  for  information  are  frequently 
not  reviewable.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  State,  27  Okla.  329,  117 
Pac.  328. 

[c]  In  Oklahoma  (1)  an  appeal  lies 
only  from  orders  affecting  the  man- 
agement and  operation  of  transporta- 
tion companies  in  the  interest  of  per- 
sons who  use  such  companies  for  the 
transportation  of  themselves   or  their 
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3.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Courts.  —  Under  the  proceedings  for  review 
provided  by  statute,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  entirely  statutory,^^ 
and  its  nature  and  extent  varies  in  different  states.  In  some  the 
court  acts  merely  as  a  superior  administrative  body,^?  and  the  judg- 
ments which  can  be  rendered  are  limited  to  those  which  the  com- 
mission could  have  entered  in  the  first  instance;"  in  others  it  acts  in 
the  exercise  of  its  purely  judicial  functions.^"  In  some  states  the  re- 
viewing court  can  affirm  or  reverse  the  commissioner's  order  as  a 
whole  but  cannot  direct  a  dismissal  of  the  proceedings,*®  or  revise  or 
modify  the  order  made  by  the  commission.^"  A  federal  court  has 
no  appellate  or  supervisory  jurisdiction  over  the  administrative  orders 
of  a  state  commission,^*  and  a  proceeding  to  review  the  action  of  a 
commission  pending  in  a  state  court,  cannot  be  removed  to  a  federal 
court.^^ 

4.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  The  conditions  precedent  to  review  de- 
pend upon  statute,^^  which  sometimes  requires  a  previous  applica- 
tion to  the  commission  for  a  rehearing;^*  under  other  statutes,  how- 


property.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  State,  40  Okla.  411,  138  Pac.  1026; 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Miller,  31 
Okla.  801,  123  Pac.  1047;  Cooper  v. 
Cliiaago,  E.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  31  Okla. 
282,  121  Pac.  654.  (2)  In  contempt 
cases  an  order  adjudging  the  defend- 
ant guilty  are  reviewable,  but  an  or- 
der adjudging  him  not  guilty  is  not 
reviewable.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co. 
V.   Coyle,   29   Okla.   201,  115  Pac.   769. 

15.  Briggs  V.  Cass  Circ.  Judge,  178 
Mich.  28,  144  N.  W.  501,  no  intend- 
ments are  made  in  favor  of  the  action 
of   the   court. 

16.  XT.  S. — Prentis  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  Co.,  211  U.  S.  210,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
67,  53  L.  ed.  150,  applying  the  law  of 
Virginia.  Conn. — Eoot  v.  New  Britain 
Gas  Light  Co.,  91  Conn.  134,  99  Atl. 
559,  P.  TJ.  E.  1917C,  102.  N.  H.— Bos- 
ton &  M.  E.  E.  V.  State,  77  N.  H. 
437,  93  Atl.  306,  P.  U.  E.  1915C,  25. 
Okla. — In  re  Intrastate  Express  Eates, 
40  Okla.  237,  138  Pac.  382;  Pioneer 
Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  State,  40  Okla.  417, 
138  Pac.  1033;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.  V.  State,  23  Okla.  510,  101  Pac. 
262. 

17.  Boston  &  M.  E.  E.  v.  State,  77 
N.  H.  437,  93  Atl.  306,  P.  U.  E.  1915C, 
25. 

18.  TT.  S.— Detroit  &  Mackinac  E. 
Co.  V.  Michigan  E.  Com.,  235  TJ.  S. 
402,  35  Sup.  Ct.  126,  59  L.  ed.  288 
(applying  the  law  of  Michigan) ;  Bacon 
V.  Eutland  E.  Co.,  232  V.  S.  134,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  283,  58  L.  ed.  538,  applying 
the   law   of   "Vermont.     La. — Morgan's 
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L.  &  T.  E.  &  S.  S.  Co.  V.  Eailroad 
Com.,  109  La.  247,  33  So.  214.  Micli. 
Michigan  E.  E.  Com.  v.  Detroit  &  M. 
E.  Co.,  182  Mich.  234,  148  N.  W.  385; 
Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Michigan  E. 
Com.,  178  Mich.  250,  144  N.  W.  689. 
Neb. — Hooper  Tel.  Co.  v.  Nebraska  Tel. 
Co.,  96  Neb.  245,  147  N.  W.  674. 

19.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Com.,  266  Mo.  333,  181  S.  W. 
61. 

20.  N.  J. — ^Public  Service  Gas  Co. 
V.  Board  of  Public  Utility  Comrs.,  84 
N.  J.  L.  463,  87  Atl.  651.  Okla.— Gulf, 
C.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Staie,  23  Okla. 
524,  101  Pac.  258,  order  cannot  be  af- 
firmed in  part  and  reversed  in  part. 
Wis.— Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Rail- 
road Com.,  152  Wis.  654,  140  N.  W. 
298, 

[a]  "What  order  should  be  made 
in  lieu  of  the  one  set  aside  rests  ex- 
clusively within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
board  of  public  utilities  eommissidn- 
ers."  Erie  E.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Public 
Utility  Comrs.  (N.  J.  L.),  100  Atl. 
348. 

21.  North  Carolina  Corp.  Com.  v. 
Southern  E.  Co.,  151  N.  C.  447,  66 
S.  E.  427,  order  affecting  maintenance 
of  a  station. 

22.  North  Carolina  Corp.  Com.  v. 
Southern  E.  Co.,  151  N.  C.  447,  66 
S.  E.  427. 

23.  Clemmons  v.  Eailroad  Com.,  173 
Cal.  254,  159  Pae.  713,  P.  U.  E.  1916F, 
469. 

24.  Ariz.  —  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v. 
State,   165  Pac.   303,   P.   U.   E.   1917F, 
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ever,  no  previo'us  motion  for  a  new.  trial  or  rehearing  is  required.^^ 

5.  Supersedeas  or  Stay  of  Proceedings.  —  The  court's  right  to 
suspend  the  operation  of  the  commission's  orders  pending  review  is 
sometimes  provided  for^"  or  restrieted,^''  and  are  valid,^^  by  statute, 
a  common  provision  being  that  all  orders  of  the  commission  shall  be 
in  force  until  finally  held  otherwise  by  the  courts  or  until  altered  by 
the  commission.^^ 

6.  Taking  and  Perfecting  the  Appeal,  —  The  procedure  for  taking 
an  appeal  is  regulated  by  the  various  statutes.'"  The  application  for 
review  must,  of  course,  be  made  within  the  prescribed  period  of  time.'^ 

7.  Parties.  —  The  statute  usually  determines  who  may  appeal  from 
the  commission's  orders. ^^  Ordinarily,  only  persons  directly  inter- 
ested in  an  order  may  take  an  appeal  therefrom.^'    Under  some  stat- 


938.  Cal. — Clemmons  v.  Eailroad  Com., 
173  Cal.  254,  159  Pac.  713,  P.  U.  E. 
1916F,  469.  Ind.— Chicago,  I.  &  L.  E. 
Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  175  Ind.  630,  95 
N.  E.  364.  N".  H. — Grafton  County 
Elee.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  State,  77  N.  H. 
490,  93    Atl.   1028. 

Beheariugs  before  the  commission, 
see  supra,  X,  I,  6. 

[a]  One  purpose  of  requiring  a  mo- 
tion for  a  rehearing,  specifying  every 
ground  of  complaint)  must"  have  been 
to  enable  the  commission  to  corrbct 
any  error  into  which  they  may  have 
fallen  and  thereby  render  an  appeal 
unnecessary.  Grafton  County  Elec.  L. 
&  P.  Co.  V.  State,  77  N.  H.  490,  93  Atl. 
1028. 

25.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road Cora.,  196  Fed.  690  (applying  law 
of  Indiana);  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  Williams,  25  Okla.  662,  107  Pac. 
428. 

26.  See  the  statutes  and  State  ex 
rel.  Board,  etc.  v.  District  Court,  53 
Mont.  229,  163  Pac.  115,  P.  XJ.  E. 
1917C,  884  (certain  classes  of  orders 
only  fa;i  within  the  rule);  Great 
Northern  E.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Com., 
69  Wash.  579,  125  Pac.  948. 

Eight  to  a  temporary  injunction  in 
a  suit  in  equity,  attaching  an  order, 
see  infra,  X,  L,  6. 

27.  Briggs  v.  Cass  Circ.  Judge,  178 
Mich.  28,  144  N.  W.  501;  State  ex  rel. 
Board,  etc.  v.  District  Court,  53  Mont. 
229,  163  Pac.  115,  P.  IT.  E.  1917C,  884, 
the  rule  is  limited  to  orders  affecting 
rates  and  charges. 

[a]  In  Iiouisiana,  (1)  an  order  could 
not  formerly  be  suspended  by  an  in- 
junction (Kansas  City  Ey.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road Com.,  106  La.  582,  ao  So.  131) 
but    (2)    under    a    subsequent    amend- 


ment to  the  statute  an  injunction  may 
issue.  McAdams  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co. 
Express,  139  La.  681,  71  So.  945,,  P. 
U.  E.  1916E,  464. 

28.  ifo  constitutloual  right  to  a 
supersedeas  pending  review.  State 
Public  Utilities  Com.  v,  Chicago  &  W. 
T.  E.  Co.,  275  111.  555,  114  N.  E.  325, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  50,  P.  U.  E.  1917B, 
1046. 

[a]  Enforcement  of  an  order  by 
mandamus  pending  its  review  by  the 
courts,  does  not  deprive  a  person  of 
due  process  of  law.  Detroit  &  M.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Michigan  E.  E.  Com.,  240  U.  S.' 
564,  36  Sup.  Ct.  424,  60  L.  ed.  802. 

29.  Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Michigan 
E.  Com.,  178  Mich.  250,  144  N.  W.  689, 
affirmed,  240  U.  S.  564,  36  Sup.  Ct.  424, 
60  L.  ed.   802. 

30.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Notice  of  appeal  need  be  served 
only  upon  the  commission,  under  some 
statutes.  North  Carolina  Corp.  Com. 
V.  Southern  E.  Co.,  151  N.  C.  447,  66 
S.  E.  427. 

31.  New  Orleans  G.  N.  E.  Co.  o. 
Eailroad  Com.,  126  La.  1067,  53  So. 
322. 

[a]  An  appeal  to  a  higher  court 
from  the  judgment  of  a  lower  court 
must  be  perfected  within  the  time  ex- 
pressly limited  by  statute.  Brugier  v. 
Eailroad  Com.,  132  La.  401,  61  So.  415; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  State, 
23   Okla.   192,   99  Pac.   1081. 

32.  See  the  statutes  and  Gulf,  C.  & 
S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  State,  26  Okla.  761, 
110  Pac.  651. 

33.  Wharton  v.  Miller,  83  Okla.  771, 
127  Pac.   1063. 

[a]  An  appeal  from  a  general  order 
not  applicable  to  any  particular  utility, 
can  be  taken  only  by  a  utility  whose 
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utes,  the.  state  may  appeal.'* 

Only  such  persons  as  are  mentioned  in  the  statute  should  be  made 
parties  defendant.^^  Ordinarily,  the  commission  is  a  proper,  or 
necessary,  party  defendant  to  proceedings  for  review,^^  though  under 
some  statutes  it  is  not.^' 

8.  Record  or  Pleadings.  —  The  record  upon  which  the  appeal  is 
heard  is  to  be  made  up,  or  the  pleadings  upon  which  a  trial  de  novo 
is  had  are  to  be  prepared,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
particular  statute.^* 

9.  Hearing  and  Determination.  —  a.  Generally.  —  The  character 
of  the  hearing  is  determined  largely  by  statute.''^ 

b.  Nature  and  Scope  of  Review.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  Generally  a 
statute  cannot  constitutionally  make  the  commission 's  determination  of 
the  facts  conclusive  on  the  courts,*"  though  the  state  constitution  and 


interests  are  directly  affected  by  the 
order.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
State,  26  Okla.  761,  110  Pac.  651. 

[b]  Where  an  order  determines  the 
location  of  a  station  property  owners 
at  other  but  adjacent  places  are  not 
entitled  to  appeal  from  the  order. 
Wharton  v.  Miller,  33  Okla.  77l,  127 
Pac.  1063. 

[c]  A  competing  utility  is  a  party 
aggrieved  by  an  order  granting  a  cer- 
tificate of  public  convenience.  People 
■ex  ret  N.  T.  C.  &  H.  B.  E.  Co.  v. 
Public  Service  Com.,  195  N.  T.  157, 
88  N.  E.  261,  it  may  be  the  relator  in 
certiorari  proceedings. 

Si.  North  Carolina  Corp.  Com.  •». 
Winston-Salem  S.  R.  Co.,  170  N.  C. 
560,  87  S.  E.  785;  North  Carolina  Corp. 
Com.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.,  151  N.  C. 
447,  66  S.  E.  427. 

35.  Gates  l).  Public  Service  Com., 
86  Ore.  442,  167  Pac.  791,  168  Pac. 
939. 

[a]  The  lessor  of  the  party  operat- 
ing a  public  utility  is  not  a  proper 
defendant.  Gates  v.  Public  Service 
Com.,  86  Ore.  442,  167  Pac.  791,  168 
Pac.   939. 

[b]  Upon  an  appeal  from  an  order 
adjudging  a  utility  guilty  of  contempt 
for  the  violation  of  an  order  of  the 
commission,  a  co-defendant  who  was 
acquitted  of  the  charge  is  not  a  proper 
party  respondent.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F. 
R.  Co.  V.  Coyle,  29  Okla.  201,  115  Pac. 
769. 

[c]  Where  an  order  reqiuiring  re- 
payment of  excessive  charges  to  par- 
ticular individuals  is  made,  such  per- 
sons are  necessary  parties  to  an  action 
to  have  the  order  set  aside.  Louisville 
&   N.   R.    Co.    V.   Siler,    186   Fed.    175, 
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afflrmed,  Louisville  &  N.  S.  Co.  v.  Gar- 
rett, 231  U.  S.  298,  319,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
48,  58  L.  ed.  229. 

36.  In  re  Luttgerding,  83  Kan.  205, 
110  Pac.   95. 

37.  Grafton  County  Elec.  L.  &  P. 
Co.  •;;.  State,  77  N.  H.  490,  93  Atl. 
1028;  Boston  &  M.  R.  R.  v.  State,  77 
N.  H.  437,  93  Atl.  306,  P.  U.  R.  1915C, 
25;  the  state  is  the  adverse  party  in 
a  proceeding  involving  rendition  of 
service  by  a  railroad. 

38.  See  the  statutes  and  St.  Louis 
&  S.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Williams,  25  Okla. 
662,  107  Pac.  428. 

[a]  Where  an  order  remanding  the 
case  for  taking  further  evidence  and 
reporting  the  same  to  the  court  has 
fbeen  made,  evidence  taken  upon  a 
collateral  proceeding  pending  the  ap- 
peal may  be  incorporated  in  the  re- 
turn. Hine  v.  Wadlington,  27  Okla. 
285,  111   Pac.   543. 

Bight  of  appellate  court  to  consider 
new  evidence,  see  infra,  X,  K,  9,  c. 

39.  See  the  statutes  and  infra,  this 
section. 

[a]  The  fact  that  a  trial  by  jury 
is  not  provided  for  in  the  courts  does 
not  render  a  statute  unconstitutional. 
Seward  i;.  Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  17 
N.  M.  557,  131  Pac.  980,  46  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  242;  Turner  Creamery  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  36  S.  D. 
310,  154  N.  W.  819,  P.  TJ.  R.  1916A, 
1083,  at  least  where  a  jury  trial  may 
be  had  in  an  action  to  enforce  the  or- 
der of  the  commission. 

40.  U.  S.— Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Minnesota,  134  U.  S.  418,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  462,  33  L.  ed.  970.  Fla.— State 
ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs.  r.  Florirla  East 
Coast  R.  Co.,  72  Fla.  379,  73  So.  171, 
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statutes  may  be  such  as  to  make  the  commission  a  judicial  body  and 
give  conclusive  effect  to  its  findings  of  fact,  so  far  as  the  courts  of 
the  state  are  concerned.*^  In  some  states  the  order  of  the  commission 
is  regarded  as  prima  facie  correct  and  reasonable,  and  the  sole  ques- 
tion for  the  court  to  determine  is  whether  on  the  record  before  it  the 
order  made  is  in  fact  reasonable.*^     In  other  states,  while  the  order 


P.  U.  E.  1917B,  1023.  Mo.— State  ex 
rel.  Columbia  Tel.  Co.  v.  Atkinson, 
271  Mo.  28,  195  S.  W.  741. 

[a]  A  statute  declaring  that  a  fix- 
ing of  the  valuation  of  the  property 
of  a  public  service  corporation  should 
be  conclusive  of  the  fact  would  be 
unoons'titutional.  State  ex  rel.  Colum- 
bia Tel.  Co.  V.  Atkinson,  271  Mo.  28, 
195    S.    W.    741. 

[b]  Orders  of  a  commission  regu- 
lating rates  are  not  res  judicata  upon 
the  matter,  and  binding  upon  the 
courts.  Prentis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
Co.,  211  U.  S.  210,  29  Sup.  Ct.  67, 
53  L.  ed.  150;  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  E. 
Co.  V.   Stevens,  172  Fed.   595. 

[c]  "On  a  writ  of  error  to  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court,  from  a 
state  court,  the  supreme  court  will  re- 
view the  findings  of  fact  either  where 
a  Federal  right  has  been  denied  as 
the  result  of  a  finding  shown  by  the 
record  to  be  without  evidence  to  sup- 
port it  or  where  a  conclusion  of  law  as 
to  a  Federal  right  and  findings  of  fact 
are  so  intermingled  as  to  make  it  nec- 
essary in  order  to  pass  upon  the  Fed- 
eral question  to  analyze  the  facts." 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  North  Dakota, 
236  U.  S.  585,  35  Sup.  Ct.  429,  59  L. 
ed.   735,  P.  U.  E.   19150,  277. 

41.  Pacific  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Eshle- 
man,  166  Cal.  640,  137  Pac.  1119,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915C,  822,  50  L.  Tl.  A.  (N.  S.) 
652.  See  also  Mt.  Konocti  Light  & 
P.  Co.  V.  Thelen,  170  Cal.  468,  150  Pac. 
359,  P.  U.  E.  1915E,  291;  Oro  Elec. 
Corp.  V.  Railroad  Com.,  169  Cal.  466, 
147  Pac.  118,  P.  TJ.  E.  1915C,  191. 

[a]  A  finding  of  the  value  of  the 
property  in  eminent  domain  proceed- 
ings before  the  railroad  commission  is 
conclusive  on  the  courts.  Marin 
Municipal  Water  Dist.  v.  Marin  Wa- 
ter &  Power  Co.,  55  Cal.  Dec.  793. 

[b]  In  Vermont  the  findings  of  the 
commission  have  the  effect  of  reports 
of  special  matters  in  courts  of  equi^^y 
and  are  conclusive  on  appeal.  Wes- 
tern Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Burlington  Trac- 
tion Co.,  90  Vt.  506,  99  Atl.  4,  Ann. 
Cas.  1918B,  841,  P.  U.  K.  19irC,  320. 


42.  V.  S.— Goldfield  Con.  W.  Co.  ». 
Public  Service  Com.  (Fed.),  P.  U.  E. 
1917A,  685.  Ala. — Eailroad  Com.  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  197  Ala.  161, 
72  So.  397,  P,  U.  E.  1916F,  356.  Ark. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Bellamy, 

'  113  Ark.  384,  169  S.   W.  322,  L.'E.  A. 

I  1915D,  91.      Fla.— State   ex  rel.  E.  E. 

I  Comrs.  V.  Florida  East  Coast  E.  Co., 
69  Fla.   165,  67   So.  906;   State  ex  rel. 

,  E.  E.  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  E. 
Co.,  64  Fla.  112,  59  So.  385.  Idaho. 
Coeur  d'Alene  v.  Public  Utilities  Com., 
29  Idaho  508,  160  Pac.  751,  P.  U.  E. 
1917B,  348.  111.— State  Public  Utili- 
ties Com.  V.  Atchison,  T..  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  278  111.  58,  115  N.  E.  904,  holding 
the  provision  of  the  statute  constitu- 
tional. Md. — Pennsylvania  E.  Co.  v. 
Towers,  126  Md.  59,  94  Atl.  330,  Ann. 
Cas.  1917B,  1144,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  398; 
Public  Service  Com.  v.  Northern  C.  E. 
Co.,  122  Md.  355,  388,  90  Atl.  105, 
118.  Mass.— City  of  Fall  Eiver  «. 
Public  Service  Com.,  117  N.  E.  915. 
Mich. — Grand  Eapids  &  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
Michigan  E.  E.  Com.,  188  Mich.  108, 
154  N.  W.  15,  P.  U.  E.  1915F.  805. 
Minn. — Brogger  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.,  M. 
&  O.  E.  Co.,  137  Minn.  338,  163  N.  W. 
662,  164  N.  W.  368;  Schain  v.  Great 
Northern  E.  Co.,  137  Minn.  157,  162 
N.  W.  1079;  State  v.  Great  Northern 
E.  Co.,  135  Minn.  19,  159  N.  W.  1089, 
P.  U.  E.  1917B,  413;  State  v.  Great 
Northern  E.  Co.,  130  Minn.  57,  153 
N.  W.  247,  Ann.  Gas.  1917B,  1201,  P. 
U.  E.  1915D,  467;  In  re  Citizens  of 
Brook  Park,  124  Minn.  533,  144  N.  W. 
771.  Miss. — Mississippi  Eailroad  Com. 
V.  Mobile  &  O.  E.  Co.,  115  Miss.  101, 
75  So.  778,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  828.  Neb. 
Hill  V.  Union  Pac.  E.  Co.,  96  Neb. 
205,  147  N.  W.  681;  Byington  v.  Chi- 
cago, E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  96  Neb.  584, 
148  N.  W.  520;  Chicago,  E.  L  &  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Nebraska  State  Ey.  Com.,  85 
Neb.  818,  124  N.  W.  477,  26  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  444.  See,  State  v.  Fremont, 
E.  &  M.  V.  E.  Co.,  23  Neb.  117,  36 
N.  W.  305.  N.  J.— Public  Service  E. 
Co.  V.  Board  of  Public  Utility  Comrs., 
87  N.  J.  L.  250,  93  Atl,  585,  P.  U.  E. 
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of  the  eommissioii  is  treated  as  prima  facie  correct,  the  court  will  re- 


19150,  224;  Eaaterr  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Board  of  Public  XTtility  Comrs.,  85 
N.  J.  L.  511,  89  Atl.  924.  IT.  Y.— Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  N.  Y.  &  Q.  Gas  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Call,  219  N.  Y.  84,  113  N.  E.  795,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916E,  1042,  P.  U.  B.  1917A, 
553;  In  re  Public  Service  Com.,  177 
App.  Div.  444,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  310. 
But  see  In  re  Rochester,  C.  E.  Traction 
Co.,  118  App.  Div.  521,  102  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1112,  treating  an  order  to  show  cause 
why  an  order  refusing  a  certificate 
of  public  necessity  should  not  be  va- 
cated as  an  original  proceeding.  Ohio. 
Pollitz  V.  Public  Utilities  Com.,  118 
N.  E.  107;  Settle  v.  Public  Utilities 
Com.,  94  Ohio  St.  417,  114  N.  B.  1036, 
P.  U.  E.  1917C,  366;  Hocking  Valley 
E.  Co.  V.  Public  Utilities  Com.,  110 
jST.  E.  952,  P.  U.  E.  1916B,  406.  Pa. 
Borough  of  Mt.  Union  v.  Mt.  Union 
Water  Co.,  256  Pa.  516,  100  Atl.  968, 
affirming  63  Pa.  Super.  337.  S.  D. 
Cahill  V.  Great  Northern  Ey.  Co.,  166 
N.  W.  306.  Tex. — International  & 
G.  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Railroad  Com.,  99  Tex. 
332,  89  S.  W.  961  (affirming  86  S.  W. 
16);  State  V.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ey.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165  S.  W.  491.  Va. 
Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Com.,  104  Va. 
683,  52  S.  E.  390;  Newport  News  & 
O.  P.  Ey.  &  E.  Co.  V.  Hampton  Eoads 
Ey.  &  E.  Co.,  102  Va.  847,  47  S.  E. 
858.  Wis. — Menasha  Woodenware  Co. 
V.  Eailroad  Com.,  166  N.  W.  435;  Du- 
luth  St.  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  161 
Wis.  245,  152  N.  W.  887,  P.  U.  E. 
1915D,  192;  State  ex  rel.  Northern  Pae. 
E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  140  Wis.  145, 
121  N.  W.  919;  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  & 
S.  S.  M.  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  136 
Wis.  146,  116  N.  W.  905,  17  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)    821. 

[a]  Eule  Stated.  —  "The  legisla- 
ture never  intended  that  the!  court 
should  put  iteelf  in  the  place  of  the 
commission,  try  the  matter  anew  as 
an  administrative  body,  substituting 
its  findings  for  those  of  the  commis- 
sion. A  statute  which  so  provided 
would  be  unconstitutional  as  a  delega- 
tion to  the  judiciary  of  nonjudicial 
powers.  .  .  .  The  court  on  ap- 
peal from  the  order  of  the  commission 
must  distinguish  them,  between  the 
legislative  power  to  establish  regula- 
tions and  the  judicial  power  to  deter- 
mine upon  the  reasonableness  of  regu- 
lations already  established.      State  v. 
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Great  Northern  E.   Co.,  130  Minn.  57, 
153  N.  W.  247,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  1201. 

[b]  "The  court  Is  not  to  enquire 
(1)  whether  the  order  is  the  best  so- 
lution of  the  problem  presented,  but 
whether  it  is  unreasonable  or  in  vio- 
lation of  some  constitutional  or  legal 
right  of  the  railroad."  Schain  v. 
Great  Northern  E.  Co.,  137  Minn.  157, 
162  N.  W.  1079.  (2)  A  court  does  not 
"have  the  power  to  determine  that 
the  extension  of  the  relator's  gas 
mains  and  pipes  ordered  by  the  Public 
Service  Commission  was  unreasonable 
in  the  sense  that  it  was  an  unwise 
or  inexpedient  order,  but  only  that 
it  was  unreasonable  if  it  was  an  un- 
lawful, arbitrary,  or  capricious  exer- 
cise of  power."  People  ex  rel.  N.  Y., 
etc.  Co.  V.  MoCall,  219  N.  Y.  84,  113 
N.  E.  795,  Ann.  Cas.  1916E,  1042,  P. 
U.  E.  1917A,  553. 

[c]  The  function  of  the  court  "is 
not  to  determine  whether  the  rate  or 
service  fixed  by  it  [the  commission] 
is  just  and  reasonable,  but  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  order  is  unreason- 
able or  unlawful.  If  the  order  is 
found  by  the  court  to  bfe  such  that 
reasonable  men  might  well  differ  as 
to  its  correctness  it  cannot  be  said  to 
be  unreasonable."  Minneapolis,  fct. 
P.  &  S.  S.  M.  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com., 
136  Wis.  146,  116  N.  W.  905,  17  L. 
E.  A.    (N.  S.)    821. 

[d]  The  determination  of  the  rea- 
sonableness of  the  order  as  against 
constitutional  objections  "nee  essi- 
tates  an  examination  of  the  evidence, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  passing  on  con- 
flicts in  the  testimony,  or  of  deciding 
upon  pure  questions  of  fact  but  .  . 
.  from  an  inspection  of  the  entire 
records  including  the  evidence,  if 
properly  incorporated  therein,  to  de- 
termine whether  what  purports  to  be 
a  finding  upon  questions  of  fact  is  so 
involved  with  and  dependent  upon 
such  questions  of  law  as  to  be  in  sub- 
stance and  effect  a  decision  of  the  lat- 
ter." Washington  ex  rel.  Ore.  E.  & 
Nav.  Co.  V.  Eairchild,  i.^i'V.  S.  510 
32  Sup.  Ct.  535,  56  L.  ed.  863.  And 
see,  Hocking  Vallev  E.  Co.  p.  Public 
Utilities  Com.,  92  Ohio  St.  362,  110 
N.  E.  521,  P.  U.  E.  1916A,  1062. 

[el  Tests  of  Reasonableness. — "Tvo- 
court  or  commentator  has  yet  under- 
taken to  lay  down  a  rule  which  shall 
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examine  the  facts,  weigh  the  evidence  in  order  to  determine  whether 
it  supports  the  findings,  and  then  in  the  light  of  its  own  deductions 
from  the  facts,  determine  whether  the  order  made  was  clearly  un- 
just or  unreasonable.*^     In  still  other  states  where  the  order  of  the 


furnish  a  test  of  what  is  reasonable 
that  will  fit  every  ease.  .  .  . 
Some  things,  however,  are  definitely 
settled.  The  order  may  be  vacated 
as  unreasonable  if  it  is  contrary  to 
some  provision  of  the  Federal  or  state 
constitution  or  laws,  or  if  it  is  be- 
yond the  power  granted  to  the  com- 
mission or  if  it  is  based  on  some  mis- 
take of  law,  or  if  there  is  no  evi- 
dence to  support  it,  or  if,  having  re- 
gard to  the  interest  of  both  the  pub- 
lic and  the  carrier,  it  is  so  arbitrary 
as  to  be  beyond  the  exercise  of  a  rea- 
sonable discretion  and  judgment. 
.  .  .  The  pecuniary  loss  or  profit 
to  the  carrier  in  executing  the  par- 
ticular order  is  an  important  criterion 
in  determining  the  reasonableness  of 
the  order,  but  it  is  not  the  only  one." 
State  V.  Great  Northern  Ey.  Co.,  130 
Minn.  57,  153  N.  W.  247,  Ann.  Caa. 
1917B,  1201. 

[f]  The  phrase  "prima  facie  just 
reasonable  and  correct,"  as  used  in  a 
statute,  "simply  means  that,  in  con- 
sidering the  testimony  and  the  record 
upon  which  the  order  was  based,  the 
presumption  arises  in  the  Supreme 
court  that  the  order  thereon  made  is 
to  be  regarded  as  prima  facie  just,  rea- 
sonable and  correct,  such  presumption 
subject  to  be  overcome  by  evidence 
that  may  be  in  the  record  that  clearly 
rebuts  same."  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.  V.  State,  23  Okla.  210,  100  Pac. 
11,  21   L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   908. 

[g]  General  statutory  provisions 
concerning  the  scope  of  review  on 
certiorari  do  not  have  the  effect  of 
modifying  the  rule  stated  in  the  text. 
People  ex  rel.  N.  Y.  &  Q.  Gas.  Co.  v. 
MeCall,  219  N.  Y.  84,  113  N.  E.  795, 
Ann.  Gas.  1916B,  1042,  P.  U.  E.  1917A, 
553. 

[h]  Where  the  unreasonableness  of 
concurrent  orders  is  complained  of,  the 
court  should  consider  and  determine 
the  validity  or  invalidity  of  each  or- 
der separately;  if  both,  when  so  con- 
sidered, are  valid,  then  their  concur- 
rent effect  should  be  considered  and  de- 
termined. Eailroad  Com.  v.  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  195  Ala.  527,  70  So. 
645,  P.  U,  B.  19160,  451. 


43.  Kan. — Emporia  Tel.  Co.  v.  Pub- 
lic Utilities  Com., ,  97  Kan.  136,  154 
Pac.  262,  P.  U.  E.  1916B,  987;  Union 
Pac.  E.  Co.  V.  Public  Utilities  Com., 
95  Kan.  604,  148  Pac.  667,  P.  U.  E. 
1915D,  377.      La.— Vioksburg,  S.  &  P. 

E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  132  La.  193, 
61  So.  199,  Ann.  Gas.  1914C,  1168.  See 
Texas  &  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Eailroad  Com., 
137  La.  1059,  69  So.  837,  P.  U.  E. 
1916A,  334.  Mo.— State  ex  rel.  St. 
Joseph,  etc..  Go.  v.  Public  Service 
Com.,  272  Mo.  645,  199  S.  W.  999; 
State  ex  rel.  Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Com.,  271  Mo.  155,  196  S.  W. 
369;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Com.,  266  Mo.  333,  181  S.  W. 
61.  N.  H.— Grafton  County  Elec.  L. 
&  P.  Co.  V.  State,  100  Atl.  668;  Graf- 
ton County  -Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  State, 
77  N,  H.  490,  93  Atl.  1028.  N.  M. 
Seward  v.  Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  17 
N.  M.  557,  131  Pac.  980,  46  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  242.  N..  v.— In  re  Minne- 
apolis, St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  E.  Co.,  30 
N.  D.  221,  152  N.  W.  513,  P.  U.  E. 
1915D,  434.  Okla.— Pawhuska  .v. 
Pawkuska  Oi'  &  Gas  Co.,  28  Okla. 
563,  115  Pac.  353,  P.  U.  E.  1917F, 
226;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  State, 
28  Okla.  610,  115  Pac.  770;  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  State,  28  Okla. 
476,   114  Pac.   721;   Atchison,   T.   &   S. 

F.  E.  Co.  V.  State,  23  Okla.  510,  101 
Pac.  262;  Atchison,  T;  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  State,  23  Okla.  210,  100  Pac.  llj 
21  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  908. 

[a]  There  is  a  clear  distinction 
"between  the  weight  to  be  given  to 
the  evidentiary  findings  upon  which 
the  final  judgment  of  the  Commission 
is  based  and  the  final  judgment  itself. 
The  latter  is  not  to  be  set  aside  or 
vacated  unless  clearly  unjust  or  un- 
reasonable, while  the  former  are 
merely  to  be  deemed  prima  facie  law- 
ful and  reasonable."  Grafton  County 
Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  State,  77  N.  H. 
490,    93    Atl.    1028. 

[b]  The  basis  of  the  rule  in  Mis- 
souri, is  that  the  proceeding  is  made 
subject  to  the  rules  affecting  suits  in 
equity  in  which  the  courts  on  appeal 
make  their  own  findings.  State  ex 
r^el,   Wabash   B,    Co.   v.   Public    Serv- 
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commission  is  not  required  to  embody  or  be  accompanied  with  find- 
ings,** or  where  additional  evidence  may  be  received  on  the  hearing,*^ 
the  appeal  is  treated  as  an  original  proceeding  and  the.  trial  is  de 
novo.*^ 

Generally  an  appellate  court  will  not  grant  relief  first  asked  for 
before  it,*'  nor  consider  objections  not  previously  made,**  except  that 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission  to  make  the  order  from  which  an 
appeal  is  taken,  is  always  open.*^  Under  some  statutes,  only  such 
questions  as  were  presented  to  the  commission  by  motion  for  a  re- 
hearing,^" may  be  passed  upon  by  the  court,®^  unless  upon  a  showing 


ice  Com.,  271  Mo.  155,  196  S.  W.  369. 

[c]  The  presumption  that  an  order 
of  the  commission  is  reasonable  applies 
only  to  the  facts  found  by  the  com- 
mission or  that  are  established  by  evi- 
dence upon  which  the  commission 
failed  to  find  a  material  fact  and 
where  .a  fact  material  to  the  rea- 
sonableness of  the  order  is  lacking  in 
the  findings  of  fact  and  is  not  sup- 
plied by  the  evidence,  the  presump- 
tion does  not  arise.  Pioneer  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Westernhaver,  291  Okla. 
429,  118  Pac.  354,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1209;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
V.  Newell,  25  Okla.  502,  106  Pac. 
818;  Missouri,  K.  &  'T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  State, 
24  Okla.  331,  103  Pac.  613;  Chicago, 
E.  I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  State,  24  Okla. 
370,  103  Pac.  617,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)    393. 

[d]  The  public  service  commission 
"is  not  a  legislature"  or  a  court  but 
"simply  a  committee  created  by  the 
legislature  to  make  findings  of  fact 
and  orders  based  on  such  findings 
which,  if  reasonable  and  within  the 
power  of  the  Commission,  may  be  en- 
forced by  the  action  of  the  courts." 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Pub- 
lic Service  Com.  (Mo.),  192  S.  W. 
460,  P.  V.  E.  1917C,  1005. 

44.  See  supra,  X,  J,  1. 

45.  See  infra,  X,  K,  9,  e,  (I). 

46.  Conn. — Turner  v.  Connecticut 
Co.,  91  Conn.  692,  101  Atl.  88;  Eoot 
V.  New  Britain  Gas  Light  Co.,  91  Conn. 
134,  99  Atl.  559,  P.  V.  E.  1917C,  102. 
But  see,  Appeal  of  Norwalk,  89  Conn. 
537,  94  Atl.  988,  P.  TJ.  E.  1915E,  294. 
N.  0. — Corporation  Com.  v.  Seaboard 
Air  Line  E.  Co.,  161  N.  C.  270,  76  S. 
E.  554.  S.  D. — State  ex  rel.  Eice  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  P.  S.  E.  Co.,  31  S.  D. 
547,  141   N.  W.   473. 

47.  Milbank  v.  Dakota  Central  Tel. 
Co.,  37  S.  D.  504,  159  N.  W.  99,  P.  U. 
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E.  1916F,  562,  even  though  the  findings 
of  fact  are  sufScient  to  justify  it. 

48.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Objections  to  the  evidence 
must  have  been  made  at  the  hearing  or 
they  will  be  disregarded,  Eowland  v. 
Boyle,  244  TJ.  S.  106,  37  Sup.  Ct.  577, 
61  L.  ed.  1022,  that  it  was  hearsay. 

[b]  Objections  urged  for  the  first 
term  on  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  be- 
fore the  court,  will  not  be  considered. 
State  ex  rel.  Mo.  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Atkin- 
son, 269  Mo.  634,  192  S.  W.  86,  Ann. 
Cas.  1917E,  987,  L.  E.  A.  1918A,  46, 
P.  TT.  E.  191 70,  971. 

49.  Cal.  —  Clemmons  ».  Eailroad 
Com.,  173  Cal.  254,  159  Pac.  713,  P. 
U.  E.  1916F,  469.  N.  H.— Boston  & 
M.  E.  E.  V.  State,  77  N.  H.  437,  93  Atl. 
306,  P.  U.  E.  1915C,  25.  Wash.— State 
ex_  rel.  Chicago,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Com.,  94  Wash.  274,  162  Pac. 
523,  P.  U.  E.  1917C,  631. 

[a]  But  technical  objections  as  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission 
made  for  the  first  time  on  reporting  to 
the  courts  will  not  be  entertained. 
In  re  Public  Service  Com.,  177  App. 
Div.  444,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  310. 

50.  Motion  for  a  rehearing  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  a  resort  to  the 
courts,  see  supra,  X,  K,  4. 

51.  State  ex  rel.  Buffum  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Public  Service  Com.,  272  Mo.  627,  199 
S.  W.  962  (even  the  rule  applies  to 
constitutional  qusstions) ;  State  ex  rel. 
Mo.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Atkinson,  269  Mo. 
634,  192  S.  W.  86,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B, 
987,  L.  E.  A.  1918A,  46,  P.  U.  B. 
1917C,  971. 

[a]  The  objection  that  an  order  is 
so  vague  and  indefinite  as  not  to  fur- 
nish a  basis  for  intelligent  action  and 
is  therefore  a  denial  of  due  process  of 
law  cannot  be  urged  where  no  re- 
hearing was  prosecuted.  Vandalia  E. 
Co.  V,  Public  Service  Com.,  843  U.  S. 
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of  good  cause,  it  allows  other  matters  to  be  presented."^  Upon  a  re- 
view by  the  courts  of  an  order  of  a  commission  fixing  rates,  the 
reasonableness  of  prior  existing  rates;  is  not  to  be  determined,''^  unless 
the  power  to  determine  this  question  is  expressly  conferred  upon  the 
court,  by  statute.^*  Questions  involving  the  constitutionality  of  stat- 
utes not  directly  involved  by  the  appeal  will  not  be  determined.°° 
A  portion  of  an  order  favorable  to  a  party  who  does  not  appeal  from 
the  order  will  not  be  reviewed.^* 

(II.)  Sufficiency  of  Pleadings.  —  Great  liberality  is  allowed  as  to  the 
form  and  sufficiency  of  the  pleadings  before  the  commission,^'  and 
unless  it  appears  that  the  appellant  was  surprised  or  misled  because 
of  their  insufficiency,  any  defect  in  them  will  be  treated  as  non- 
prejudicial."^ 

(ni.)  On  Certiorari — Upon  certiorari  proceedings  the  court  is  lim- 
ited to  a  determination  of  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  com- 
mission over  the  matter  and  the  regularity^^  of  the  proceedings  before 


255,   37    Sup.    Ct.    93,    61    L.    ed.    276, 
P.  U.  B.  1917B,  1004. 

52.  BoBton  &  M.  E.  R.  v.  State,  77 
N.  H.  437,  93  Atl.  306,  P.  U.  B.  1915C, 
2S. 

53.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Gar- 
rett, 231  U.  S.  298,  313,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
48,  58  L.  ed.  229. 

54.  Prentis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line, 
211  U.  S.  210,  29  Sup.  Ct.  67,  53  L. 
ed.  150. 

55.  Sabre  v.  Eutland  R.  Co.,  86 
Vt.  347,  85  Atl.  693,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C, 
1269. 

[a]  The  validity  of  limitations  on 
the  right  to  produce  only  such  evi- 
dence in  court  in  actions  to  enforce 
orders  of  the  commission,  as  was  pro- 
duced before  the  commission,  will  not 
be  passed  upon  prior  to  the  right  be- 
ing denied  in  the  action.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Finn,  235  U.  S.  601, 
604,  607,  35  Sup.  Ct.  146,  59  L.  ed. 
379,  P.  U.  B.   1915A,  121. 

56.  Mississippi  Bailroad  Com.  v. 
Mobile  &  O.  E.  Co.,  115  Miss.  101,  75 
So.  778,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  828. 

57.  See  supra,  X,  I,  3. 

58.  St.  Louis  &  8.  F.  B.  Co.  v.  Mil- 
ler,  31   Okla.   801,   123   Pac.   1047. 

[a]  Objections  to  the  form  of  the 
pleadings,  liot  made  before  the  com- 
mission, will  be  deemed  to  have  been 
waived.  Boot  v.  New  Britain  Gas 
Light  Co.,  91  Conn.  134,  99  Atl.  559, 
P.  U.  B.   1917C,  102. 

[b]  Failure  to  ask  for  a  continu- 
ance of  the  hearing  is  a  waiver  of 
any  defect  of  this  character.    St.  Louis 


&  S,  F.  E.  Co.  ».  Miller,  31  Okla.  801, 
123  Pac.  1047. 

59.  Ex  parte  Birmingham  (Ala.), 
74  So.  51,  P.  U.  B.  1917C,  667;  Mt. 
Konocti  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Thelen,  170 
Cal.  468,  150  Pac.  359,  P.  U.  B.  1915E, 
291;  Pacific  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Eshle- 
man,  166  Cal.  640,  137  Pac.  1119,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915C,  822,  50  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.) 
652.      See  the  title   "Certiorari." 

[a]  A  determination  of  matters 
not  essential  to  an  adjudication  on  the 
issue  before  the  commission  will  not 
be  compelled  by  a  writ  of  review.  C. 
A.  Hooper  &  Co.  v.  Bailroad  Com., 
175  Cal.  811,  165  Pac.  689. 

[b]  An  order  directing  a  carrier 
to  enforce  against  shippers  certain 
tariff  charges,  cannot  be  reviewed  by 
the  shippers  on  certiorari,  since  the 
order  can  be  enforced  by  the  carrier 
only  by  resort  to  the  courts  and  by 
actions  in  which  the  legality  of  the 
order  can  be  tested.  E.  Clemens 
Horst  Co.  V.  Bailroad  Com.,  175  Cal. 
660,  166  Pac.  804,  P.  U.  B.  1917F, 
893. 

[c]  The  interests  and  rights  of  a 
cily  involved  in  a  proposed  consolida- 
tion of  public  utilities  cannot  be  de- 
termined. Ex  parte  Birmingham 
(Ala.),  74  So.  51,  P.  U.  B.  1917C,  667. 

[d]  The  question  whether  a  certi- 
ficate of  convenience  and  necessity 
must  be  obtained  before  a  public 
utility  can  operate  in  a  municipality 
cannot  be  determined  upon  certiorari 
to  review  the  action  of  the  commis- 
sion in  f'enying  a  certificate.  Valley 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Bailroad  Com.,  171  Cal. 
55,  151  Pac.  740,  P.  IT.  B.  1915F,  872. 
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the  commission,  though  in  some  jurisdictions  a  much  broader  review 
may  be  exercised."" 

e.  Evidence.  —  d-)  In  General.  —  Though  there  must  be  some  evi- 
dence in  support  of  the  commission's  findings  or  order,"^  the  statute 
may  constitutionally  restrict  the  evidence  to  be  considered  upon  a 
judicial  review  of  a  commission's  order,  to  such  evidence  as  was  intro- 
duced on  the  hearing  before  the  commission."^  Under  many  statutes 
it  is  not  contemplated  that  additional  evidence  shall  be  received;"^ 
under  others  additional  evidence  is  proper,"*  as  where  the  proceed- 
ings in  court  are  de  novo,  and  a  hearing  is  to  be  had  and  judgment 
rendered  upon  the  evidence  there  produced."^ 

A  member  of  the  commission  may  be  required  to  testify  as  to  what, 
if  any,  evidence  its  action  was  based  on."" 

Judicial  notice  will  be  taken  of  subsequent  orders  of  the  commis- 
sion in  the  same  case,"^  and  of  such  matters  of  common  and  public 
interest  as  are  judicially  known  by  courts  generally,"^  and  are  material 
to  the  issues  of  the  case  under  review."' 

(II.)  Burden  of  Proof.  —  An  order  of  a  public  service  commission 
which  it  is  sought  to  have  set  aside  by  the  courts  is  prima  facie  reason- 


[e]  Unless  the  proceeding  is  "by 
certiorari  with  a  hill  of  exceptions," 
questions  of  fact  cannot  be  reviewed. 
Mx  parte  Birmingham  (Ala.),  74  So. 
51,  P.  U.  E.  191 7C,  667. 

[f]  A  preliminary  objection  made 
on  the  return  of  an  order  to  show 
cause  why  a  writ  of ,  certiorari  should 
not  issue,  but  not  passed  on  at  that 
time  may  be  renewed  on  the  main 
hearing.  Clemmons  v.  Railroad  Com., 
173  Cal.  254,  159  Pae.  713,  P.  XT. 
E.  1916F,  469. 

60.  Erie  E.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Public 
Utility  Comrs.,  85  N.  J.  L.  420,  89 
Atl.  1001;  People  ea;  rel.  Brooklyn  H. 
E.  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com.,  101 
Misc.  10,  166  N.  T.  Supp.  825. 

61.  See  infra,  X,  K,  9,  c,  (III). 

62.  U.  S. — State  ex  rel.  Ore.  E.  & 
Nav.  Co.  V.  Fairchild,  224  U.  S.  510, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  535,  56.  L,  ed.  863,  such  a 
statute  affords  due.  process  of  law. 
Ky. — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Green- 
brier Dist.  Co.,  170  Ky.  775,  187  S. 
W.  296,  P.  U.  E.  1916P,  508;  Illinois 
Central  E.  Co.  v.  Paducah  Brewery 
Co.,  157  Ky.  357,  163  S.  W.  239.  N. 
M.— Woody  V.  Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co., 
17  N.  M.,686,  132  Pac.  250,  47  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  974;  Seward  v.  Denver  & 
E.  6.  E.  Co.,  17  N.  M.  557,  131  Pac. 
980,  46  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  242,  the  court 
may  remand  the  ease  for  the  taking  of 
further  evidence.  Okla. —  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Levick,  38  Okla. 
746,   134      Pac.    874.       S.    D.— Turner 
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Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
E.  Co.,  36  8.  D.  310,  154  N.  W.  819, 
P.  U.  E.  1916A,  1083.  But  see  State 
ex  rel.  Eice  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  P.  S. 
E.  Co.,  31  S.  D.  547,  141  N.  W.  473. 
Wash. — State  ex  rel.  Ore.  E.  &  Nav. 
Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  52  Wash.  17, 
100  Pac.  179. 

63.  Hooper  Tel.  Co.  v.  Nebraska 
Tel.  Co.,  96  Neb.  245,  147  N.  W.  674; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  P.  E.  Co.  v.  State, 
23  Okla.  210,  100  Pac.  11,  21  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  908.  See  supra,  X,  K,  9,  b, 
(I);   infra,  X,  K,  9,  c,   (III). 

64.  See   the    statutes. 

Transmitting  new  evidence  to  com- 
mission for  its  action,  see  infra,  X, 
K,  10. 

65.  Eoot  V.  New  Britain  Gas  Light 
Co.,  91  Conn.  134,  99  Atl.  559,  P.  IT. 
E.  1917C,  102;  Corporation  Com.  v. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  E.  Co.,  161  N.  C. 
270,  76  S.  E.  554.  See  supra,  X,  K,  9, 
b,  (I). 

66.  Stat©  ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs.  v. 
Florida  East  Coast  E.  Co.,  72  Fla. 
379,  73  So.  171,  P.  XT.  E.  1917B,  1023. 

67.  Morgan's  Louisiana  &  T.  E.  & 
S.  8.  Go.  V.  Isaac  Joseph  Iron  Co., 
243  Fed.  149,  156  C.  C.  A.  15. 

68.  See  Ency.  op  Bv.,  title  "Ju- 
dicial Notice." 

69.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Board  of  Public  Utility  Comrs.,  88 
N.  J.  L.  212,  84  Atl.  702  (progress  of 
sanitpry  science);  St.  Louis  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.  V.  Eeynolds,  26  Okla.  804,  110 
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able  and  valid  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  party  attacking  it/" 
(in.)    Sufficiency  of  Evidence An    administrative    order    indisput- 
ably contrary  to  the  evidence  or  made  without  any  evidence  is  an 
arbitrary  and  illegal  order  and  will  be  set  aside  by  the  courts,'^  the 


Pac.  668,  138  Am.  St.  Eep.  1003  (dis- 
tance between  towns  at  which  sta- 
tions are  located  where  a  new  station 
has  been  ordered;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.  V.  Williams,  25  Okla.  662,  107 
Pac.  428. 

70.  Ala. — Bailroad  Com.'  v.  Ala- 
bama N.  E.  Co.,  182  Ala.  357,  62  So. 
749.  Fla. — State  ex  ret  E.  E.  Comrs. 
V.  Florida  East  Coast  E.  Co.,  72  Fla. 
379,  73  So.  171,  P.  U.  E.  1917B,  1023. 
lU. — State  Public  Utilities  Com.  Vi 
Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.,  267  111. 
93.  107  N.  E.  774,  P.  IT.  E.  1915B, 
879.  Kan. — Union  Pac.  E,  Co.  v.  Pub- 
lic Utilities  Com.,  95  Kan.  604,  148 
Pac.  667,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  377.  La. 
Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Eailroad  Com., 
127  La.  387,  53  So.  660.  Mass.— Fall 
Eiver  v.  Public  Service  Com.,  117  N. 
E.  915.  Mich. — Michigan  State  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Michigan  Eailroad  Com.,  193 
Mich.  515,  161  N.  W.  240,  P.  U.  E. 
19170,  355,  order  directing  the  physi- 
cal connection  of  telephone  systems. 
lyrirm — Schain  v.  Great  Northern  E. 
Co.,  137  Minn.  157,  162  N.  W.  1079; 
Jacobaon  v.  Wisconsin,  M.  &  P.  E.  Co., 
71  Minn.  519,  74  N.  W.  893,  70  Am. 
St.  Eep.  358,  40  L.  E.  A.  389,  affirmed, 
179  U.  S.  287,  21  Sup.  Ct.  115,  45  L. 
ed.  194.  Miss. — Mississippi  Eailroad 
Com.  V.  Mobile  &  O.  E.  Co.,  115  Miss. 
101,  75  So.  778,  Ann,  Cas.  1918B,  828, 
Mont. — State  ex  ret  Board,  etc.  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  53  Mont.  229,  163  Pac.  115, 
P.  U.  E.  1917C,  884.  Ohio.— Hocking 
Valley  E.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities  Com., 
110  N".  E.  952,  P.  U.  E.  1916B,  406; 
Cincinnati  v.  Public  Utilities  Com.,  91 
Ohio  St.  331,  110  N.  B.  461,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916E,  1081,  P.  U.  B.  1916A,  1057. 
Okla. — Oklahoma  Gin  Co.  v.  State,  P. 
U.  E.  191 60,  22;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.  V.  Starte,  23  Okla.  210,  100  Pac. 
11,  21  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  908.  Pa. 
In  re  Belief  Elec.  Light,  H.  &  P.  Co. 
(Pa.  Super.),  P.  U.  B.  1916D,  592. 
Va.T-Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Inter- 
state E.  Co.,  107  Va.  225,  57  S.  E. 
654.  Wis. — Wisconsin  Tel.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road Com.,  162  Wis.  383,  156  N.  W. 
614,  P.  U.  E.  1916D,  212  (order  di- 
recting physical  connection  of  tele- 
phone systems);  Duluth  St.  E.  Co.  v. 


Eailroad   Com.,   161    Wis.    245,   152   N. 

.  W.   887,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  192. 

I  [a]  A  general  rule  promulgated  by 
the  commission  is  presumptively  rea- 
sonable. State  ex  rel  E.  E.  Comrs.  v. 
Florida  E.  C.  E.  Co.,  69  Fla  480,  68 
So.  729,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  105;  State 
ex  ret  E.   E.   Comrs.   v.  Florida  B.   0. 

E.  Co.,  69  Fla.  491,  68  So.  761,  L.  B. 
A.  1918A,  158,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  355. 

[b]  But  on  appeal  by  the  commis- 
sion from  the  judgment  of  a  lower 
court  declaring  an  order  of  a  commis- 
sion to  be  unreasonable,  the  burden  of 
proof  is  upon  the  commission  to  show 
error  in  the  judgment.  State  ex  ret 
Gt.  North.  E.  Co.  v.  Eailroad  Com., 
60   Wash.  2i8,  110  Pac.  1075. 

71.  U.  S.  —  Interstate  Commerce 
Com.  V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  227 
U.  S.  88,  33  Sup.  Ct.  185,  57  L.  ed. 
431.  Ala. — Eailroad  Com.  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.,  197  Ala.  161,  72  So. 
397,  P.  U.  E.  1916P,  356.  Fla.— State 
ex  r^et  E.  E.  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East 
Coast  B.  Co.,  69  Fla.  165,  67  So.  906, 
P.  U.  E.  1915C,  207.  111.— State  Public 
Utilities    Com.    v.    Atchison,    T.    &    8. 

F.  E.  Co.,  279  in.  194,  116  N.  E.  696. 
Ky. — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Green- 
brier Dist.  Co.,  170  Ky.  775,  187  S. 
W.  296,  P.  U.  E.  1916P,  508.  N.  J. 
West  Jersey  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Board  of 
Public  Utility  Comrs.,  87  N.  J.  L. 
170,  94  Atl.  57,  P.  U.  E.  191 5D,  847. 
Wash. — State  ex  ret  Gt.  Northern  E. 
Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  60  Wash.  218, 
110    Pac.    1075, 

[a]  As  to  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  investigation  required  to  be  made, 
see,  Louisiana  E.  Comm.  v.  Cumber- 
land Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  212  U.  S.  414, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  357,  53  L.  ed.  577,  revers- 
ing 156  Fed.  823. 

[b]  The  Interstate  commerce  com- 
mission is  subject  to  this  rule.  In- 
terstate Commerce  Com.  v.  Union  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  222  U.  S.  541,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
108,  56  L.  ed.  308. 

[c]  The  "due  process"  provision 
of  the  14th  amendment  may  be  suffi- 
cient to  impose  the  operation  of  this 
principle  upon  state  commissions.  See 
Louisville   &  N.   E.   Co.   v.   Finn,   235 

Vol,  XXI 


948 


PUBLIC  SERVICE  COBPOBATIONS 


question  being^^  in  each  case  whether  the  order  is  reasonable  and  just 


U.  S.  601,  604,  607,  35  Sup.  Ct.  146, 
59  L.  ed.  379,  P.  U.  R.  1915A,  121. 

[d]  A  recital  in  an  order  that  "no 
testimony  was  taken"  renders  the  or- 
der void  upon  its  face  and  unenforce- 
able as  the  recital  destroys  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  orders  of  a  commis- 
sion are  made  upon  proper  evidence. 
Eailroad  Com.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  197  Ala.  161,  72  So.  397,  P.  U.  R. 
1916F,  356. 

72.  As  to  scope  of  review,  see 
supra,  X,  K,  9,  b,   (I). 

[a]  Reasonableness  a  Judicial 
Question. — Fla. — State  ex  r-el.  E.  R. 
Comrs.  V.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co., 
69  Fla.  165,  67  So.  906,  P.  U.  R.  1915C, 
207.  Kan. — State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.,  76  Kan.  467,  92 
Pac.  606.  Minn. — State  v.  Great  Nor- 
thern R.  Co.,  130  Minn.  57,  153  N.  W. 
247,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  1201,  P.  U.  R. 
1915D,  467. 

[b]  An  order  (1)  requiring  the 
constrU'Ctiou  of  a  new  station  is  un- 
reasonable where  there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  repairs  and  alterations 
would  not  remedy  the  defects  of  which 
complaint  is  made.  State  ex  rel.  Wa- 
bash R.  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com., 
271  Mo.  155,  196  S.  W.  369;  St.  Louis, 
L  M.  &  So.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  28  Okla. 
372,  111  Pac.  396,  114  Pac.  1096.  (2) 
As  to  reasonableness  of  such  orders, 
.generally,  see:  Fla. — State  or  rel. 
E.  E.  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R. 
Co.,  69  Fla.  165,  67  So.  906,  P.  U.  E. 
1915C,  207;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eailroad  Comrs,  63  Fla.  491,  50 
So.  543,  44  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  189.  Minn. 
State  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  135 
Minn.  19,  159  N.  W.  1089,  P.  IT.  R. 
1917B,  413.  N.Y.— People  ra  rel.  Long 
Island  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Com., 
173  App.  Div.  780,  160  N.  T.  Supp.  63, 
P.  U.  R.  1916E,  475.  Okla.— Kansas 
City  Southern  Ry.  Co.  v.  Eedwine,  43 
Okla.  610,  143  Pac.  847.  Tex.— Rail- 
road Com.  V.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  G.  E. 
Co.,  102  Tex.   393,  117   S.   W.   794. 

[c]  Evidence  to  support  order  for 
construction  of  a  union  station,  see 
the  following  cases:  Ala. — Railroad 
Com.  V.  Alabama  Great  Southern  R. 
Co.,  185  Ala.  354,  64  So.  13,  L.  R.  A. 
191.5D,  98;  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Alabama 
Northern  R.  Co.,  182  Ala.  357,  62  So. 
749.  Pla. — State  ex  rel.  R.  E.  Comrs. 
47.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.,  67  Fla. 
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441,  63  So.  729.  N.  C— Corporation 
Com.  V.  Seaboard  Air  Line  E.  Co.,  161 
N.  C.  270,  76  S.  E.  554.  Tex.— State 
V.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ey.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  199  S.   W.  829. 

[d]  Reasonableness  of  an  order  re- 
quiring the  establishment  or  reestab- 
lishment  of  a  station,  or  the  stopping 
of  trains  at  a  station  is  to  be  deter- 
mined in  view  of  a  consideration  of 
the  interests  of  both  the  railroad  and 
the  public.  Ark. — St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Bellamy,  113  Ark.  384, 
169  8.  W.  322,  L.  E.  A.  1915D,  91. 
La. — Vicksburg,  S.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Railroad  Com.,  132  La.  193,  61  So. 
199,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  1168.  Minn. 
Brogger  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  &  O. 
R.  Co.,  137 'Minn.  338,  163  N.  W.  662, 
164  N.  W.  368  (where  the  existing  sta- 
tion was  beyond  the  territorial  limits 
of  a  village);  State  err  rel.  R.  &  W. 
Com.  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  123 
Minn.  463,  144  N.  W.  155.  Neb. 
Hill  V.  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.,  96  Neb. 
205,  147  N.  "W.  681;  Chicago,  R.  L  &  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Nebraska  State  Ey.  Com., 
85  Neb.  818,  124  N.  W.  477,  26  L.  E. 
E.  (N,  S.)  444.  N.  J.— Delaware,  L. 
&  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Board  of  Eailroad 
Comrs.,  79  N.  J.  L.  154,  74  Atl.  269. 
Okla.— Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  «7. 
State,  28  Okla.  465,  114  Pac.  722; 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  State,  24 
Okla.  331,  103  Pac.  613.  Va.— Clay- 
ville  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.,  113 
Va.  356,  76  S.  E.  942. 

[e]  Order  making  changes  in  train 
service,  see  the  following  cases:  U. 
S. — Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  North 
Carolina  Corp.  Com.,  206  U.  S.  1,  27 
Sup.  Ct.  585,  51  L.  ed.  933,  11  Ann. 
Cas.  398;  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Van  Santwood,  216  Fed.  252.  Ala. 
Railroad  Com.  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.,  195  Ala.  527,  70  So.  645,  P.  U. 
R.  1916C,  451.  Colo.— Colorado  &  8. 
E.  Co.  V.  State  Railroad  Com.,  54  Colo. 
64,  129  Pac.  506.  Fla.— State  ex  rel. 
E.  R.  Comrs.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co., 
62  Fla.  315,  57  So.  175.  Kan.— State 
ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co., 
76  Kan  467,  92  Pac.  606.  La.— Texas 
&  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Railroad  Com.,  127  La. 
387,  53  So.  660.  Minn.— Schain  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  137  Minn.  157, 
162  N.  W.  1079;  State  v.  Great  Nor- 
thern R.  Co.,  130  Minn.  57,  153  N.  W. 
247,  Ann.   Cas.   1917B,  1201,  P.  IT.   R. 
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in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  not  whether  the  order 


1915D,  467,  order  compelling  operation 
of  a  Sunday  train,  reversed.  Mo. 
State  ex  rel.  Mo.  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Atkin- 
son, 269  Mo.  634,  192  S.  W.  86,  Ann. 
Cas.  1017E,  987,  L.  E.  A.  1918A,  46, 
P.  U.  E.  19170,  971,  sleeping  car  serv- 
ice. IT.  D. — In  re  Minneapolis,  St. 
P.  &  S.  S.  M.  E.  Co.,  30  N.  D.  221, 
152  N.  W.  513,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  434. 
Ohio. — Hocking  Yalley  E.  Co.  v.  Pub- 
lic Utilities  Com.,  92  Ohio  St.  362, 
110  N.  E.  521,  P.  V.  E.  1916A,  1062. 
Okla. — Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
State^  28  Okla.  610,  115  Pac.  770; 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ev.  Co.  V.  State,  23 
Okla.  524,  -101  Pac.  258.  Wash. 
Puget  Sound  Tr.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Com.,  170  Pac.  1014  (of  street 
car  company) ;  State  ex  rel.  6t.  Nor- 
thern E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Comm.,  60 
Wash.  218,  110  Pac.  1075. 

[f]  Order  relating  to  intersecting 
raUroad  crossings,  see  the  following 
cases:  Ind. — -Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St. 
L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Hunt,  171  Ind.  189,  86 
N.  E.  328.  Kan. — State  v.  Chicago,  B. 
&  Q.  E.  Co.,  85  Kan.  649,  118  Pac. 
872.  Va.— Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Interstate  E.  Co.,  107  Va.  225,  57  S. 
E.  654.  Wash.— State  ex  rel.  Gt.  Nor- 
thern E.  ,Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com., 
81    Wash. '  275,  142   Pac.   684. 

[g]  Order  requiring  construction  of 
side  track  or  private  switch,  see  the 
following  cases:  Ark. — St.  Louis,  I. 
M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  V.  State,  99  Ark.  1,  136 
S.  W.  938.  Minn. — State  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  115  Minn.  51,  131 
N.  W.  859.  Ore. — Southern  Pac.  Co. 
V.  Eailroad  Com.,  60  Ore.  400,  119 
Pac.  727.  Tex. — Grosbyton-South- 
plains  E.  Co.  «.  Eailroad  Com.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  169  S.  W.  1038.  Wis. 
Menasha  Woodenware  Co.  v.  Eailroad 
Com.,   166  N.  W.   435. 

[h]  Orders  Relating  to  Public 
Health  and  Sanitation. — ^Erie  E.  Co. 
V.  Board  of  Public  Utility  Comrs.,  85 
N.  J.  L.  420,  89  Atl.  1001;  Dela- 
ware, L.  &  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Board  of  Pub- 
lic Utility  Comra.,  83  N.  J.  L.  212, 
84  Atl.  702,  order  requiring  sanitary 
drinking  cups. 

[i]  Orders  Extending  Street  Ball- 
way  Service. — Cincinnati  v.  Public 
Utilities  Com.,  91  Ohio  St.  331,  110 
N.  E.  461,  Ann.  Cas.  1916E,  1081,  P. 
U.  E.  1916A,  1057. 

[j]    Evidence    in    Proceedings     to 


Compel    Extension     of     Gas     Service. 

People  ex  rel.  N.  Y.  &  Q.  Gas.  Co.  v. 
McCall.  219  N.  Y.  84,  113  N.  B.  795, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916E,  1042,  P.  U.  E.  1917A, 
553. 

[k]  Order  requiring  physical  con- 
nection of  utilities,  see:  Seaboard 
Air  Line  Ey.  v.  Eailroad  Com.,  206 
Fed.  181;  Wisconsin  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Eailroad  Com.,  162  Wis.  383,  156  N. 
W.  614,  P.  U.  E.  1916D,  212,  telephone 
systems. 

[]]  Order  Requiring  Railroad  to 
Install  Telegraph  Service. — St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Newell,  25  Okla. 
502,  106  Pac.  818;  Chicago,  E.  I.  & 
Pac.  E.  Co.  V.  State,  24  Okla.  370,  103 
Pac.  617,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   393. 

[m]  Orders  as  to  issue  of  capital 
stock  or  bonds,  see:  Kan. — Kansas 
City,  K.  V.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Bristow, 
101  Kan.  557,  167  Pac.  1138.  N.  H. 
Grafton  County  Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
State,  100  Atl.  668.  N.  Y.— Matter 
of  Watertown  Gas  Light  Co.,  127  App. 
Div.  462,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  486.  Ohio. 
Pollitz  V.  Public  Utilities  Com.,  118 
N.  E.  107.  Wis.— Citizens'  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Eailroad  Com.,  157  Wis.  498,  li6 
N.  W.  798. 

[n]  Sufficiency  of  Evidence  On 
Application  For  Oertiflcate  of  Public 
Convenience  and  Necessity. — In  re 
Buffalo  Frontier  Ter.  E.  Co.,  131  Apy. 
Div.  503,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  483;  In  re 
Eochester,  C.  E.  Traction  Co.,  118 
App.  Div.   521,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  1112. 

[o]  Existence  of  a  puMic  necessity 
(1)  is  not  to  be  determined  by  the 
number  of  people  asking  for  relief. 
State  ex  rel.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
Public  Serv.  Com.,  95  Wash.  376,  163 
Pac.  1143,  166  Pac.  793.  '  (2  )  The 
words  "convenience"  and  "neces- 
sity" are  not -synonymous.  "The  word 
'convenience'  is  much  broader  and 
more  inclusive  than  the  word  'neces- 
sity.' "  Most  things  that  are  neces- 
sities are  also  conveniences,  but  not 
all  conveniences  are  necessities.  Wis- 
consin Tel.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  162 
Wis.  383,  156  N.  W.  614,  P.  U.  E. 
1916D,  212. 

[p]  Order  Requiring  Sunday  Serv- 
ice.— Twin  Valley  Telephone  Co.  v. 
Mitchell,  27  Okla.  388,  113  Pac.  914, 
Ann.  Cas.  19120,  582,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  235. 

[q]    The   cost   of   an   improvement 
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is  so  unreasonable  as  to  amount  to  a  taking  of  property.''  Orders 
fixing  and  regulating  rates  fall  within  this  rule  in  most  jurisdictions  ;'* 
except  where  they  are  attacked  in  equity.'"' 

Clear  and  satisfactory  evidence  is  required  to  justify  the  setting 
aside  of  a  commission's  order." 


ordered  to  be  made  is  to  be  considered 
but  is  not  the  sole  test  of  the  reason- 
ableness of  an  order.  Chicagb,  E.  I. 
&  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Nebraska  State  Ey. 
Com.,  85  Neb.  818,  124  N.  W.  477,  26 
,L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  444;  Puget  Sound 
Tr.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com. 
(Wash.),  170  Pac.  1014. 

73.  La.— Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road  Com.,  127  La.  387,  53  So.  660. 
Okla.— Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  State,  23  Okla.  510,  101  Pac.  262, 
21  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  908.  Tex.— Eail- 
Toad  Com.  v.  Houston  &  T.  C.  E.  Co., 
90  Tex.  340,  38  S.  W.  750. 

74.  Kan. — ^TJnion  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Pub- 
lic trtilities  Com.,  95  Kan.  604,  148 
Pac.  667,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  377.  Md. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.  v.  Towers,  126 
Md.  59,  94  Atl.  330,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B, 
1144,  P.  TJ.  E.  1915D,  398.  Mich. 
Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Michigan  E. 
Com.,  171  Mich.  335,  137  N.  W.  329. 
N.  J.— Collingswood  Sewerage  Co.  v. 
Borough  of  Collingswood  (N.  J.  L.), 
102  Atl.  901. 

[a]  Reasonableness  under  the  eri- 
dence  of  orders  fixing  rates;  see:  111. 
State  Public  Utilities  Com.  v.  Chicago, 
&  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  279  111.  110,  116  N.  E. 
620.  Ohio. — Hocking  Valley  E.  Co. 
V.  Public  Utilities  Com.,  110  N.  E.  952, 
P.  U.  E.  1916B,  406.  Okla.— Pawhu- 
ska  V.  Pawhusta  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  28 
Okla.  563,  115  Pac.  353,  P.  V.  E. 
1917F,  226;  Oklahoma  Gin  Co.  v.  State, 
P.  U.  E.  1916C,  22.  S.  D.— Turner 
Creamery  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
E.  Co.,  36  S.  D.  310,  154  N.  W.  819, 
P.  U.  E.  1916A,  1083.  Tex.— Eailroad 
Com.  V.  Weld,  96  Tex.  394,  73  S.  W. 
529.  Wis.— Duluth  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road Com.,  161  Wis.  245,  152  N.  W. 
887,  P.  U.  E.  19151),  192,  street  rail- 
way fares. 

75.  See  infra,  X,  L. 

76.  Ala. — Eailroad  Com.  v.  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  195  Ala.  527, 
70  So.  645,  P.  U.  E.  1916C,  451;  Eail- 
road Com.  V.  Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co., 
185  Ala.  354,  64  So.  13,  L.  E.  A.  1915D, 
98.  Colo. — Garwood  v,  Colorado  &  S. 
Ey.  Co.  (Dist.  Ct.  Div.  2),  P.  U.  E. 
1916A,  911.     Fla.— State  ex  rel.  E.  E. 
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Comrs.  V.  Florida  East  Coast  E.  Co., 
72  Fla.  379,  73  So.  171,  P.  U.  E.  1917B, 
1023;  State  ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs.  v. 
Florida  East  Coast  E.  Co.,  69  Fla.  473, 
68  So.  727;  State  ex  rel.  E.  E.  Comrs. 
V.  Atlantic  Coast  Lme  E.  Co.,  64  Fla.- 
469,  60  So.  186.  Ind.— Pittsburgh,  C. 
C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Hunt,  171  Ind. 
189,  86  N.  E.  328.  Mich.— Briggs  v. 
Cass  Circuit  Judge,  178  Mich.  28,  144 
N.  W.  501.  Miss. — Mississippi  Eail- 
road Com.  V.  Mobile  &  O.  E.  Co.,  115 
Miss.  101,  75  So.  778,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B, 
828.  Neb.— Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Go. 
V.  Nebraska  State  Ey.  Com.,  85  Neb. 
818,  124  N.  W.  477,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  444.  Tex. — Pecos  &  N.  T.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
193  S.  W.  770;  State  v.  St.  Louis  S. 
W.  Ey.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  165  S. 
W.  491.  Wash. — State  ex  rel.  Great 
Northern  E.  Co.  ■».  Public  Service 
Com.,  81  Wash.  275,  142  Pac.  684; 
State  ex  rel.  Gt.  North.  E.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road Coin.,  60  Wash.  218,  110  Pac. 
1075.  Wis. — Menasha  Woodenware 
Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  166  N.  W.  435; 
Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Eailroad 
Com.,  161  Wis.  122,  152  N.  W.  859, 
P.  U.  E.  1915D,  336;  Citizens'  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  157  Wis.  498, 
146  a.  W.   798. 

[a]  "The  quantum  of  proof  re- 
quired to  establish  that  the  order 
of  the  commission  is  ufireasonaEle  is 
more  than  a  mere  preponderance  as 
in  an  ordinary  case.  The  evidence 
must  outweigh  that  offered  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  it  must  be  of  the  same 
clear  and  satisfactory  nature  as  that 
required  in  other  cases  where  pre- 
sumptions of  validity  attach  to  the 
instrument  sought  to  be  set  aside  or 
to  the  transaction  sought  to  be  de- 
clared void."  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Nebraska  State  Ey.  Com.,  85 
Neb.  818,  124  N.  W.  477,  26  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   444. 

[b]  Two  different  rules  of  evidence 
which  amount  to  a  taking  of  property 
without  due  process  of  law  are  not 
created  by  a  statute  which  provides 
that  the  findings  of  a  commission  are 
prima  facie  correct  and  shall  not  be 
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On  an  appeal  to  a  higher  court  from  a  judgmfint  of  a  lower  court 
holding  an  order  of  a  commission  to  be  unreasonable,  the  general  rule 
applicable  to  appeals  prevails  and  the  judgment  appealed  from  will 
be  upheld  if  the  evidence  tends  reasonably  to  support  it/^  though 
there  are  authorities  which  refuse  to  follow  this  rule.''^ 

10.  Judgment  or  Determination.  —  Where  the  court  finds  error  in 
the  action  of  the  commission  it  may  remand  the  ease  for  such  fur- 
ther proceedings  as  may  be  proper.'^  An  order  which  is  separable 
in  its  nature  may  be  affirmed  in  part  and  reversed  in  part.*"  Where 
new  evidence  has  been  introduced,  some  statutes  provide  for  its  trans- 
mission to  the  commission  and  a  limited  opportunity  for  recon- 
sideration by  that  body  before  the  court  renders  its  judgment.*^  The 
general  rules  as  to  the  conclusiveness  and  effect  of  judgments,*^  are 

set  aside   except  upon  clear   evidence.    Commissioners  ought  not  to  be  lightly 
State  Public  Utilities  Com.  v.  Chicago    undertaken. ' '     Union    Pac. '  R.    Co.    v. 
&  W.   T.   E.   Co.,  275   111.   555,   114  N.    Public    Utilities     Com.,     95   Kan.   604, 
E.  325,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  50,  P.  U.  E.  ■  148  Pac.  667,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  377. 
1917B,   1046.  I      79.     Baltimore  &  O.  K.  Co.  v.  Com., 

77.     Mississippi     Eailroad     Oom.    v.  \  110  Va.  215,  65  S.  B.  528,  where  nee- 
Mobile    &    O.    E.    Co.,    115    Miss.    101, '  essary  party  was  not  made  a  party. 
75  So.  778,  Ann.  Cas.  191 8B,  828.  j      [a]     Where  the  commission  fails  to 

[a]  "Weight  naturally  attaches  to  find  on  material  issues  and  dismisses 
the  opinion  of  the  judge  who  heard  the  the  petition  the  court  may  remand  the 
ease."  Eowland  v.  Boyle,  244  U.  8.  case  for  further  findings.  Grafton 
106,  37   Sup.   Ct.   577,  61  L.   ed.   1022.    County  Eleo.  L.  &  P.  Co.  w.  State,  77 


[b]  In  New  York  a  judgment  of 
the  appellate  division,  setting  aside 
an  order  of  the  public  service  com- 
mission, is  not  reviewable  by  the  court 


N.  H.  490,  93  Atl.  1028. 

[b]  Harmless  Error. — If  error  in 
the  proceedings  before  the  commission 
can   be   reasonably   said   to    have    in- 


of  appeals.  People  ex  rel.  N.  Y.  &  Q.  flieted  no  injury  upon  the  party,  the 
Gas  Co.  V.  McCall,  219  N.  Y.  84,  113  order  of  the  commission  will  not  be 
N.  E.   795,  Ann.   Cas.   1916B,  1042.        j  reversed.       Missouri,   K.    &   T.   E.   Co. 

78.  Union  Pac.  E.  'Co.  v.  Public  |  v.  State,  24  Okla.  331,  103  Pac.  613, 
Utilities  Com.,  95  Kan.  604,  148  Pac.  '  erroneous  admission  of  incompetent 
667,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  377;  State  v.  St.  evidence  where  there  is  other  oompe- 
Louis  S.  W.  Ey.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),    tent  evidence. 

165  S.  W.  491.  But  see  Board  of  Eail- ,  80.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
road  Comrs.  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  I  Williams,  25  Okla.  662,  107  Pac.  428. 
71  Kan.  193,  80  Pac.  53.  I      Limitations     on     the     character     of 

[a]  Reasons  for  Not  Following  judgment  the  court  may  render,  see 
General    Rule. — "Ordinarily   the   facta    sttpra,  X,  K,  3. 

are  established  in  the  district  court  I  81.  La — Morgan  'a  L.  &  T.  E.  &  S. 
for  the  first  time.  In  freight  rate  S.  Co.  v.  Eailroad  Com.,  138  La.  377, 
cases  the  facts  are  first  developed,  and  70  So.  332,  P.  U.  E.  1916B,  ^56.  Mich, 
established  before  the  Public  Utili-  Briggs  v.  Cass  Circ.  Judge,  178  Mich, 
ties      Commission.  That      body      is    28,  144  N.  W.  501,  failure  to  do  so  ren- 

equipped  with  statisticians,  account-  ders  the  judgment  invalid.  N.  H. 
ants,  engineers  and  other  assistants.  '  Grafton  County  Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
The  commissioners  live  in  an  atmos-  State,  77  N.  H.  490,  93  Atl.  1028. 
phere  where  freight  rates  are  studied,  Wis.^— Duluth  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Eailroad 
debated  and  discussed  the  whole  year  Com.,  161  Wis.  245,  152  N.  W.  887, 
round.  When  its  orders  come  up  for  P.  U.  E.  1915D  192. 
review  in  the  courts,  the  time  for  pre-  i  [a]  Such  a  Statute  Applies  to  Exist- 
sentation  and  consideration  is  limited  ing  Suits. — Morgan's  L.  &  T.  E.  &  S. 
by  the  myriad  of  other  cases  involv-  S.  Co.  v.  Eailroad  Com.,  138  La.  377, 
in?  every  other  branch  of  the  law;  70  So.  332,  P.  U.  E.  1916B,  356. 
and  the  substitution  of  the  court's  82.  See  the  titles  "Judgments;" 
judgment    for    the    judgment    of   the    "Res  Judicata." 
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equally  applicable  to  judgments  of  this  class.*' 

L.  Suits  in  Equity.  —  1.  In  General.  —  A  suit  in  equity  may  be 
maintained  to  determine  the  reasonableness,  under  the  limitations  of 
the  constitution,  of  an  order  of  a  public  service  commission,^*  or  of 
a  statute  or  ordinance  fixing  a  rate  or  otherwise  regulating  the  affairs 
of  a  public  utility,*^  or  the  legality  of  the  proceedings  by  which  a 
rate,  order,  or  regulation  was  established,^^  and  it  is  the  remedy  best 
adapted  to  that  end.^'    The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  rests  upon  its 


83.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Judgmeult  ordering  a  refund  by 
one  telegraph  company  to  another  on 
intrastate  messages  is  not  conclusive 
as  to  the  rights  to  a  refund  on  inter- 
state messages,  that  matter  not  having 
been  litigated.  In  re  Postal  Tel.-Cable 
Co.,  169  App.  Div.  382,  154  N.  Y.  Supp. 
997,  P.  U.  E.  1915F,  643. 

[b]  A  judgment  of  a  state  court  de- 
termining the  confiscatory  character  of 
rates  is  res  judicata  of  that  question 
in  the  federal  courts.  Detroit  &  M. 
R.  Co.  V.  Michigan  R.  R.  Com.,  235 
U.  S.  402,  35  Sup.  Ct.  126,  5&  L.  ed. 
288. 

Conclusiveness  of  orders  of  the  com- 
mission, see  supra,  X,  J,  2,  b. 

84.  U.  S.— Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Garrett,  231  IT.  S.  298,  311,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
48,  58  L.  ed.  229;  Love  v.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  185  Fed.  321,  107  C. 
C.  A.  403.  Ark. — Rowland  v.  Saline 
River  Ry.  Co.,  177  8.  W.  896.  Colo. 
Montezuma  tJounty  v.  Montezuma  W. 
&  L.  Co:,  39  Colo.  166,  89  Pac.  794. 
Ky. — Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Green- 
brier Dist.  Co.,  170  Ky.  775,  187  S.  W. 
296,  P.  U.  R.  1916F,  508.  Minn.— State 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  130 
Minn.  144,  153  N.  W.  320,  L.  R.  A. 
1916B,  764,  P.  V.  R.  1915D,  797;  St. 
Paul  Book  &  S.  Co.  v.  St.  Paul  Gas- 
light Co.,  130  Minn.  71,  153  N.  W. 
262,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  286,  L.  R.  A. 
1918A,  384,  P.  IT.  E.  1915D,  474.  Miss. 
Mississippi  Railroad  Com.  v.  Mobile  & 
O.  R.  Co.,  115  Miss.  101,  75  So.  778, 
Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  828. 

[a]  "The  rule  is  that,  who.e  a 
tribunal  such  as  a  Board  of  Railway 
Commissioners  exceeds  its  powers  and 
issues  an  arbitrary  and  unreasonable 
order,  an  injunction  is  a  proper  remedy 
to  curb  the  abuse  of  power."  Row- 
land V.  Saline  River  Ry.  Co.  (Ark.), 
177  S.  W.  8Hfi. 

(bj  A  suit  to  enjoin  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  rate  fixed  by  a  commission 
is  not  bad  "as  an  attempt  to  enjoin 
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legislation    or    as    a     suit     against     a 
state."    Prentis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
E.  Co.,  211  U.  S.  210,  230,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
I  67,  53  L.  ed.  150. 

[c]  The  Suit  Is  Not  To  Be  Treated, 
as  One  Against  a  State. — Prout  v. 
Starr,  188  V.  S.  537,  23  Sup.  Ct.  398," 
47  L.  ed.  584;  Eeagin  v.  Farmers'  Loan 
&  Trust'  Co.,  154  TJ.  S.  362,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  1047,  38  L.  ed.  1014;  Louisville  & 
N.  R.  Co.  V.  Railroad  Com.,  157  Fed. 
944;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Railroad 
Comrs.,  63  Fla.  461,  58  So.  543,  44  L. 
R.  A.   (N.   S.)   189. 

[d]  Whether  the  suit  in  equity  (1) 
is  regarded  as  a  direct  attack  upon  the 
order  (Pioneer  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  State, 
40  Okla.  417,  138  Pac.  1033),  or  (2) 
as  a  collateral  attack  (Sayers  v.  Mont- 
pelier  &  W.  R.  R.  R.,  90  Vt.  201,  97 
Atl.  660,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  1050,  P.  IT. 
R.  1916E,  508;  Bessette  v.  Goddard, 
87  Vt.  77,  88  Atl.  1),  is  immaterial  as 
far  as  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is 
concerned. 

85.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v.  New 
York,  157  Fed.  849;  St.  Paul  Book  & 
S.  Co.  V.  St.  Paul  Gaslight  Co.,  130 
Minn.  71,  153  N.  "W".  262,  Ann.  Gas. 
1916B,  286,  L.  R.  A.  1918A,  384,  P.  U. 
R.  1915D,  474. 

86.  Dallas  v.  Dallas  Consol.  Elec. 
St.  Ry.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W. 
76,  rate  fixed  by  an  initiative  ordi- 
nance. 

87.  Ex  parte  Young,  209  TJ.  S.  123, 
163,  28  Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714, 
13  L.  R.  A.   (N.  S.)  932. 

[a]  "Such  remedy  is  undoubtedly 
the  most  convenient,  the  most  compre- 
hensive and  the  most  orderly  in  which 
the  rights  of  all  parties  can  be  prop- 
erly, fairly  and  adequately  passed 
upon. ' '  Ex  parte  Young,  209  TJ.  S.  123, 
166,  28  Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714,  13 
L.  R.  A.   (N.  S.)   932. 

rbl    The  rule  that  equity  will  not 

enioin  prosecutions  for  violation  of  a 

.  criminal  statute,  does  not  apply  to  this 

I  class  of  actions.    Southern  Pac.  Co.  v. 
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power  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  actions  or  irreparable  injury,'^  and 
the  inadequacy  of  the  remedy  at  law.^'  In  the  absence  of  these 
elements  a  court  of  equity  will  not  act.®" 

2.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  Unless  the  commission  is  dealing  with 
a  subject  matter  beyond  its  power  and  as  to  which  no  regulation  would 
be  valid,"^  its  order  cannot  be  reviewed  in  equity  until  passed  upon 
by  the  legislative  body  which  has  the  final  determination  of  the  mat- 
ter,^^  or  until  the  right  to  ask  for  a  rehearing  has  been  exercised.^^ 
But  it  is  not  necessary  to  wait  until  the  commission  takes  steps  to 
enforce  the  order.®* 

3.  In  State  or  Federal  Court.  —  In  accordance  with  the  general 
rules  governing  the  jurisdiction  of  United  States  courts,'^  federal 
equity  courts  have  authority  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  orders  or 
regulations  of  a  state  public  service  eommission,""  on  constitutional 


California  E.  Comrs.,  78  Fed.  236.    See 
supra,  VIII. 

[e]  That  the  rate  fixed  has  been 
put  into  operation  by  the  utility  does 
not  prevent  its  maintaining  the  suit. 
Allen  V.  Sf.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co., 
230  U.  S.  553,  33  Sup.  Ct.  1030,  57  L. 
ed.  1625. 

88.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v.  New 
York,  157  Fed.  849;  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Dey,  35  Fed.  866,  1  L.  E.  A. 
744;  Gainesville  Gas  &  Elec.  P.  Co.  v. 
Gainesville,  63  Fla.  425,  58  So.  785. 

[a]  Where  assurance  is  given  that 
a  single  test  or  joint  action  is  to  be 
maintained  by  numerous  parties  af- 
fected by  a  reparation  order,  an  in- 
junction will  be  refused.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Kentucky  E.  E.  Com.,  214 
Fed.  465. 

89.  Mx  parte  Young,  209  TJ.  S.  123, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714,  13  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  932. 

[a]  A  suit  in  equity  is  the  only  ade- 
quate remedy  in  some  states  since  ' '  cer- 
tiorari could  not  stay  the  execution  of 
the  order."  Bessette  v,  Goddard,  87 
Vt.   77,  88  Atl.  1. 

90.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road  Comrs.,  63  Fla.  491,  58  So.  543, 
44  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   189. 

91.  See  Prentis  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  E.  Co.,  211  U.  8.  210,  231,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  67,  53  L.  ed.  150. 

92.  Pioneer  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  State, 
40  Okla.  417,  138  Pae.  1033. 

[a]  This  is  a  rule  based  upon  "the 
most  proper  and  orderly  course"  of 
procedure  and  not  upon  any  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  the  courts.  Prentis  v. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  211  U.  S 
210,  230,  29  Sup.  Ct.  67,  53  L.  ed. 
150. 


[b]  A  bill  filed  prematurely  will 
be  retained  to  await  the  result  of  pro- 
ceedings before  the  legislative  body 
and  will  not  be  dismissed  where  there 
is  a  possibility  that  a  hearing  on  the 
merits  cannot  be  had.  Prentis  v.  At- 
lantic Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  211  U.  S. 
210,  232,  29  Sup.  Ct.  67,  53  L.  ed. 
150. 

93.  Palermo  L.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Eail- 
road  Comm.,  227  Fed.  708,  P.  U.  E. 
1916B,  437  (even  though  such  applica- 
tion does  not  arrest  the  order,  or 
though  the  commission  may  order  a  re- 
hearing of  its  own  motion) ;  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.  v-  Eailroad  Comrs.,  63 
Fla.  491,  58  So.  543,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
189. 

[a]  An  informal,  written  request 
for  a  modification  of  the  order  will 
be  treated  as  an  application  for  a 
rehearing.  Delaware,  L.  &  "W.  E.  Co. 
V.  Stevens,  172  Fed.  595. 

[b]  If  a  commission  refuses  to  sus- 
pend operation  of  an  order  pending  a 
rehearing  and  irreparable  loss  would 
follow  the  courts  will  be  open  to  the 
party  injured.  Palermo  L.  &  W.  Co. 
V.  Eailroad  Com.,  227  Fed.  708,  P.  TJ. 
E.  1916B,  437. 

94.  Prentis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
E.  Co.,  211  U.  S.  210,  228,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
67,  53  L.  ed.  150. 

[a]  Suit  may  be  instituted  prior  to 
the  operative  darte  of  the  order.  Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Dey,  35  Fed. 
866,  1  L.  E.  A.  744. 

95.  See  17  Standard  Pboc.  812  et 
seq.,  and  the  title  "United  States 
Courts." 

96.  See  infra,  this  note. 

I" a]  Federal  statute  prohibiting  fed- 
eral courts  from  enjoining  state  courts 
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or  other  proper  grounds,^'  concurrently  with  state  courts.®^  The  in- 
jured person  may  at  his  option  resort  to  either  court  ;^^  it  is  un- 
necessary to  first  seek  a  review  of  a  commission's  order  in  a  state 
court,^  even  though  the  latter  is  given  power  to  review  the  commis- 
sion's action,  unless  such  state  court  acts  in  an  administrative 
capacity.^  But  where  the  state  court  has  assumed  jurisdiction  a  fed- 
eral court  will  not  interfere  until  the  judgment  of  the  state  court  be- 
comes res  judicata  of  the  matters  in  controversy.'  Jurisdiction  once 
having  been  obtained  by  a  federal  court,  will  be  retained  to  determine 
all  questions  in  the  case.* 


is  inapplicable,  since  the  commission  is 
not  a  court.  Mississippi  E.  Com.  v. 
lUinois  Central  E.  Co.,  203 -XJ.  8.  335, 
27  Sup.  Ct.  90,  51  L.  ed.  209.  And 
see  Prentis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E. 
Co.,  211  IT.  S.  210,  29  Sup.  Ct.  67,  53 
L.  ed.  150. 

[b]  Not  regarded  as  an  action 
against  the  state  itself.  Ex  parte 
Young,  209  U.  S.  123,  28  Sup.  Ct.  441, 
52  L.  ed.  714,,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
932;  Mississippi  E.  Com.  v.  Illinois 
Central  E.  Co.,  203  U.  S.  335,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  90,  51  L.  ed.  209;  McNeill  v.  South- 
ern Ey.  Co.,  202  U.  S.  543,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  722,  50  L.  ed.  1142;  Consolidated 
Gas  Co.  V.  New  York,  157  Fed.  849, 
where  the  action  was  maintained 
against  the  state  attorney  general. 

97.  Phoenix  E.  Co.  v.  Geary,  239 
U.  S.  277,  36  Sup.  Ct.  45,  60  L.  ed. 
287;  Ex  parte  Young,  209  TT.  S.  123,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714,  13  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  932,  such  enormous  penalties 
as  would  prevent  a  resort  to  the 
courts. 

[a]  It  is  the  duty  of  a  federal  court 
to  exerciae  its  jurisdiction, — no  ques- 
tion of  discretion  or  comity  is  involved. 
"Willeox  V.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.,  212 
U.  S.  19,  29  Sup.  Ct. .  192,  53  L.  ed. 
382,  48  L.  E.  A.   (N.   S.)   1134. 

[b]  Diversity  of  Citizenship. — Louis- 
iana E.  Comm.  v.  Cumberland  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.,  212  U.  8.  414,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
357,  53  L.  ed.  577;  Eeagan  v.  Farmers' 
Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  154  U.  S.  362,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  1047,  38  L.  ed.  1014;  Eailroad 
Com.  V.  J.  Eosenbaum  Grain  Co.,  130 
Fed.  110,  64  C.  C.  A.  444;  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  V.  Oglesby,  198  Fed. 
153;  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Stev- 
ens, 172  Fed.  595. 

[c]  The  sufficiency  of  rates,  with 
reference  to  the  federal  constitution,  is 
a  judicial  question.  Siler  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.,  213  U.  S.  175,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  451,  53  L.  ed.  753;  Ex  parte  Young, 
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209  U.  S.  123,  28  Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L. 
ed.  714,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  932; 
Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  418,  42  L.  ed.  819. 

98.  TJ.  S.—Ex  parte  Young,  209  U. 
S.  123,  28  Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714, 
13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  932,  14  Ann.  Gas. 
764.  Minn.— State  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  E.  Co.,  130  Minn.  320,  153  N.  W. 
320,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  797.  Tex.— Gulf, 
C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com., 
102  Tex.  338,  113  S.  W.  741,  116  S. 
W.  795. 

For  rules  governing  exercise  of  con- 
current jurisdiction,  see  17  Standard 
Proc.  797,  812. 

[a]  The  court  which  first  acquires 
jurisdiction  retains  it  until  the  case  is 
finally  determined  and  proceedings  in 
another  court  will  be  stayed  mean- 
while. Boston  &  M.  E.  E.  v.  Niles, 
218  Fed.  944;  State  v.  Chicago,  M..& 
St.  P.  E.  Co.,  130  Minn.  144,  153  N. 
W.  320,  L.  E.  A.  1916B,  764,  P.  U.  E. 
1915D,  797. 

99.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Stevens,  172  Fed.  595. 

1.  Prentis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E. 
Co.,  211  U.  S.  210,  228,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
67,  53  L.  ed.  150;  Delaware,  L.  &  W. 
E.  Co.  V.  Stevens,  172  Fed.  595. 

2.  Bacon  v.  Eutland  E.  Co.,  232  U. 
S.  134,  34  Sup.  Ct.  283,  58  L.  ed.  538; 
Manufacturers'  L.  &  H.  Co.  v.  Ott, -215 
Fed.  940. 

3.  Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Michigan 
E.  Com.,  235  U.  S.  402,  35  Sup.  Ct.  126, 
59  L.  ed.  288;  Michigan  E.  E.  Com.  v. 
Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co.,  182  Mich.  234,  148 
N.  W.  385. 

[a]  Even  where  a  state  court  has 
aftoned  an  order  and  remanded  the 
case  to  the  commission  for  enforce- 
ment of  the  order,  a  federal  court 
will  not  act.  Central  Vermont  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Eedmond,  189  Fed.  683. 

4.  Van  Dyke  v.  Geary,  244  TJ.  S. 
39,    37    Sup.    Ct.   483,   61    L.    ed.    973; 
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4.  Parties.^  —  Any  person  directly  affected  by  an  order  of  a  pub- 
lic service  commission  may  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  attacking  its 
reasonableness,"  but  persons  who  will  be  only  indirectly  affected  by 
the  order  have  no  standing  to  enjoin  its  enforcement.'' ,  Confiscatory 
rates  may  be  enjoined  at  the  suit  of  the  utility  affected,  or  under 
special  circumstances,  by  its  stockholders,^  or  the  trustee  of  mortgage 
bondholders.®  AH  persons  adversely  interested  to  the  petitioner  should 
be  made  parties  defendant.^" 

5.  Pleadings."  —  The  facts  showing  in  what  manner  the  order  will 
operate  unreasonably  or  unjustly  must  be  clearly  alleged.^^  Thus  the 
facts  showing  the  alleged  confiscatory  character  of  rates  must  be  set 
forth.i3 


Siler  'V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  213 
U.  S.  175,  29  Sup.  Ct.  451,  53  L.  ed. 
753;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Siler, 
186  Fed.  176,  affirmed  in  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Garrett,  231  U.  S.  298, 
34  Sup.  Ct.  48,  58  L.  ed.  229. 

5.  See  generally  the  title  "Parties." 
Parties  in  proceedings  for  review  and 

appeal,  see  supra,  X,  K,  7. 

6.  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Galveston  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce,  51  Tex.  Civ.  App: 
476,  115  S.  W.  94. 

7.  College  Arms  Hotel  Co.  v.  At- 
lantic Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  61  Fla.  550, 
54  So.  459  (adjacent  property  owners 
cannot  enjoin  change  of  location  of  a 
depot) ;  Michigan  Independent  Tel.  & 
T.  Assn.  V.  Michigan  E.  Com.,  190 
Mich.  337,  157  N.  W.  52,  P.  XJ.  E. 
1916E,  1033. 

8.  Ex  parte  Young,  209  U.  S.  123, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714,  13  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  932.  See  State  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  130  Minn. 
144,  153  N.  W.  320,  L.  E.  A.  1916B, 
764,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  797. 

9.  See   infra,   this   note. 

[a]  Where  the  mortgage  is  in 
process  of  foreclosure  and  the  utility 
is  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  the  trus- 
tee cannot  maintain  the  suit  unless  the 
insufficiency  of  the  mortgaged  property 
to  satisfy  the  mortgage  is  clearly 
shown.  Winthrop  v.  Fellows,  230  Fed. 
702. 

[b]  Bondholders  cannot  maintain 
the  suit  unless  the  trustee  refuses  to 
act.  Winthrop  v.  Fellows,  230  Fed. 
702.  And  see  Old  Colony  Trust  Co. 
V.  City  of  Atlanta,  83  Fed.  39  (affirmed, 
88  Fed.  859,  32  C.  C.  A.  125);  Mer- 
cantile Trust  Co.  V.  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co., 
51  Fed.  529. 

10.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  the 
title  "Parties." 


[a]  Persons  holding  contracts  with 
'  a  public  utility  are  not  necessary 
'  parties  to  proceedings  involving  service 

by  the  utility  which  may  result  in 
orders  affecting  their  contracts.  West- 
ern Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Foster,  224  Mass. 
365,  113  N.  E.  192,  P.  V.  E.  1916F, 
176. 

[b]  The  body  or  persons  (1)  charged 
with  the  enforcement  of  the  order  of 
a  commission  are  necessary  defendants. 
Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  M'Neill,  155  Fed. 
756.  (2)  The  attorney  general  of  the 
state  is  a  proper  party  defendant  (Ex 
parte  Young,  209  U.  S.  123,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714,  13  L.  E.  A. 
[N.  S.]  932),  unless  (3)  it  is  not  di- 
rectly within  the  scope  of  his  duties 
to  enforce  the  order.  Central  sf  Geor- 
gia Ey.  Co.  V.  McLendon,  157  Fed. 
961. 

[c]  Representatives  of  a  class  of 
consumers  affected  by  a  rate  order  are 
proper  parties  defendant.  Northern 
Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lee,  199  Fed.  621. 

11.  See  generally  the  title  "Bills 
and  Answers." 

12.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v. 
Oglesby,  198  Fed.  153,  order  for  addi- 

;  tional  train  service. 

I  13.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  ».  Gar- 
rett, 231  U.  S.  298,  34  Sup.  Ct.  48, 
58  L.  ed.  229  (affirming  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Siler,  186  Fed.  175); 
Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  230  U. 
S.  537,  33  Sup.  Ct.  1027,  57  L.  ed. 
1610;  Northern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lee, 
199  Fed.  621;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v. 
California  E.  Com.,  193  Fed.  699;  Bur- 
lington, C.  E.  &  N.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Dey, 
89  Iowa  13,  56  N.  W.  267. 

[a]  An  averment  that  an  order  was 
unreasonable  and  if  carried  out  would 
be  confiscatory  has  been  held  to  be 
the  averment  of  an  ultimate  fact.  Port- 
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Demurrer.  —  Unless  the  case  is  entirely  free  from  doubt,  it  will  not 
be  determined  upon  a  demurrer.^* 

6.  Interlocutory  Injunctions.^^  —  A  temporary  injunction  will  be 
granted  pending  the  hearing  of  an  application  for  a  permanent  in- 
junction when  this  is  required  in  order  to  prevent  irreparable  loss  or 
great  injury  to  the  parties,^'  but  unless  such  a  showing  is  made,  a 
temporary  injunction  will  be  refused.^'    A  temporary  injunction  will 


land  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Portland,  200 
Fed.  890;  State  ex  ret  E.  E.  Comrs. 
V.  Florida  East  C.  E.  Co.,  72  Fla.  379, 
73  So.  171,  P.  IT.  E.  1917B,  1023. 

[b]  A  general  averment  that  rev- 
enues would  be  lessened  is  insufficient. 
"The  question  is  not  simply  as  to  the 
amount  of  reduction  hut  whether  the 
rates  as  fixed  would  allow  a  fair  re- 
turn. The  bill  does  not  show  the 
value  of  the  property  employed,  the 
expenses  of  operation,  or  the  return 
which  would  be  permitted  under  the 
rates  prescribed."  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Garrett,  231  U.  S.  298,  315,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  48,  58  L.  ed.  229. 

[c]  For  insufficient  averments,  see: 
Portland  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Portland, 
200  Fed.   890. 

14.  Houston  &  T.  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Storey, 
149  Fed.  499. 

[a]  The  court  hesitates  to  consider 
the  demurrer  as  an  admission  of  gen- 
eral averments  of  the  unreasonableness 
of  the  order.  Eeagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan 
&  Trust  Co.,  154  U.  S.  362,  14  Sup.  Ct 
1047,  38  L.  ed.  1014. 

15.  See  generally  the  title  "Injunc- 
tions." 

16.  Ft.  Smith  L.  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Ft. 
Smith,  202  Fed.  581;  San  Joaquin  & 
Kings  E.  C.  &  Irr.  Co.  v.  Stanislaus 
County,  163  Fed.  567;  Louisville  &  N. 
E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  157  Fed. 
944. 

[a]  Enforcement  of  orders  fixing  | 
rates  will  be  temporarily  enjoined  when 
the  rates  fixed  .appear  upon  their  face 
to  be  illegal.  Kansas  City,  C.  0.  & 
St.  J.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Barker,  242  Fed. 
310;  Springfield  Gas  &  Elec.  Co.  v. 
Barker,  231  Fed.  331. 

[b]  Where  a  rate  order  of  the  inter- 
state commerce  commission  conflicts 
with  an  order  of  a  state  commission 
and  a  violation  of  either  order  will 
subject  a  carrier  to  a  multiplicity  of 
suits  and  severe  penalties,  a  temporary 
injunction  against  the  enforcement  of 
the  order  of  the  state  commission  will 
issue.     Eastern    Texas  E.   Co.  v.  Eail- 
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road  CommiBsion,  242  Fed.  300,  P.  U. 
E.  1917F,  554. 

[c]  On  the  hearing  of  an  applica- 
tion for  a  temporary  injunction  based 
on  the  existence  of  conflicting  rate 
orders,  the  validity  of  the  order  relied 
upon,  whether  it  was  properly  issued, 
whether  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  principal  case,  and  whether  the 
rate  established  was  legal,  are  ques- 
tions which  cannot  be  passed  upon. 
Eastern  Texas  E.  Co.  v.  Eailroad  Com- 
mission, 242  Fed.  300,  P.  tJ.  E.  1917F, 
554. 

[dj  Enforcement  of  order  requiring 
a  physical  connection  of  properties  of 
public  utilities  may  be  enjoined.  Sea- 
board Air  Line  Ey.  v.  Hampton,  103 
S.  C.  455,  88  S.  E.  5,  P.  U.  E.  1916E, 
349. 

[e]  An  injunction  issued  by  a  fed- 
eral court  must  be  respected  by  state 
courts;  the  effect  of  the  injunction  is 
to  suspend  for  the  time  being  the 
operation  of  the  statute.  State  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  130  Minn. 
144,  153  N.  W.  320,  L.  E.  A.  1916B, 
764,  P.  IT.  E.  1915D,  797. 

[f]  Where  the  constitutionality  of 
a  state  statute  (1)  is  attacked  in  the 
federal  courts,  an  interlocutory  injunc- 
tion can  now  be  granted  only  where 
the  application  has  been  presented  to 
three  federal  judges.  Act  June  18, 
1910,  §17,  c.  309,  36  Stat.  (pt.  1),  p. 
557;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Ogles- 
by,  198  Fed.  153.  (2)  Where  the 
wrongful  administration  of  the  law  is 
the  basis  of  complaint,  the  statute  is 
inapplicable.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co. 
V.  Oglesby,  198  Fed.  153.  And  see 
Seaboard  Air  Line  Ey.  v.  Eailroad 
Com.,  206  Fed.  3,81. 

17.  Phoenix  E.  Co.  v.  Geary,  239 
U.  S.  277,  36  Sup.  Ct.  45,  60  L.  ed. 
287;  Trenton  &  Mercer  County  Tr. 
Corp.  V.  Board  of  Public  Utilities,  229 
Fed.  140,  143  C.  C.  A.  416,  P. -U.  E. 
1916C,  599;  Brown  Drug  Co.  v.  United 
States,  235  Fed.  603;  Winthrop  v.  Fel- 
lows, 230  Fed.   702;  Minneapolis  Gas- 
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be  granted  only  upon  such  terms  as  are  just  and  equitable.^*  Pend- 
ing appeal  a  temporary  restraining  order  may  be  continued  in  force 
notwithstanding  the  denial  of  the  injunction,  where  necessary  to  pre- 
vent irreparable  loss;^^  otherwise,  however,  it  will  be  discontinued,^" 
and  the  losing  party  may  ask  the  appellate  court  for  an  order  main- 
taining the  status  quo.^^ 

7.  Evidence.  —  The  order  of  the  commission  is  prima  facie  reason- 
able and  just,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  party  attacking  it^^ 
to  show  the  unreasonableness  by  clear  and  satisfactory  proof. ^^  The 
duty  rests  upon  the  public  utility  of  making  a  full  and  fair  dis- 
closure of  all  matters  affecting  the  question  involved  in  the  action.^* 

8.  Hearing  or  Trial.  —  The  trial  or  hearing  follows  the  general 
course  of  procedure  in  such  equitable  proceedings.^^  A  master  may 
be  appointed  to  ascertain  and  report  upon  the  facts.^^  An  order  fix- 
ing rates  will  be  reviewed  only  so  far    as    necessary    to    determine 


light  Co.  V.  Minneapolis,  123  Minn.  231, 
143  N.  W.  728. 

[a]  Where  a  statute  has  been  in 
force  for  a  considerable  time  and  the 
hearing  on  the  merits  will  not  be  long 
delayed,  an  injunction  will  be  refused. 
Ann  Arbor  E.  Co.  v.  Fellows,  236  Fed. 
387,  P.  U.  E.  1917B,  523. 

[b]  Ex  parte  affidavits  offered  to 
the  court  will  seldom  prevail  over  the 
testimony  taken  before  the  commission 
and  prima  facie  supporting  the  order 
made  by  it.  Manufacturers'  L.  &  H. 
Co.  V.  Ott,  215  Fed.  940. 

[c]  Second  Application. — The  denial 
of  a  motion  for  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion is  not  an  absolute  bar  to  a  sub- 
sequent renewal  of  the  motion.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co^  ■;;.  Kentucky  E.  E. 
Com.,  214-  Fed.  465,  but  second  ap- 
plication only  granted  in  clear  case. 

18.  In  re  Arkansas  E.  E.  Bates,  168 
Fed.  720;  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  V. 
San  Francisco,  165  Fed..  667. 

[a]  Maximum  rates  which  the  util- 
ity will  be  allowed  to  collect  pending 
the  final  determination  of  the  litiga- 
tion may  be  fixed.  In  re  Arkansas 
E.   E.  Eates,  168  Fed.   720. 

19.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Sfler, 
186  Fed.  176,  203. 

[a]  As  a  condition  to  such  relief, 
excess  changes  may  be  ordered  im- 
pounded pending  the  appeal.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Kentucky  E.  E. 
Com.,  214  Fed.  465. 

20.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Ken- 
tucky E.  E.  Com.,  214  Fed.  465. 

[a]  It  will  be  continued  in  force 
for  a  reasonable  period  of  time  in 
order  to  enable  an  application  to  the 
appellate  court  to  be  made.    Louisville 


&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  227  Fed. 
273. 

21.  See  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Kentucky   E.   E.    Com.,    214   Fed.    465. 

22.  U.  S. — Louisiana  E.  Comm.  v. 
Cumberland  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  212  U.  S. 
414,  29  Sup.  Ct.  357,  53  L.  ed.  577; 
Ex  parte  Young,  209  U.  S.  123,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  441,  52  L.ed.  714,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  932;  Seaboard  Air  Line  Ey.  v. 
Florida,  203  U.  S.  261,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
109,  51  L.  ed.  175;  Chicago,  etc.  E. 
Co.  V.  Tompkins,  176  TJ.  S.  167,  '20 
Sup.  Ct.  336,  44  L.  ed.  417;  Puget 
Sound  Tr.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Eeynolds,  223 
Fed.  371.  Fla.— College  Arms  Hotel 
Co.  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  61 
Fla.  550,  54  So.  459.  Neb.— State  v. 
Adams  Express  Co.,  85  Neb.  25,  122 
N.    W.   691,  42  L.   E.   A.    (N.   S.)    396. 

[a]  The  burden  of  showing  that  a 
capital  account  was  not  improperly  in- 
creased by  additions  from  income,  is 
upon  the  utility  seeking  to  enjoin  en- 
forcement of  rates.  Louisiana  E.  Com. 
V.  Cumberland  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  212 
U.  S.  414,  29  Sup.  Ct.  357,  53  L.  ed. 
577. 

23.  Missouri  Bate  Cases,  230  TJ.  S. 
474,  33  Sup.  Ct.  975,  57  L.  ed.  1571; 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Alabama  E. 
Com.,  208  Fed.  35. 

24.  State  v.  Adams  Express  Co.,  85 
Neb.  25.  122  N.  W.  691,  42  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   39.6. 

25.  See  the  titles  "Hearing;"  "In- 
junctions;" "Issues  in  Pleading  and 
Practice;"  "Trial." 

26.  See  generally  the  title  "Refer- 
ences." 

fa]  Less  weight  is  given  the  find- 
ings of  a  master  where  the  powers  of 
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whether  it  permits  a  fair  and  reasonable  return  on  the  property  em- 
ployed in  the  public  use,^'  or  whether  it  is  eonfiseatory  in  its  nature 
and  effect.^'  The  commission's  order  is  presumptively  fair  and  reason- 
able and  will  not  be  set  aside  except  upon  a  clear  showing  of  its  con- 
fiscatory character.^^ 

9.  Decree  or  Judgment.  —  While  a  judgment  may  declare  rates  to 
be  unreasonable  and  confiscatory,  the  court  has  no  power  to  establish 
rates  itself  or  to  restrain  a  commission  from  again  establishing  rates.^" 
Where  an  injunction  is  refused  because  of  doubt  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  rates  when  put  into  actual  operation,'^  the  bill  should  be  dis- 
missed without  prejudice  to  the  filing  of  another  suit  if  it  should 
appear  after  a  full  and  fair  test  that  the  rates  were  unreasonably 


a  legislative  body  are  in  question  or 
constitutional  questions  are  involved, 
than  in  the  ordinary  case.  Cumberland 
Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Louisville,  187  Fed. 
637.  But  see  Des  Moines  Gas  Co.  v. 
Des  Moines,  199  Fed.  204. 

27.  Portland  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Portland,  200  Fed.   890. 

[a]  The  fact  that  an  order  was 
made  in  a  spirit  of  retaliation  is  ni) 
ground  for  interfering  with  it  if  it 
is  not  confiscatory.  Puget  Sound  Tr. 
L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Eeynolds,  223  Fed. 
371. 

28.  See  the  following  cases:  Eow- 
land  V.  Boyle,  244  U.  S.  106,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  577,  61  L.  ed.  1022;  Des  Moines 
Gas  Co.  V.  City  of  Des  Moines,  238 
U.  S;  153,  35  Sup.  Ct.  811,  59  L.  ed. 
1244,  P.  U.  E.  1915D,  577  (gas  rates); 
Goldfield  Cons.  W.  Co.  v.  Public  Service 
Comm.  (Fed.),  P.  U.  E.  191 7A,  685; 
Laudon  v.  Public  Utilities  Com.,  234 
Fed.  152,  P.  IT.  E.  1917A,  120  (gas 
rates) ;  Boyle  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  222  Fed.  539,  P.  U.  E.  1916A,  49, 
railroad's  rates  held  insufficient. 

[a]  The  order  (1)  will  not  be  re- 
versed where  the  evidence  is  fairly 
conflicting  (Van  Dyke  v.  Geary,  244 
U.  S.  39,  37  Sup.  Ct.  483,  61  L.  ed. 
973),  or  (2)  where  there  is  a  doubt 
as  to  the  effect  upon  the  utility  of 
the  rates  established.  Ann  Arbor 
R.  Co.  V.  Fellows,  236  Fed.  387,  P.  U. 
B.  1917B,  523, 

[b]  The  prior  existence  of  a  rate 
for  a  long  period  of  time  is  such  sub- 
stantial evidence  as  will  support  an 
order  requiring  a  railroad  to  re-estab- 
lish the  rate  which  it  has  attempted  to 
incfrease.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Finn,  235  U.  S.  601,  604,  607,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  146,  59  L.  ed.  379,  P.  U.  E.  1915A, 
121.     And  see  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
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«.  Garrett,  231  XT.  S.  298,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
48,  58  L.  ed.  229. 

29.  Northern  Pacific  E.  Co.  v.  North 
Dakota,  236  U.  S.  585,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
429,  59  L.  ed.  735,  L.  E.  A.  1917F, 
1148. 

[a]  The  court  will  not  substitute 
its  own  judgment  for  the  judgment  of 
the  commission  in  determining  the 
question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the 
order.  Manufacturers'  L.  &  H.  Co.  v. 
Ott,  215  Fed.  940;  Eailroad  Com.  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  140  Ga.  817, 
80  S.  E.  327,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  1018, 
L.  E.  A.   1915E,  902. 

[b]  Unless  the  rate  fixed  is  clearly 
confiscatory,  it  will  not  be  set  aside 
prior  to  a  test  of  its  actual  effect  in 
operation.  U.  S. — Knoxville  v.  Knox- 
ville  Water  Co.,  212  U.  S.  1,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  148,  53  L.  ed.  371;  Cumberland  Tel. 
&  Tel.  Co.  V.  Louisville,  187  Fed.  637. 
Neb. — State  v.  Adams  Express  Co.,  85 
Neb.  25,  122  N.  W.  691,  42  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  396.  Ohio.— Newark  Natural 
Gas  &  F.  Co.  V.  Newark,  92  Ohio  St. 
393,  111  N.  E.  150. 

30.  Eeagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  & 
Trust  Co.,  154  U.  S.  362,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
1047,  38  L.  ed.  1014;  Emporia  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Public  Utilities  Com.,  97  Kan.  136, 
154  Pac.   262,  P.  U.  E.   191 6B,  987. 

[a]  Enjoining  Interference  With 
Existing  Bates. — ' '  The  considerations 
that  prevent  a  tribunal  from  fixing  a 
rate  to  be  charged  in  the  future  also 
forbid  its  accomplishing  the  same  re- 
sult by  enjoining  interference  with  a 
rate  which  it  finds  to  have  been  un- 
assailable in  the  past."  Emporia  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Public  Utilities  Com.,  97  Kan. 
136,  154  Pac.  262,  P.  U.  E.  1916B, 
987. 

31.  Willcox  V.  Consolidated  Gas  Co., 
212  U.  S.  19,  29  Sup.  Ct.  192,  53  L. 
ed.  382,  48  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1134. 
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low,'^  or  jurisdiction  of  the  action  may  be  retained  and  permission 
given  the  complainant  to  renew  his  application  for  an  injunction  if 
after  the  lapse  of  a  fixed  or  reasonable  time  the  rates  appear  to  be 
confiscatory .''='  If  an  injunction  is  granted,  the  rate  fixing  body  may 
be  authorized  to  apply  to  the  court  for  a  modification  of  the  judgment, 
if  in  the  future  and  under  changed  conditions  the  rates  as  fixed  by 
it  lose  their  unreasonable  character.'*  The  right  of  a  public  service 
commission  to  make  such  other  and  diiferent  orders  in  connection  with 
the  subject  matter  as  may  to  it  seem  expedient  in  the  future  should 
not  be  infringed  by  any  provision  in  the  judgment.^* 


32.  Darnell  v.  Edwards,  244  IT.  S. 
564,  37  Sup.  Ct.  701,  61,  L.  ed.  1317; 
Des  Moines  Gas  Co.  v.  City  of  Des 
Moines,  238  U.  S.  153,  35  Sup.  Ct.  811, 
59  L.  ed.  1244,  P.  U.  E.  191 5D,  577; 
Willeox  V.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.,  212 
U.  8.  19,  29  Sup.  Ct.  192,  53  L.  ed. 
382,  48  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1134;  Knox- 
ville  V.  Knoxville  Water  Co.,  212  XJ.  S, 
1,  29  Sup.  Ct.  148,  53  L.  ed.  371. 

33.  Van  Dyke  v.  Geary,  244  U.  S. 
39,   37    Sup.    Ct.    483,    61    L.   ed.    973; 


Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Towers,  126  Md, 
59,  94  Atl.  330,  Ann.  Cas.  191 7B,  1144, 
P.  U.  R.  1915D,  398. 

34.  Smvth  V.  Ames,  169  TJ.  S.  466, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  418,  42  L.  ed.  819;  Hig- 
^inson  v.  Chicago,  etc.  R.  Co.,  100  Fed. 
235,  afflrmed,  102  Fed.  197,  42  C.  C.  A. 
254. 

35.  Railroad  Com.  v.  Texas  &  P.  Ry. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  140  S.  W.  829, 
manner  in  which  accounts  should  be 
kept. 
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For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  1011. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  NATURE  AND  PURPOSE.  — The  office  of  the  common  Im 
plea  of  puis  darrein  continuance  is  to  set  forth  matters  of  defense 
arising  after  the  commencement  of  the  action  and  after  issue  joined.'- 


1.  U.  S. — Yeaton  v.  Lynn,  5  Pet. 
224,  8  L.  ed.  105;  Good  v.  Davis, 
Hempst.   16,   10   Fed,   Cas.   No.   55,300. 
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Ala. — Evans  v.  Cincinnati,  S.  &  M. 
Ey.  Co.,  78  Ala.  341;  Feagin  v.  Pearson, 
42  Ala.  332;  Broughton  v.  Bradley,  34 


PUIS  DABEEIN  CONTINUANCE,  PLEAS  OF  961 

Matters  occurring  before  suit  brought  should  not  be  pleaded  puis 
darrein  continuance,^  nor  should  matters  arising-  after  suit  brought  but 
before  issue  joined.*  Neither  can  a  defense  which  existed  before  but 
which  only  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  party  thereafter  be  so 

Ala.  694,  73  Am.  Dec.  474;  McDoiig-  Elms  &  Co.  v.  Beers,  3  McCord  1.  Eng. 
aid's  Admr.  t;.  Kutherford,  30  Ala.  Prince  v.  Nicholson,  1  Marsh  280,  5 
253;  Burns  V.  Hindman,  7  Ala.  531;  Taunt.  665,  15  Rev.  Rep.  612,  1  E.  C. 
Sadler  v.  Fisher's  Admrs.,  3  Ala.  200.  L.  342,  128  Bng.  Reprint  852;  Vajighan 
Ark. — Costar  v.  Davies,  8  Art.  213,  46  v.  Browne,  2  Str.  1106,  93  Eng.  Re- 
Am.  Dee.  311.  Oal. — Jessup  v.  King,  print  1061.  Can. — Vittum  v.  Stevens, 
4  Gal.  331.  Conn. — Canfield  v.  Elev-  la  N.  Brunsw.  217;  Godard  v.  Fred- 
enth  School  Dist.,  19  Conn.  529.  Ga.  erricton  Boom  Co.,  11  N.  Brunaw.  448; 
Cook  V.  Georgia  Land  Co.,  120  Ga.  Gordon  v.  Robinson,  3  Ont.  Pr.  366. 
1068  48  S  E.  378.  HI. — Chicago  v.  i  But  see  Gaines  v.  Conn 's  Heirs,  a 
Babcoek,   143    111.    358,    32    N.   E.    271    Dana   (Ky.)   231. 

(reversing  41  111.  App.  238) ;  Wash- 1  [a]  An  exception  to  this  rule  ex- 
ington  V.  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.,  136  ista  (1)  in  actions  on  the  case  (Chica- 
luT  49  26  N.  E.  653 ;  Chicago  &  E.  1. 1  ,go  v.  Babcoek,  143  111.  358,  32  N.  E. 
R  "  Co!  V.  Lowry,  85'  111.  App.  533;  |  271),  and  (2)  in  the  action  of  trespass. 
Straight  v.  Hanchett,  23  HI.  App.  584.  |  Kapiachki  v.  Koch,  180  111.  44,  54  N. 

Ind. Weideroder    v.    Mace,    184    Ind.  '  E.  179,  affirming  79  111.  App.  238. 

242*  111  N.  E.  5.  la. — Taylor  v.  Frink  2.  Knstpp  v.  Hoboken,  39  N.  J.  L. 
&  Co  2  Iowa  84.  Me. — Rowell  v.  !  394.  See  also  Stevens  v.  Standard  Oil 
Hayden  40  Me.  582.  Md.— Bank  of  Co.,  156  Ala.  581,  47  So.  140. 
United  'states  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  7  1  3.  U.  S.— Yeaton  v.  Lynn,  5  Pet. 
Gill  415-  Semmes  v.  Naylor,  12  Gill  224,  8  L.  ed.  105.  Ala.— Lindsay  v. 
&  J.  358;  Agnew  v.  Bank  of  GettyS'  ;  Bsirnett,  130  Ala.  417,  30  So.  395;  Mc- 
burs     2    Har     &    J.    478.      Mich.-^See    Dougald'a  Admr.  v.  Rutherford,  30  Ala. 

Johnson  t?.  Kibbee,, 36  Mich.  269.    Miss. '"'='> -    ■« tt.„;,„„„     ,    *,„     «i. 

Irion  V.  Hume,  50  Mias.  419;  Lee  v. 
Dozier,  40  Miss.  477;  Heirn  v.  Carron, 
11  Smed.  &  M.  361,  49  Am.  DeC.  6o. 
IT.   n. — Pemigewaaset   Bank   v.   Brack 


Straight  v.  Hanchett,  23  111.  App.  584. 
toa:.^White  17.  Guest,  8  Elackt.  228. 
la.^See  Allen  v.  Newberry,  8  Iowa 
65.  Me.^Rowell  v.  Hayden,  40  Me. 
582.      Md.— Bank  of  United  States 


253;    Burns   v.    Hindman,    7    Ala.    531; 

Sadler  v.   Fisher's   Admr.,   3   Ala.   200. 

Conn. — Canfield     v.     Eleventh     School 

Dist.,    19    Conn.    529.        111. — Mount   v. 

Scholes;   120   111.    394,    11   N.    E.    401; 
e'tt  "4  N    H°557-   Kimball  v.   Wilson, '  Kenyon  v.   Sutherland,  8   III.   99;   Ka- 
3  N.  H.  96,  14  Am.  Dec.  342.      N.  Y. '  piachke   v.   Koch,    79      111.    App.    238; 
Bendit  v.  Annesley,  42   Barb.    192,   ^J   "•-'■~^'-  ■■   it— -,--^i.    00  xi,     »__    =-„. 
How.  Pr.  184;  Hart  v.  Meeker,  1  Sandf. 
623;   Kingston  Bank  v.   Swift,  1   How. 
Pr.  12-  Tuffs  V.  Gibbons,  19  Wend.  639; 
Jackson  ex  dem.  De  Forest  v.  Ramsay, 
3   CoW    75    15  Am.  Dec.  242;   Jackson    Merchants   Bank,   7   Gill   415;    Semmes 
ex  dem.  Smith  v.  McConnel,  11   Johns.  |  v.   Naylor,   12    Gill   &   J.   358.       Mass. 

424        N     O Williams   v.    Button    &r   Andrews  v:  Hooper,  13  Mass.  472.    N. 

Bourbonnais 'co.,  164  N.  C.  216,  80  H.— Cutter  v.  Tolsom,  17  N.  H.  139. 
S  E  257.  Ohio. — Tilton  v.  Mor-  N.  J. — Hutchinson  v.  Hendrickson,  29 
garidge  12  Ohio  St.  98;  Longworth  v.  N.  J.  L.  180.  N.  Y. — Covell  v.  Wetson, 
Flagg,  10  Ohio  300.  Ore: — See  Wage- ,  29  Johns.  ,414;  Cobb  v.  Curtiss,  8 
naar  v.  Beeman-Woodward  Co.,  65  Ore.  |  Johns.  470;  Boyd  v.  Weeks,  2  Denio. 
109  131  :?ac.  1023;  Noble  v.  Beeman- '  321,  43  Am.  Dec.  749.  Ohio. — Long- 
Spaulding-Woodward  Co.,  65  Ore.  93,  <  worth  v.  Flagg,  10  Ohio  300.  Eng. 
131  Pac.  1006,  46  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  162.    l,e  Bret  v.  Papillon,  4  East  502,  7  Rev. 

Pa Brownfield    v.    Braddel,    9    Watts    Rep.   618,  102   Epg.   Reprint  923;    Car- 

~  '■         "  "-     jigie  ^_   Whaley,  L.  S.  2  H.  L.  391,  16 

Wkly.  Rep.  229. 

Ta]    Payment  after  an  imparlance, 


149.  But  see  Johns  v.  Balton,  12  Pa. 
339;  South  Easton  v.  Norton,  2  Pa  Co. 
Ct.    187,    636,    that    since    the    act    of 

amendments   of   ■  1806,   a  plea  in  bar  '  not   pleadable    puis     darrein    continu- 
after   issue   joined   of   matters   arising    ance,  but  by  the  regular  plea  in  bar. 
,  since  the  issuing  of  the  writ  need' not  bP    Tillotson  v,  Preston,  3  Johns.   (N.  Y.) 
pleaded,  puig  darrein  continuMOe.  S.  C,    §29. 
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pleaded.* 

The  plea  is  either  in  bar^  or  in  abatement.*  Matter,  therefore, 
which  is  not  essentially  a  matter  of  defense,  should  not  be  pleaded 
puis  darrein  continuance,  though  it  arose  after  the  joining  of  issue.' 

Under  the  codes  any  defense  which  the  defendant  could  have  pleaded 
puis  darrein   continuance  can  be  set  up   by  supplemental  answer.' 

II.  APPLICATION  TO  PARTICULAR  DEFENSES.  —  The  de- 
fendant may,  within  the  limitations  above  stated,^  plead  puis  darrein 
continuance  such  matters  as  performance  in  full  satisfaction  of  a  breach 
of  contract,"  accord  and  satisfaction,"  release,^^  'receipt  in  full,^^  pay- 
ment,'* satisfaction  of  the  claim,^^  an  agreement  to  submit  the  matter 
in  controversy  to  arbitration,^"  a  judgment  recovered  in  another  action 
disposing  of  the  same  issues,^'  discharge  in  bankruptcy  since  the  filing 
of  the  action,"  or  a  discontinuance  of  the  action  as  to  some  of  the 


4.  Lee  v.  Dozier,  40  Miss.  477. 

5.  Ala.^ — Feagin  v.  Pearson,  42  Ala. 
332.  Ark. — Costar  v.  Daviea,  8  Ark. 
213,  46  Am.  Dec.  311.  111.  — See 
Boss  V.  Nesbit,  7  111.  252.  Mich. 
Grosslight  v.  Crisup,  58  Mich.  531,  25 
N.  W.  505.  Pa.— Woods  v.  White,  97 
Pa.  222. 

6.  '  111.— See  EoBS  v.  Nesbit,  7  111. 
252.  Mich. — Grosslight  v.  Crisup,  58 
Mich.  531,  25  N.  W.  505.  Pa. — Woods 
V.   White,  97  P.a.   222. 

7.  Ala. — Davis  v.  Davis,  93  Ala. 
173,  9  So.  736;  Hall's  Heirs  v.  Hall, 
47  Ala.  290.      Ark. — Costar  v.  Davies, 

8  Ark.  213,  46  Am.  Dee.  311.  111. 
Kenyon  v.  Sutherland,  8  111.  99.  Ind. 
Lawrence  v.  Sample,  97  Ind.  53.  Mich. 
Moon  V.  Harder,  38  Mieh.  566. 

[a]  An  assignment  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors,  made  pending  suit,  is 
not  proper  matter  for  a  plea  puis  dar- 
rein continuance.  \  Davis  v.  Davis, 
93  Ala.  173,  9  So.  736. 

[b]  Insolvency  of  defendant  though 
arising  after  issue  joined,  not  a  proper 
subject  matter  for  such  .a  plea.  Tan- 
ner 17.  Roberts,  1  Mo.  416. 

8.  Colo. — See  Whitsett  v.  Clayton, 
5   Colo.   476.     N.   Y.— Willis   v.   Chipp, 

9  How.  Pr.  568;  Carpenter  v.  Bell,  19 
Abb.  Pr.  258,  263.  See  also'Medbury 
V.  Swan,  46  N.  Y.  200.  N.  C— Will- 
iams V.  Hutton  &  Bourbonnais  Co.,  164 
N.  C.  216,  80  S.  E.  257. 

See  also  the  title  "Supplemental 
Pleading." 

9.  Defenses  arising  after  commence- 
ment of  suit,  etc.,  see  supra,  I. 

10.  Evans  v.  Cincinnati,  S.  &  M. 
Ey.  Co.,  78  Ala.  341. 

11.  Cook  V.  Georgia  Land  Co.,  120 
Ga.  1068,  48  S.  E.  378. 
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12.  Ga. — Cook  v.  Georgia  Land  Co., 
120  Ga.  1068,  48  S.  E,  378.  111.— Eyan 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  60  111.  App. 
612.  N.  C— Smithurek  v.  Ward,  52 
N.  C.  64,  75  Am.  Dec.  453.  Can.— God- 
ard  V.  Predericton  Boom  Co.,  11  N. 
Brunsw.  448. 

[a]  A  general  release  given  after 
the  commencement  of  the  action  need 
not  be  pleaded  puis  darrin  continuance, 
unless  a  plea  has  been  before  filed  in 
the  action.  Wrsheart  v.  Legro,  33  N. 
H.  177;  Kimball  v.  Wilson,  3  N.  H.  96, 
14  Am.  Dec.  342. 

[b]  An  exception  exists  when  the 
parties  seek  not  only  to  adjust  the 
amount  of  the  claim,  but  further  to 
have  judgment  entered  for  the  amount 
agreed  on.  Washington  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.,  136  111.  49,  26  N.  E.  653. 

13.  Wade  V.   Emerson,   17   Mo.   267. 

14.  Toppan  v.  Jenness,  21  N.  H.  232. 

15.  Bowne  v.  Joy,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
221.  But  see  Kopisohki  v.  Koch,  180 
111.  44,  54  N.  E.  179,  affirming  79  111. 
App.  238,  holding  that  a  former  recov- 
ery and  satisfaction  may  be  shown  un- 
der the  general  issue  in  an  action  of 
trespass. 

16.  Eessequie  v.  Brownson,  4  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)   541. 

17.  111. — Straight  v.  Hauohett,  23 
111.  App.  584;  Ky.— McGow.an  v.  Hoy, 
4  J.  J.  Marsh.  223.  N.  Y. — Lawrence 
V.  BuBh,  3  Wend.  305.  Pa. — See  Woods 
V.  White,  97  Pa.  222. 

18.  Ga. — Cook  V.  Georgia  Land  Co., 
120  Ga.  1068,  48  S.  E.  378.  Mich. 
Wheelock  v.  Eice,  1  Doug.  267.  Tenn. 
Wyatt  V.  Eichmond,  4  Humph.  365. 
Can. — Harrington  e.  Witter,  14  Nova 
Scotia  183. 

But  see  TanRe?  v,  Rg^erts,  1   Mo. 
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defendants  who  were  jointly  bound." 

III.  NUMBER  OF  PLEAS.  —  There  can  be  but  one  plea  puis  dar- 
rein continuance  in  the  same  cause.^" 

IV.  TIME  TO  FILE.  — The  plea  should  be  filed  before  the  next 
term  and  continuance  after  the  occurrence  and  knowledge  of  the  facts 
constituting  the  defense,^^  but  in  some  jurisdictions  the  plea  may  be 
filed  at  any  time  before  trial.^^  The  court,  however,  may  grant  leave 
to  file  it  nunc  pro  tune,^^  but  as  a  general  rule,  such  leave  will  not 
be  granted  after  verdict^*  or  final  judgment,^^  or  after  the  filing  of 
a  referee's  report.^''  It  may  properly  only  be  filed  in  the  court  of 
original  jurisdiction,  and  not  after  the  cause  has  reached  an  appellate 
tribunal;^'  but,  when  a  cause  has  been  remanded  for  a  new  trial  by 
an  appellate  court,  it  may  be  filed  prior  to  the  second  trial.^^ 

V.  LEAVE  OF  OOUET.  —  Leave  of  court  should  be  obtained  for 
filing  the  plea.^''  When  offered  in  due  season,  permission  to  file  is 
granted  as  matter  of  course,^"  unless  it  be  pleaded  for  delay ,^^  or  is 
palpably  insufficient.^^ 


416,  that  a  plea  of  puis  darrein  con- 
tinuance that  plaintiff  had  Taeen  dis- 
charged under  the  insolvent  act  is  bad 
on  demurrer. 

19.  Carlon's  Admr.  v.  Buffner,  12 
W.  Va.  297. 

20.  East  St.  Louis  v.  Eenshaw,  153 
111  491,  38  N.  E.  1048.  But  see  Gaines 
V.    Conn's    Heirs,    2    Dana    (Ky.)    231. 

21.  N.  Y. — Tuffs  V.  Gibbons,  19 
Wend.  639;  Field  v.  Goodman,  3  Wend. 
310.  Ohio. — Tilton  v.  Morgaridge,  12 
Ohio  St.  98.  Pa.— Hostetter  v.  Kauf- 
man, 11  Serg.  &  E.  146.  Can.— Vit- 
tum  V.  Stevens,  13  N.  Brunsw.  217, 
must  be  filed  before  the  end  of  the  term 
next    ensuing    after    giving    notice    of 

22'.  East  St.  Louis  v.  Eenshavr,  153 
111  491,  38  N.  E.  1048;  Eobinson  v. 
Burkell,  3  111.  278. 

23  Me. — Cummmgs  v.  bmitn,  &u 
Me.  568,  79  Am.  Dee.  629;  Eowell  v. 
Hayden,  40  Me.  582.  Mich.— See  Sou- 
•  vai3  V.  Leavitt,  53  Mich.  577,  19  N. 
W  261.  Mo. — Thomas  v.  Van  Doren, 
6  Mo.  201;  Nettles  v.  Sweazea,  2  Mo. 
100  N.  H. — Stevens  v.  Thompson,  15 
N  H.  410;  Eangely  v.  Webster,  11  N. 
H  299  •  N.  Y.— Tuffs  v.  Gibbons,  19 
Wend.  639;  Field  v.  Goodman,  3  Wend. 
310;  Morgan  v.  Dyer,  10  Johns.  161. 
Ohio.— Tilton  v.  Morgaridge,  12  Ohio 
St  98  And  see  Crutchfleld  v.  Car- 
man, Tapp.  86.  Pa.— Lyon  v.  Marc- 
lav  1  Watts  271;  Hostetter  v.  Kauf- 
man, 11  Serg.  &  B.  146.  Va.-Bradley 
V  Welch,  1  Munf.  (15  Va.)  284;  Hunt 
V.  Wilkinson,  2  Call  (6  Va.)  49,  1  Am. 
Dec.  534. 


24.  Palmer  v,  Hutchins,  1  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)  42;  Alexander  v.  Fink,  12  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  218;  Grumble  v.  Perley,  6  N. 
Brunsw.  512. 

25.  Gowen  &  Co.  v.  Jones,  20  Ala. 
128;  Gordon  v.  Eobinson,  3  Ont.  Pr. 
(Can.)  366. 

[a]  It  cannot  be  pleaded  after  judg- 
ment on  demurrer  unless  there  are 
other  issues  remaining  on  the  record 
for  trial,  and  then  only  as  to  those  is- 
sues. Gordon  v.  Eobinson,  3  Ont.  Pr. 
(Can.)  366.  And  see  Wagner  v.  Im- 
brie,  6  Exeh.  (Eng.)  380,  15  Jur.  405, 
20  L.  J.  Exch.  235,  2  L.  M.  &  P.  333. 

26.  Alexander  v.  Fink,  12  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)   218. 

27.  Weideroder  v.  Mace,  184  Ind. 
242,  111  N.  B.  5;  Vivian  Collieries  Co. 
V.  Cahall,  184  Ind.  473,  110  N.  E.  672; 
Voorhees  v.  Indianapolis  Car  &  Mfg. 
Co.,  140  Ind.  220,  39  N.  E,  738. 

28.  McGowan  v.  Hoy,  4  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)    223. 

29.  See  Bate  v.  Fellowes,  4  Bosw. 
(N.  Y.)  638;  Morrow  v.  Morrow,  1 
Tread.  Const.  (S.  C.)  455,  3  Brev. 
394. 

Xeave  to  file  nunc  pro  tunc  see 
supra,  IV. 

30.  N.  H. — Stevens  v.  Thompson,  15 
N.  H.  410.  N.  Y.— Bate  v.  Fellowes,  4 
Bosw.  638.  Pa. — Day  v.  Hamburgh,  1 
Browne  75.  S.  0. — State  v.  Moses, 
20  8.  C.  465. 

31.  Bate  v.  Fellowes,  4  Bosw.  (N. 
Y.)   638. 

32.  Bate  V.  Fellowes,  4  BoSw.  (N. 
Y.)  638. 
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VI.  FORM  AND  CONTENTS.  —  If  the  plea  contain  facts  sufficient 
to  make  it  one  puis  darrein  continuance,  it  will  be  treated  as  such 
regardless  of  what  the  parties  may  term  it.*^  Being  in  a  sense 
dilatory,^*  the  plea  should  be  framed  with  great  strictness.^*  It  must 
allege  facts  from  which  it  appears  that  the  matter  of  defense  oc- 
curred after  the  last  continuance,^"  setting;  fortli  the  day  of  the  con- 
tinuance^^ and  the  time  and  place  where  the  matter  of  defense  arose.*' 
It  should  conclude  that  the  plaintifP  should  not  further  maintain  his 
acti9n,^^  and  if  the  plea  be  one  in'  abatement,  it  must  conclude  by 
praying  judgment  of  the  writ,  and  that  the  writ  be  quashed;*"  or  if 


33.  Ala.— State  v.  Webb,  110  Ala. 
214,  20  So.  462;  Henry  v.  Porter,  29 
Ala.  619.  111.— Mount  v.  Seli.oles,  120 
111.  394,  11  N.  E.  401;  Boss  v.  Nesbi-t, 
7  111.  252;  Donley  v.  Dougherty,  97  111. 
App.  544;  Miller  v.  McCormiek  Har- 
vesting Maoh.  Co.,  84  111.  App.  571  j 
Straight  v.  Hanchett,  23  111.  App. 
584.  IMl— Prather  v.  Euddell,  8 
Blaekf.  393.  Me.— Hilliker  v.  Simp- 
son, 92  Me.  590,  43  Atl.  495.  Pa. 
Vicary  v.  Moore,  2  Watts  451,  27  Am. 
Deo.  323. 

34.  Morrow  v.  Morrow,  1  Tread. 
Const.  (S.  C.)  455,  3  Brev.  394. 

35.  Mount  V.  ScKoles,  120  111.  394, 
11  N.  E.  401;  Donley  v.  Dougherty,  97 
111.  App.  544.  S'ee  4'  Standard  Peoc. 
834. 

[a]  The  precise  day  on  which  the 
thing     happened     should     be     alleged. 
Cummings  v.  Smith,  50  Me.  568,  79  Am.  | 
Dee.  629. 

[b]  A  plea  of  (ormer  adjudication  , 
should    allege    that    the    former    judgi-  ' 
ment  was  the  result  of  a  trial  on  the  ' 
merits  and  that  at  the    time    the  plea 
was  filed  the  judgment  was  not  appealted 
from,    reversed    or     vacated'     but     re- 
aained  in  full  force  and  eflfBcti.     Miller 
V.    McCormiek   Harvesting    Maoh.    Co., 
84   111.-  App.    571.      And    see    PaskewiB 
V.  East  St.  Louis  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  197  111. 
App.  1. 

[e]  A  plea  of  alien  enemy'  should 
show  either  that  the  plaintiff  is  an 
alien  born  and  is  here  without  safe 
conduct,  or  if  a  citizen,  that  he  is 
a  resident  with  the  enemy.'  Park-iu-  j 
sou  V.  Wentworth,  11  Mass.  26.  ' 

[d]  If  basedi  on  accord  and;  satis- 
faction it  must  allege  a  satisfaction 
of  both  costs  and  damages  sustained 
by  a  breach  of'  contract,  as  such  plea 
must  be  to  the  whole  of  cause  of  ac- 
tion. Goodwin  ?".  Crem^r,  IS  O.  B. 
757,  83  E.  C.  L.  756,  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  30, 
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17  Jur.  2,  118  Eng.  Beprint  286; 
Francis  v.  Crywell,  5  B.  &  Aid.  886,  1 
n.  &  E.  546,  7  E.  C.  L.  481,  106  Eng. 
Eeprint  1415;  Ash  v.  Pouppeville,  L. 
E.  32  B.  (Eng.)  86,  8  B.  &  S'.  825;  37 
L.  J.  Q:  B.  55,  16  Wkly  Eep.  191. 

36.  111.— Eoss  V.  Nesbit,  7  111.  252; 
Straight  v.  Hanchett,  23  111.  App. 
584.  N.  Y. — Jackson  ex  dem.  Colden 
Each,  7  Johns.  194.  S.  C. — Morrow  v. 
Morrow,  1  Tread.  Const.  455,  3  Brev. 
394. 

87.  111.— Eoss  V.  Nesbit,  7  111.  252. 
Me. — Field  v.  Cappers,  81  Me.  36,  16 
Atl>  32S>  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  237;  Augusta 
V.  Moulton,  75  Me.  551 ;  Jewett  v.  Jew- 
etft,  58  Me.  234.  Pa.— Vicary  v.  Moore, 
2    Watts   541,   27   Am.    Dec.    323. 

38.  Mount  V.  Scholes,  120  HI.  394, 
11  N.  E.  401;  Eoss  V.  Nesbit,  7  111. 
252c;  Field  v.  Cappers,  81  Me.  36,  16 
Atl.  328,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  237;  Cum- 
mings V.  Smith,  50  Me.  568,  79  Am. 
Dec.  629. 

[a.]  "In  pleading  a  judgment, 
either  the  term  of  the  court  at  which 
it  was  recovered,  ot  the  exact  date  of 
its  rendition,  should  always  be  stated, 
and  when  taken  in  vacation  .  .  . 
the  time  of  its  entry  by  the  clerk 
should  be  stated."  Mount  v.  Scholes, 
120  HI.  394,  11  N.  E.  401. 

39.  Gibson  v.  Bourland,  13  111.  App. 
352;  McGowan  v.  Hoy,  4  J.  J.  Marsh. 
223.  See  also  Hallowes  v.  Lucy,  3 
Lev.  120,  83  Eng.  Eeprint  608.  But 
see  Broughton  v.  Bradley,  34  Ala.  694, 
73  Am.  Dec.  474. 

4.0.     Eoss  V.  Nesbit,  7  111.  252. 

[a]  If  the  plea  be  one  of  alien  en- 
emy  (1)  it  should  conclude  that  the 
plaintiff  be  barred  of  his  .action  until, 
etc.  (Parkinson  c.  Wentworth,  11  Mass. 
26),  or  (2)  that  the  writ  remain  with- 
out day,  donnee  terrae  fuerint,  until 
the  intercourse  or  the  peace:  of  the 
two  countries  shall  be  restored.  Hutch- 
inson V.  Brock,  11  Mass.  119. 
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the  writ  abates  de  facto,  by  praying  judgment  if  the  court  will  fur- 
ther proceed.*^  The  plea  is  usually  required  to  be  verified  by  afH- 
davit,"^  though  in  some  jurisdictions,  verification  of  the  plea  is  neces- 
sary only  when  it  is  pleaded  in  abatement.^^ 

VII.  OBJECTIONS  TO  PLEA.  — A.  Demurrer.  —  The  suffi- 
ciency of  a  plea  duly  verified  can  be  determined  only  on  demurrer." 
Failure  to  file  the  plea  in  time  may  also  be  taken  advantage  of  by 
demurrer.'*^  A  general  demurrer  is  sufficient  as  a  rule  to  reach  de- 
fects in  the  form  of  the  plea.*^ 

B.  Motion.  —  When  the  plea  is  not  filed  in  due  season,  the  ques- 
tion may  be  presented  by  motion  to  set  the  plea  aside.*'  If  two  pleas 
are  permitted  to  be  filed,  a  motion  to  strike  one  of  them  from  the 
files  is  proper.*^  A  motion  to  strike  may  also  be  made  because  the 
plea  is  accompanied  by  another  plea  that  it  is  not  verified,*'  or  im- 
properly verified.^"  A  plea  puis  darrein  continuance  regularly  pleaded 
and  verified  cannot  be  set  aside  on  motion  as  false.^^ 


41.  Eoss  V.  Nesbit,  7  111.  252. 

42.  Ala. — Lindsay  v.  Barnett,  130 
Ala.  417,  30  So.  395;  Evans  v.  Cincin- 
nati, S.  &  M.  Ey.  Co.,  78  Ala.  341.  111. 
Eosa  V.  Nesbit,  7  111.  252.  N".  C— See 
Williams  v.  Hutton  &  Bqurbonnais  Co., 
164  N.  C.  216,  80  S.  E.  257.  Pa.— Day 
17.  Hamburgh,  1  Browne  75.  S.  C. 
Morrow  v.  Morrow,  1  Tread.  Const. 
455,  3  Brev.  394.  Tenn. — Chattanooga 
V.  Neely,  97  Tenn.  527,  37  S.  W.  281; 
Caldwell   v.    Eichmond,   1    Heisk.    468. 

'  Brig.— Martin  v.  Wyvill,  1  Str.  492, 
93  Eng.  Eeprint  654;  Paris  v.  Salkeld, 
2  Wils.  C.  P.  137.  Can.— Gordon  v. 
Eobinson,  3  Ont.  Pr.  366. 

But  see  McGowan  v.  Hoy,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.   (Ky.)   223. 

[a]  The  purpose  of  the  affidavit  is 
to  inform  the  court  and  not  to  give 
validity  to  the  plea,  when  therefore 
the  plea  has  been  filed  with  leave  of 
court,  it  will  be  presumed  that  satis 
factory  proof  had  been  given  to  the 
court,  or  that  it  was  consented  to  by 
the  opposite  party.  Morrow  v.  Mor- 
row, 1  Tread.-  Const.  (S.  C.)  455,  3 
Brev.  394. 

[b]  The  English  courts,  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  statute  of  4  and  5 
Anne,  ch.  16,  did  not  require  the  plea 
to  be  verified.  Pierce  v.  Pakton,  2 
Salk.  519,  91  Eng.  Eeprint  442;  Haw- 
kins V.  Moor,  Cro.  Jac.  261,  79  Eng. 
Eeprint  225;  and  see  Cockaine  v.  Wit- 
nam,  Cro.  Eliz.  49,  78  Eng.  Eprint  311. 

43.  Mount  V.  Seholes,  120  111.  394, 
11  N.  E.  401;  Donley  v.  Dougherty,  97 
111.  App.  544;  Harding  V.  Horton,  79 
111.  App.  123;   Gibson  v.  Bourland,  13 


111.   App.    352;    Crutchfield  v.   Carman, 
Tapp.   (Ohio)   86. 

[a]  When  pleaded,  in  bar  no  verifi- 
cation necessary»  lU. — -Eobinson  v. 
Burkell,  3  111.  278.  N.  Y.— Jackson  v. 
Peer,  4  Cow.  418;  Bancker  v.  Ash,  9 
Johns.  250.  Ohio. — Crutchfield  v.  'Car- 
man, Tapp.  86. 

44.  Day  v.  Hamburgh,  1  Browne 
(Pa.)  75. 

45.  Morgan  v.  Dyer,  9  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  255,  10  Johns.  161.  But  see  Thom- 
as V.  Van  Doren,  6  Mo.  201,  that  the 
remedy  is  by  motion  to  strike,  not  de- 
murrer. See  also,  Eowell  v.  Hayden, 
40  Me.   582. 

46.  Eoss  V.  Nesbit,  7  111.  252. 

47.  Me. — Eowell  v.  Hayden,  40  Me. 
582.  Miss.— Pool  V.  Hill,  44  Miss. 
306.  Mo. — Thomas  v.  Van  Doren,  6 
Mo.  201.  N.  Y. — Morgan  v.  Dyer,  9 
Johns.  255,  10  Johns.  161;  Ludlow  v. 
McCrea,  1  Wend.  228. 

48.  East  St.  Louis  v.  Eenshaw,  153 
111.  491,  38  N.  B.  1048. 

[a]  On  appeal,  if  there  be  two 
pleas  puis  darrein  continuance,  the 
first  will  be  regarded  as  properly  filed, 
and  the  second  as  stricken  from  the 
files.  East  St.  Louis  v.  Eenshaw,  153 
111.  491,  38  N.'E.  1048. 

49.  Nicholl  V.  Mason,  21  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)   339. 

50.  Ala.— Wright  v.  Evans,  53  Ala. 
103;  McCall  v.  McEae,  10  Ala.  813. 
Ky.— McGowan  v.  Hoy,  4  J.  J.  Marsh. 
223.     Miss.— Pool  V.  Hill,  44  Miss.  306. 

51.  Gilbert  v.  Graham,  14  N.  Bruns. 
(Can.)  202. 
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VIII.  AMENDMENT.  —  The  plea  may  be  amended  at  any  time 
before  trial,^^  and  the  amended  plea  may  be  entitled  as  of  the  term 
when  the  original  was  filed.^'  When  a  demurrer  to  the  plea  has  been 
sustained,  leave  to  withdraw  the  plea  may  be  granted  and  a  former 
plea  reinstated,  with  or  without  terms.^* 

IX.  REPLICATION  TO  PLEA.  — The  adverse  party  may  reply 
to  a  plea  puis  darrein  continuance.^^ 

X.  OPERATION  AND  EFFECT.  — A  plea  puis  darrein  con- 
tinuance in  legal  effect  admits  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  except  the 
matter  contested  by  it,^^  and  unless  otherwise  provided  by  statute''^ 
waives  all  other  pleas,'^  having  the  effect  by  operation  of  law  to  cause 


52.  V.  S. — Heye  v.  Lieman,  12  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  6,445a.  Ala.  ■ —  Webster  v. 
Wyser,  1  Stew.  184.  Eng. — Holroyd  v. 
Eeed,  5  Q.  B.  594,  D.  &  M.  483,  8  Jur. 
81,  13  L.  J.  Q.  B.  130,  48  E.  C.  L.  594, 
114  Eng.  Reprint  1373. 

[a]  It  may  be  amended  in  sub- 
stance, though  demurred  to,  so  as  to 
modify  or  vary  entirely  the  original 
plea.  Jackson  v.  Peer,  4  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)   418. 

53.  Webster  v.  Wyser,  1  Stew. 
(Ala.)   184. 

54.  Ripley  v.  Leverenz,  183  111.  519, 
56  N.  E.  166,  reversing  (83  111.  App. 
603);  Horning  v.  Frank,  88  111.  App. 
87;  Smith  v.  Strange,  2  Manitoba 
(Can.)  101.  Compare,  Tanner  v.  Eob- 
erts,   1   Mo.   416. 

55.  Kingston  Bank  v.  Swift,  1  How. 
Pr.   (N,  Y.)   12. 

Propriety  of  replication  generally, 
see  the  title  "Eeplicatlon  and  Reply." 

[a]  Upoaa  failure  to  reply,  defend- 
ant may  proceed  to  judgment  non  pros 
for  want  of  replication.  Jackson  v. 
Peer,  4  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  418.  See  also 
Wollen  V.  Smith,  9  A.  &  E.  505,  8  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  122,  1  P.  &  D.  374,  2,  W.  W.  & 
H.'  79,  36  E.  C.  L.  274,  112  Eng.  Reprint 
1303. 

56.  ni.— Elder  v.  Prussing,  101  111. 
App.  655;  Horning  v.  Prank,  88  111. 
App.  87;  Harding  v.  Horton,  79  111. 
App.  123.  N.  H.— Webb  v.  Steele, 
13  N.  H.  230.  N.  'B.— Culver  v.  Bar- 
ney, 14  Wend.  161;  Kimball  v.  Hunt- 
ington, 10  Wend.  675,  25  Am.  Dec. 
590.  y  Wis.— Adams  v.  Filer,  7  Wis. 
306,  73  Am.  Dee.  410;  Adler  v.  Wise, 
4  Wis.  159. 

57.  Ala. — Wright  v.  Evans,  S3  Ala. 
103;  Dolberry  v.  Trice's  Exr.,  49  Ala. 
207;  Lacy,  Terrell  &  Co.  v.  Rockett,  11 
Ala.  1002.  But  see  Sadler  v.  Fischer's 
Admr.,  3  Ala.  200,  decided  prior  to  the 
statute.        Fla. — Parkhill's     Admr.     v. 
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Union  Bank,  1  Fla.  110,  128.  111. 
People  V.  Chicago  Eys.  Co.,  270  111. 
87,  104,  110  N.  'E.  386,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B, 
821.  Mass.— Shirley  v.  Shattuck,  18 
Mete.  256.  Pa. — Johns,  v.  Bolton,  12 
Pa.  339;  South  Easton  v.  Norton,  2 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  187,  636.  But  see  Woods  v. 
White,  97  Pa.  222.  Tenn.— Susong  v. 
Jack,  1  Heisk.  415.  Sanderlin  v.  Dan- 
dridge,  3  Humph.  (Tenn.)  99,  was  de- 
cided prior  to  enactment  of  §4633  of 
the  code. 

58.  U.  S.— Wisdom  v.  Williams, 
Hempst.  460,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,904; 
Taylor  v.  Hogan,  Hempst.  16,  23  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,794a;  SpafCord  v.  Wood- 
rufie,  2  McLean  191,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,198;  Good  v.  Davis,  Hempst.  16, 
10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5530a.  Ark.— Burton 
V.  Hynson,  7  Ark.  502.  111.— Mount  v. 
Seholes,  120  111.  394,  399,-11  N.  E.  401; 
Elder  v.  Prussing,  101  III.  App.  655; 
Donley  v.  Dougherty,  97  111.  App.  B44; 
Eork  V.  McDavid,  91  111.  App.  262; 
Horning  v.  Prank,  88  111.  App.  87; 
Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  ■;;.  Dowry,  85  111. 
App.  533.  But  see  People  v.  Chicago 
Rys.  Co.,  270  111.  87,  104,  110  N.  B. 
386,  Ann  Cas.  1917B,  821,  that  this  is 
no  longer  the  rule  in  Illinois.  Ind. 
Prather  v.  Ruddell,  8  Blackf.  393;  Seott 
V.  Brokaw,  6  Blackf.  241.  Me. — Hil- 
liker  v.  Simpson,  92  Me.  590,  43  Atl. 
495;  Morse  v.  Small,  73  Me.  565.  Miss. 
Pool  V.  Hill,  44  Miss.  306.  See  also 
Heyfron  v.  Mississippi  Union  Bank,  7 
Smed.  &  M.  434.  N.  H.— True  v. 
Huntoon,  54  N.  H.  121;  Webb  v.  Steele, 
13  N.  H.  230;  Pemigewasset  Bank  v. 
Brackett,  4  N.  H.  557.  N.  J.— Price 
V.  Sanderson,  18  N.  J.  L.  426.  N.  Y. 
Bate  V.  Fellows,  4  Bosw.  638;  Culver 
V.  Barney,  14  Wend.  161;  Kimball  v. 
Huntington,  10  Wend.  675,  25  Am.  Dec. 
590.  N.  C— Williams  v.  Hutton  &  Bour- 
Ibonnais  Co.,  164  N.  C.  216,  80  S.  B. 
257;    Greer   v.    Sheppard,   2    N.    C.    96. 
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all  other  pleas  to  be  stricken  from  the  record.^^  After  the  filing  of 
the  plea,  the  parties  proceed  to  settle  their  pleadings  de  novo  just  as 
though  no  pleas  had  been  previously  filed  in  the  cause,*"  and  both 
parties  are  precluded  from  presenting  any  evidence  as  to  the  merits 
of  the  cause.''^  The  aforestated  rule  as  to  waiver  of'  other  pleas  does 
not  apply  when  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  plea  affect  the  remedy  only 
and  not  the  cause  of  action,^^  nor  when  it  sets  up  only  a  partial 
defense. °' 

XI.  DISPOSITION  OF  PLEA.  —  In  jurisdictions  where  the  filing 
of  the  plea  puis  darrein  continuance  waives  and  supersedes  all  pre- 
vious pleas,  if  the  matter  pleaded  be  held  to  be  bad,  no  question  re- 
mains except  the  amount  of  damages.**  Whether  the  plea  be  in  effect 
one  in  bar  or  abatement,  or  whether  on  demurrer  or  after  trial,  the 
judgment  should  be  final, '^^  and  not  respondeat  ouster,**  though  by 


Ohio. — Haines  v.  Lytle,  1  Ohio  Dee. 
(Reprint)  198,  4  "West.  L.  J.  1.  Pa. 
Lyon  V.  Marelay,  1  Watts  271.  See 
Woods  V.  White,  97  Pa.  222.  But  see 
Johns  V.  Bolton,  12  Pa.  339,  rule 
changed  by  statute.  K.  I.— Westerly 
Probate  Court  v.  Potter,  25  E.  I.  204, 
55  Atl.  524.  S.  0.— Simonton  v.  Younge. 
1  Strobh.  17.  Vt. — Lincoln  v.  Thrall, 
26  Vt.  304.  Wis. — Adams  v.  Filer,  7 
Wis.  306,  73  Am.  Deo.  410;  Adler  v. 
Wise,  4  Wis.  159.  Can.— Buggies  v. 
Victoria  Beach  E.  Co.,  35  Nova  Scotia 
553. 

[,a]  General  issue  (1)  waived  (111. 
Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Lowry,  85 
111.  App.  533.  Eule  since  changed  by 
practice  act,  see  People  v.  Chicago  Rys. 
Co.,  270  III.  87,  lfl7,  110  N.  E.  386, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  821.  Me.— Morse  v. 
Small,  73  Me.  565.  Vt.— Lincoln  v. 
Thrall,  26  Vt.  304.  Wis.— Adams  v. 
Filer,  7  Wi'S.  306,  73  Am.  Dec.  410), 
(2)  as  vfell  as  the  matters  set  out  m 
the  notice  thereto  subjoined.  Adams  v. 
Filer,  7  Wis.  306,  73  Am.  Dec.  410. 

[b]  If  after  a  plea  in  hax,  defend- 
ant pleads  puis  darrein  continuance, 
his  plea  in  bar  is  waived,  but  such 
plea  may  be  properly  pleaded  with  the 
general  issue,  either  specially  or  by 
brief  statement,  when  no  plea  has  been 
previously  pleaded.  True  v.  Huntoon, 
54  N.  H.  121. 

[c]  If  the  plea  be  stricken  from  the 
files  on  motion,  there  is  no  such  waiver, 
the  matter  standing  as  if  no  such  plea 
had  ever  been  filed.  Dinet  v.  Pfirsh- 
ing,  86  111.  83. 

59.  Donley  v.  Dougherty,  97  111. 
App.  544;  Horning  v.  Frank,  88  111. 
App.  87;  Harding  v.  Horton,  79  111. 
App     123;    Lincoln   V.    Thrall,    26    Vt. 


304.  But  see  People  v.  Chicago  Rys. 
Co.,  270  111.  87,  104,  110  N.  E.  386, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  821,  that  the  practice 
act  has  changed  this  rule. 

[a]     A  plea  puis  darrein  continuance 

(1)  is  in  substitution  of  all  previous 
pleas  (Woods  v.  White,  97  Pa.  222.  But 
see  Johns  v.  Bolton,  12  Pa.   339),  and 

(2)  supersedes  them.  East  St.  Louis 
V.  Eenshaw,  153  111.  491,  38  N.  E. 
1048. 

60.  Mount  V.  Soholes,  120  111.  394, 
11  N.  E.  401;  Donley  v.  Dougherty, 
97  111.  App.  544.  See  also  Waterbury 
V.  McMillan,  46  Mis'S.  635. 

61.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  E.  Co.  v,  Lowry, 
85  111.  App.  533. 

62.  N.  Y.— Bate  v.  Fellowes,  4  Bosw. 
638;  Culver  v.  Barney,  14  Wend.  161; 
Rayner  v.  Dyett,  2  Wend.  300.  E.  I. 
Davis  V.  Burgess,  18  E.  I.  85,  25  AtL 
848.  Vt.— Lincoln  v.  Thrall,  26  Vt. 
304. 

63.  111.— Bennet  v.  Gilbert,  94  111. 
App.  505,  affirmed,  194  111.  403,  62  N. 
E.  847.  N.  Y.— Morris  v.  Cook.  19 
Wend.  699.  E.  I.— Davis  v.  Burgess,  18 
B.   I.   85,   25   Atl.   848. 

64.  Ryan  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co., 
60  111.  App.  612;  Morse  v.  Small,  73 
Me.  565. 

65.  U.  S. — Renner  v.  Marshall,  1 
Wheat.  215,  4  L.  ed.  74.  Me.— McKeen 
V.  Parker,  51  Me.  389.  N.  H.— Waldo 
V.  Mitchell,  24  N.  H.  229. 

[a]  Whether  upon  demurrer  or  ver- 
dict the  judgment  is  final  quod  re- 
cuperet. Culver  v.  Barney,  14  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   161. 

66.  Me. — See  McKeen  v.  Parker,  51 
Me.  389.  But  see  Field  v.  Cappers,  81 
Me.  36,  16  Atl.  328,  10  Am.  St.  Rep. 
237;  Augusta  v.  Moulton,  75  Me.  551, 
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statute  in  some  jurisdictions,  the  judgment  should  be  respondeat  ouster 
and  not  quod  recuperet.*' 

XII.     COSTS.  —  Costs  will  as  a  rule  be  imposed  up  to  the  time  of 
filing  the  plea.®* 


that  the  court  may  in  its  discretion 
allow  a  repleader  on  terms.  N.  H. 
Waldo  V.  Mitchell,  24  N".  H.  229,  N.  Y. 
Culver  v.  Barney,  14  Wend.  161. 

67.  McDugald  v.  Mississippi  Union 
Bank,  6  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  333. 

68.  U.  S.  —  Wisdom  v.  Williams, 
Jlempst.  460,  30  Fed.  Gas.  No.  17,9,04. 
Ala. — Peck  47.  Karter,  141  Ala.  668,  37 
So.  920,  cmermling  State  ex  rel.  Sancbe 


V.  Webb,  110  Ala.  214,  20  So.  462,  in 
so  far  as  it  conflicts  with  this  prin- 
ciple. Mo. — Nettles  v.  Sweazea,  2  Mo. 
100.  S.  C— State  v.  Moses,  20  S.  C. 
465. 

[al  Costs  should  only  be  required 
to  be  paid  when  leave  to  file  is  not 
sought  at  the  term  subsequent  to  which 
it  arose  but  at  a  subsequent  term. 
Stevens  v.  Thompson,  15  N.  H.  410. 


PUNISHMENT.  —  See  Pardon;  Senience  and  Judgment. 


PURCHASER  WITHOUT  NOTICE.  —  See  Fraudulent  Conveyances. 
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3.  Averments  as  to  Analysis  and  Standard,  983 

4.  Averments  as  to  Sale,  984' 

5.  Averments  as  to  Knowledge  and  Intent,  984 

6.  Negativing  Exceptions  or  Provisos,  984 
B.    Trial,  984 

F.    Review,  985 

IV.  SEIZURE  AND  CONDEMNATION  UNDER,  985 

A.  In  General,  985 

B.  Who  May  Bring  Proceedings  for,  986 

C.  Jurisdiction,  986 

D.  The  Lihel,  986 

E.  Hearing  or  Trial,  987 

F.  Beview,  987 

V.  POWER  OP  EQUITY  TO  ENJOIN  ENFORCEMENT  OF,  988 

VI.  REMEDY  FOR  INJURIES  FROM  UNWHOLESOME  FOOD, 

988 
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CROSS-BEFEKENCES: 

Adulteration ;  Health  ; 

Intoxicating  Liquors. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  1012,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  GENERAL  STATEMENT.  —  In  most  jurisdictions,  statutory- 
provisions  exist  regulating  the  manufacture,  sale  and  transportation 
of  adulterated  or  misbranded  articles  of  food,  drugs,  liquor,  and  kiii- 
dred  articles.^  These  laws  are  commonly  designated  as  the  pure  food 
acts.^ 


1.  See  the  statutes,  and  Armour  & 
Co.  V.  State  Dairy  &  Food  Comr., 
159  Mich.  1,  8,  123  N.  W.  580;  Ward 
V.  Morehead  City  Sea  Food  Co.,  171 
N.  C.  33,  87  S.  B.  958. 

2.  V.  S. — United  States  v.  Morgan, 
181  Fed.  587.  Ind. — Isenhour  v.  State, 
157    Ind.    517,    520,    62    N.    E.    40,    87 
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Am.  St.  Eep.  228.  IVIich. — People  v. 
Jennings,  132  Mich.  662,  663,  94  N.  W. 
216.  Ohio. — Haas  v.  State,  2  Ohio  Dec. 
177,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  248.  Pa.— Com.  v. 
Kevin,  202  Pa.  23,  51  Atl.  594,  9ll 
Am.  St.  Eep.  613:  Com.  v,  Spencer,  28 
Pa.  Super.  301;  Com.  v.  Hartman,  19 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  97.     Wash. — Hathaway  v. 
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The  general  purpose  and  object  of  all  pure  food  and  kindred  acts  is 
to  prevent  the  manufacture,  or  sale  of  adulterated  or  misbranded  arti- 
cles of  food  and,  drugs,^  that  the  health  of  the  people  of  the  state  may 
be  protected,*  and  honesty  and  fair  dealing  in  the  sale  of  such  articles 
be  promoted.^  The  special  object  of  the  federal  law,  however,  is  to 
keep  adulterated  articles  out  of  the  channels  of  interstate  commerce," 
or  if  they  enter  such  commerce,  to  condemn  them  while  being  trans- 
ported or  when  they  have  reached  their  destination,  provided  they 
remain  unloaded,  unsold,  or  in  original  unbroken  packages/ 

II.  CRIMINAL  REMEDIES.  —  A.  In  General.  — The  exposure 
for  sale  in  open  market,  or  the  selling  of  unwholesome  foods,  to  be 
used  as  such,  was  a  misdemeanor  and  indictable  at  the  common  law,* 
and  since  offenses  at  common  law  are  indictable  in  most  states  by  gen- 
eral statutory  provision,  the  sale  of  unwholesome  articles  of  food  would 
be  indictable  in  the  absence  of  any  special  statutory  provision."  But 
under  the  pure  food  laws,  it  is  generally  made  a  penal  offense  not 
only  to  sell,  or  offer  for  sale,  but  to  manufacture  or  ship,  adulterated 


McDonald,  27  Wash.  659,  68  Pac.  376, 
91   Am.  St.  Eep.  889. 

.3.  Savage  v.  Jones,  225  U.  S.  501, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  715,  56  L.  ed.  1182;  Haas 
V.  State,  2  Ohio  Dec.  177,  1  Ohio  N.  V. 
248.  See  also:  U.  S.— Hebe  Co.  v.  Cal- 
vert, 246  Fed.  711.  la.— State  v.  Ar- 
mour Packing  Co.,  124  Iowa  323,  100 
N.  W.  59.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Miller,  131 
Pa.  118,  18  Atl.  938,  6  L.  E.  A.  633. 

[a]  That  Articles  Are  Properly 
Branded. — United  States  v.  Morgan,  181 
Fed.   587. 

4.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Hall- 
Baker  Grain  Co.  v.  United  States,  198 
Fed.  614,  117  C.  C.  A.  318;  Hebe  Co. 
V.  Calvert,  246  Fed.  711;  United  States 
V.  Johnson,  177  Fed.  313,  315.  D.  C. 
Gait  V.  United  States,  39  App.  Cas.  470. 
Minn. — Meshbesher  v.  Channellene  Oil 
&  Mfg.  Co.,  107  Minn.  104.-  119  N.  W. 
428,  131  Am.  St.  Eep.  441.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  West,  106  N.  Y.  293,  12  N.  B. 
610,  60  Am.  Eet).  452.  Ohio. — State 
V.  Capital  City  Dairy  Co.,  62  Ohio  St. 
350,  57  N.  E.  62,  57  L.  E.  A.  181; 
State  V.  Kelly,  54  Ohio  St.  166,  43  N. 
E.  163.  Pa. — Com.  V.  Kevin,  202  Pa. 
23,  51  Atl.  594,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  613; 
Cora.  V,  Arow,  32  Pa.  Super.  1.  Wash. 
Hathaway  v.  McDonald,  27  Wash.  659, 
68  Pac.  376,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  S«y. 
Bng. — Parsons  v.  Birmingham  Dairy 
Co.,  L.  E.  9  Q.  B.  Div.  172. 

5.  See  the  following:  tJ.  S.— Hall- 
Baker  Grain  Co.  v.  United  States,  198 
Fed.  614,  117  C.  C.  A.  318;  United 
States  V.  Amer.  Druggists'  Syndicate, 
186  Fed.  387:  United  States  v.  Johnson, 


177  Fed.  313.  Neb.— State  v.  Paxton 
&,  Gallagher  Co.,  93  Neb.  216,  140  N. 
W.  167.  N.  Y.— People  v.  West,  106 
N.  Y.  293,  12  N.  E.  610,  60  Am.  Eep. 
452;  People  v.  Henderson,  131  N.  Y. 
Supp.  997.  Ohio.— See  State  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 56  Ohio  St.  82,  86,  46  N.  B. 
71.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Kevin,  202  Pa.  23, 
51  Atl.  594,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  613;  Com. 
V.  Arow,  32  Pa.  Super.  1. 

6.  United  States  v.  Lexington  Mill 
&  Blev.  Co.,  232  U.  S.  399,  409,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  337,  58  L.  ed.  658,  L.  E.  A. 
1915B,  774;  Savaee  v.  Jones,  225  U.  S. 
501,  529,  32  Sup.  Ct.  715,  56  L.  ed. 
1182;  Hipolite  Egg  Co.  v.  United 
States,  220  U.  S.  45,  54,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
364,  55  L.  ed.  364:  Hall-Baker  Grain 
Co.  V.  United  States,  198  Fed.  614,  117 
0.  0.  A.  318:  United  States  v.  Five 
Boxes    of    Asafoetida,    181    Fed.    561. 

7.  Savage  v.  Jones,  225  U.  S.  501, 
529,  32  Sup.  Ct.  715,  56  L.  ed.  1182; 
Hipolite  Egg  Co.  v.  United  States,  220 
U.  S.  45,  54,  31  Sup.  Ct.  364,  &5  JL,. 
ed.  364. 

8.  Mo. — State  v.  Snyder,  44  Mo. 
App.  429.  N.  H. — State  v.  Buckman, 
8  N.  H.  203,  29  Am.  Dee.  646.  N.  0. 
State  V.  Norton,  24  N.  C.  40;  State 
V.  Smith,  10  N.  C.  378,  14  Am.  Dec. 
594.  Ohio. — Haas  v.  State,  2  Ohio  Dec. 
177,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  248. 

[al  Exhibition  or  Sale  Necessary 
To  Offense. — Haas  v.  State,  2  Ohio  Dee. 
177,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  248.  But  see  State 
V.  Buckman,  8  N.  H.  203,  29  Am.  Dee. 
646. 

9.  State  V.  Snyder,  44  Mo.  App.  429. 
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or  misbranded  articles  of  food  or  drink. ^°  Since  the  offense  described 
in  such  laws  is  not  an  infamous  offense,  however,  prosecution  may  be 
■either  by  indictment,'^^  or  by  information  filed  by  the  proper  district 
attorney.^^ 

The  pxa^tice  followed  in  proBecutions  under  tha  federal  act  must  be  in 
accord  with  recognized  procedure.^" 

Notice  and  Hearing.  —  Statutes  sometimes  provide  that,  when  an 
article  is  found  to  be  adulterated  or  misbranded  upon  an  examination 
or  investigation  provided  for  therein,^*  notice  shall  be  given  to  the 
party  from  whom  the  sample  was  obtained  of  such  fact;^^  and  an  op- 
portunity afforded  the  person  notified,  for  such  hearing  as  is  provided 
for  in  the  act."    It  is  held,  however,  under  the  federal  act,  that  such 


10.  See   the    statutes,   and   the   fol- 
Icwing  cases:   U.  S. — United  States  v.  i 
Morgan,  ,222   U.    8.   274,   279,   32   Sup.  | 
Ct.   81,   56   L.    ed.    198;    Hipolite   Egg 
Oo.  V.  United  States,  220  U.  S.  45,  51, 1 
31  Sup.  Ct.  364,  55  L.  ed.  364;  United  ^ 
States  V.  Twenty  Cases  of  Grape  Juice, 
189   Fed.   331,   333,    111    C.    C.    A.    63; 
United   States   v.   Hopkins   &   Co.,   199 
Fed.  649,  651;   United  States  v.  May- i 
field,  177  Fed.  765,  768.    Nel).— Lansing  ! 
V.  State,  73  Neb.  124,  102  N.  W.  254, 
under    ch.    99,    laws    of    1897.      N.    C. 
Ward  V.  Morehead  City  Sea  Food  Co., 
niT^i.  C.  33,  87  S.  E.  958. 

[a]  Any  person,  whether  a  manu- 
facturer or  a  dealer  not  protected  by 
a  guarantee,  violating  the  provisions 
of  these  acts  is  guilty  of  the  offense 
stated  therein.  See  the  statutes  and 
the  following  cases:  United  States  v. 
Morgan,  222  U.  S.  274,  279,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
81,  56  L.  ed.  198;  Hipolite  Egg  Co. 
V.  United  States,  220  U.  S.  45,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  364,  55  L;  ed.  364;  United  States 
V.  Twenty  Cases  of  Grape  Juice,  189 
,Fed.  331,  333,  111  C.  C.  A.  63;  United 
;StateB  v,  Hopkins  &  Co.,  199  Fed.  649; 
United  States  v.  Mayfield,  177  Fqd. 
.765,  768. 

[b]  Where  the  acts  do  not  spe- 
cifically provide  for  their  enforcement, 
it  is  nevertheless  held  that  a  criminal 
■prosecution  in  accordance  with  the  gen- 
eral Statutory  provisions  is  contem- 
plated. See  State  v.  Horgan,  55  Minn. 
183,  56  N.  W.  688. 

11.  United  States  v.  Lindsay  Well's 
Co.,  186  Fed.  248.  See  also  Com.  v. 
Haynes,  107  Mass.  194. 

[a]  Prosecution  against  corporation 
Is  by  action  for  fine  and  not  by  indict- 
ment or  information  under  Kentucky 
statute.  Small  &  Co.  v.  Com.,  134  Ky. 
272,  120  S.  W.  361. 

12.  United  States  v.  J.  L.  Hopkins 
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&  Co.,  228  Fed.  173;  United  States 
V.  Wells,  225  Fed.  320;  United  States 
V.  Lindsay  Wells  Co.,  186  Fed.  248. 

[a]  Leave  of  court  to  file  an  in- 
formation (1)  for  a  violation  of  the 
food  and  drug  act  is  required  in  some 
jurisdictions.  See  United  States  v. 
Simon,  248  Fed.  980;  United  States  v. 
J.  L.  Hopkins  &  Co.,  228  Fed.  173; 
United  States  v.  Wells,  225  Fed.  320. 
(2)  Such  lea,ve  will  be  denied  when  it 
is  doubtful  whether  there  has  been  a 
violation  of  the  statute,  and  the  de- 
fendants have  acted  in  good  faith  and 
are  willing  to  comply  with_  the  law. 
United  States  v.  Schurman,'"l77  Fed. 
581.  As  to  necessity  for  leave  of 
court,  generally,  see  12  Standabd  Pboc. 
112,  et  seq. 

13.  United  States  v.  Simon,  248  Fed. 
980,  and  it  must  not  be  within  the 
inhibition   of   the  federal   constitution. 

14.  See  the  several  statutes,  and 
United  States  v.  One  Hundred  Barrels 
of  Vinegar,  183  Fed.  471,  475,  in- 
vestigation provided  for  in  §4  of  the 
federal  act  refers  to  cases  of  crim- 
inal prosecution  under  §5  for  the  en- 
forcement of  the  penalties  referred  to 
in  §2;  it  has  no  reference  to  proceed- 
ings for  condemnation  under  §10,  since 
the  necessities  of  proceedings  under 
§10  could  not  abide  the  delay  caused 
by  an  investigation  such  as  prescribed 
in  §4. 

15.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  United  States  v.  Morgan, 
222  U.  8.  274,  280,  32  Sup.  Ct.  81,  56 
L.  ed.  198;  United  States  v.  Seventy- 
Five  Boxes  of  Alleged  Pepper,  198 
Fed.  934;  United  States  v.  Seventy- 
Five  Barrels  of  Vinegar,  192  Fed.  850; 
United  States  v.  Seventy-Four  Cases  of 
Grape  Juice,  181  Fed.  629. 

16.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing  cases:    United   States  v.   Mor- 
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steps  are  not  conditions  precedent  to  an  enforcement  of  the  penalties' 
for  a  violation  of  such  acts.^' 

B.  Who  May  Prosecute.  —  Proceedings  for  the  prosecution  and 
enforcement  of  all  violations  of  the  pure  food  laws  are  generally 
made  at  the  instance  of  the  government,  federal  or  state.^*  It  iS' 
generally  made  the  duty  of  a  specified  officer  to  certify  the  fact  of  a 
violation  of  the  laws  to  the  prosecutor,  in  whose  district  prosecution 
should  be  had.^^  It  is  then  the  duty  of  such  person  to  prosecute  the 
offender.^"  "While  such  statutes  by  terms  impose  the  duty  of  enforcing 
the  provisions  thereof  upon  a  certain  person  or  body,  unless  they 
expressly  restrict  such  enforcement  to  the  particular  person  or  body 
designated,  they  do  not  prevent  any  one  from  instituting-  a  prosecu- 
tion for  its  enforcement.^^ 

C.  Jurisdiction  and.  Venue.^^  —  Prosecutions  for  violations  of  the 
pure  food  laws  must  be  had  in  the  district  in  which  prosecution 
is  authorized  and  jurisdiction  given  by  the  statute.^^    Under  the  fed- 


gan,  222  U.  S.  274,  280,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
81,  56  L.  ed.  198;  United  States  v. 
Hopkins  &  Co.,  199  Fed.  649,  652; 
United  States  v.  Seventy-Five  Boxes  of 
Alleged  Pepper,  198  Fed.  934;  United 
States  V.  Seventy-Five  Barrels  of  Vine- 
gar, 192  Fed.  350;  United  States  v. 
Seventy-Four  Cases  of  Grape  Juice,  181 
Fed.   629. 

17.  United  States  v.  Morgan,  222 
U.  S.  274,  32  Sup.  Ct.  81,  56  L.  ed. 
198  {reversing  181  Fed.  587);  United 
States  V.  Seventy-Five  Boxes  of  Alleged 
Pepper,  198  Fed.  934;  United  States  v. 
Seventy-Five  Barrels  of  Vinegar,  192 
Fed.  350,  353,  on  a  libel  for  forfeiture. 
See  also  United  States  v.  Fifty  Bar- 
rels-of  Whiskey,  165  Fed.  966,  afflrmed 
in  United  States  v.  Sixty-Five  Casks 
Liquid  Extracts,  170  Fed.  449,  454,  and 
cited  in  United  States  v.  Nine  Barrels 
of  Olives,  179  Fed.  983,  984.  This  ques- 
tion was  the  result  of  a  conflict  of 
authority,  however,  and  in  United 
States  V.  Certain  Cans  of  Syrup,  192 
Fed.  79,  decided  November  17,  1911 
(prior  to  decision  in  United  States  v. 
Morgan,  supra),  the  district  court,  for 
the  eastern  district  of  Pennsylvania, 
held  that  the  notice  and  hearing  pro- 
vided for  were  conditions  precedent  to 
a  libel,  when  suit  was  brought  at  the 
instance  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, following  the  decision  of  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals,  second  cir- 
cuit, in  United  States  v.  Twenty  Cases 
of  Grape  Juice,  189  Fed.  331,  111  C. 
C.  A.  63.  And  see  United  States  v. 
Seventy-Four  Casesi  of  Grape  Juice,  181 
Fed.  629j  631,  to  saime  effect, 


18.  See  the  cases  cited,  infra,  thia- 
section. 

19.  See  the  statutes,  and  United" 
States  V.  Hopkins  &  Co.,  199  Fed.  649, 
651,.  under  §4,,  federal  act,  providing 
that  the  secretary  of  agriculture  shall 
certify  the  fact  of  adulteration,  or  mis- 
branding to  the  proper  United  States 
district  attorney. 

20.  United  States  v.  Morgan,  222 
U.  S.  274,  281,  32  Sup.  Ct.  81,  56  L. 
ed.  198;  United  States  v.-  Twenty  Cases 
of  Grape  Juice,  189  Fed.  331,  333,,  111 
C.  C.  A.  63;  United  States  v.  Seventy- 
Five  Barrels  of  Vinegar,  192'  Fed.  350. 

[a]  United  States  district  attorney 
has  no  discretipn  but  to  proceed'  as 
directed  in  the  act.  United  States  v. 
Seventy-Five  Barrels  of  Vinegary  192 
Fed.  350.  But  the  fact  that  the  act 
compels  him  to  act  in  such  cases  does 
not  deprive  him  of  the  power  volun- 
tarily to  proceed  under  his  general 
powiers  to  prosecute  "all  d'elinquents 
fbr  crimes  and  offenses  cognizable  un- 
dflr  the  authority  of  tire  United 
States. ' '  United  States  v.  Morgan,  222 
U.  S.  274,  281,  32  Sup.  Ct.  81,  56  L. 
ed.  198. 

21.  See  Mass. — Com.  «.  Mullen,  176 
Mass.  132,  57  N.  E.  331;  Com.  v.  Mc- 
Donnell, 157  Mass.  407,  32  N.  E.  361. 
N.  Y. — People  v.  Beaman,  102  App. 
Div.  151,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  295.  R.  I. 
State  V.  Entwistle,  38  E.  I.  417,  96 
Atl.  306. 

See  also  the  cases  cited  in  1  Stand- 
A.BD  Pboc.  582,  note  7. 

22.  See  generally  the  titles  "Juris- 
diction;" "Venue." 

23.  ®©e    the    statutes,    and    United 

Vol.  XXI 


974 


PVBE  FOOD  LAWS 


eral  act,  since  the  crime  is  the  shipping  or  delivering  for  shipment 
at  the  place  in  which  the  commerce  is  instituted  by  the  physical  act 
oi  shipment,^*  prosecution  should  be  brought  in  this  jurisdiction.^^ 
Under  the  state  acts,  however,  an  offender  may  be  prosecuted  in  any 
county  of  the  state  where  a  sale  is  made  contrary  to  its  provisions.^* 
The  court  in  which  the  prosecution  is  brought  depends  largely  upon 
the  laws  of  the  particular  jurisdiction.^^ 

D.  Indictment,  Information  oe  Complaint.  — •  1.  Generally.^* 
The  indictment,  information  or  complaint  must  distinctly  allege  all 
the  elements  essential  to  the  offense  under  the  particular  statute  in- 
volved.^^  But  the  general  rule  obtains  that  an  indictment,  informa- 
tion or  complaint  in  the  language  of  the  statute  creating  the  offense,^" 
or  in  language  substantially  the  same  or  equivalent  thereto,'^  is  ordi- 


States  V.  Hopkins  &  Co.,  199  Fed.  649, 
651,  holding  that  the  question  of  reg- 
ulation, or  the  manner  of  administration 
o±  the  federal  act  in  the  department 
of  agriculture,  could  not  prevail  over 
the  express  language  of  the  statute. 
See  also  the  title  "United  States 
Courts." 

24.  United  States  v.  Hopkins  &  Co., 
199  Fed.  649,  -while  the  act  makes  the 
crime  as  indicated  in  the  text,  it  pfo- 
hibits  the  introduction  into  another 
state  by  interstate  commerce;  no  juris- 
diction can  be  acquired  except  through 
the  existence  of  interstate  comfaerce. 

25.  United  States  v.  Hopkins  &  Co., 
199  I'ed.  649,  652,  wherein  it  was  eon- 
tended  that  the  prosecution  should  be 
in  the  district  of  the  domicil  of  the 
defendant  corporation.  The  provision 
of  the  constitution,  that  the  trial  of  all 
crimes  shall  be  by  jury,  and  such  trial 
held  in  the  state  where  the  crime  shall 
ha\e  been  committed,  does  not  in  any 
way  affect  prosecution  under  the  fed- 
eral act,  for  the  state  in  which  prose- 
cution 13  to  be  had  is  clearly  defined 
fby  the  statute  itself.  Nor  does  a 
provision  m  the  act,  for  the  seizure 
of  goods  within  any  district  where 
found,  determine  in  what  jurisdiction 
a  criminal  proceeding  can  be  brought. 

faj  An  objection  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  cannot  be  raised  by 
a,  plea  based  upon  the  wording  of  the 
information.  United  States  v.  Hopkins 
&  Co.,  199  Fed.  649,  651. 

26.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  general  manager  of  a  cor- 
poration engaged  in  the  business  of 
wholesaling  food  supplies,  who,  in  con- 
ducting said  business,  kept  in  BtocTc  and 
sold,  through  trareling  salesmen  em- 
pJoytd  for  tie  purpose,  aa  adulterated 
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article  of  food,  was  held  to  be  a  prin- 
cipal offender  in  violating  the  pro- 
visions of  a  statute  prohibiting  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  impure  and 
adulterated  articles  of  food,  and  might 
be  prosecuted  for  such  offense  in  any 
county  of  the  state  where  a  sale  was 
made.  Bissman  v:  State,  6  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  712,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  714. 

27.  See  the  statutes,  and  Huyler's 
V.  Houston,  41  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  452; 
Queen  v.  Smith,  1896,  1  Q.  B.  (Eng.) 
596.  Also  the  cases  cited  1  Standabd 
Proc.  582,  note  8. 

28.  See  the  title  "Indictment  and 
Information." 

29.  See  the  following:  Mass. — Com. 
V.  O'Donnell,  1  Allen  593.  Mo. — State 
V.  Markus  (Mo.  App.),  153  S.  W.  488. 
N.  y. — People  V.  Harris,  54  Hun  638, 
7  N.  Y.  Supp.  773,  28  N.  Y.  St.  297, 
4  Silv.  531,  afflrmed  in  123  N.  Y.  70, 
25  N.  E.  317.  Wash.— State  v.  Hen- 
derson, 15  Wash.   598,  47  Pae.   19. 

See  also  1  Standard  Peoc.  582,  et 
seq. 

[a]  Indictment  Held  SuSicient  Un- 
der Meat  Inspection  Act.  —  United 
States  V.  Cudahy  Packing  Co.,  243  Fed. 
441. 

30.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — United 
States  V.  Joyce,  138  Fed.  457.  la. 
State  V.  Snow,  81  Iowa  642,  47  W.  W. 
777,  11  L.  E.  A.  355.  Mo.— St.  Louis 
V.  Bippen,  201  Mo.  528, 100  S.  W.  1048. 
Neb.— State  v.  Thorp,  94  Neb.  310,  143 
N.  W.  202,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  180. 

See  generally  12  Standard  Peoc.  442, 
et  seq. 

31.  See  the  following:  Ind. — State 
V.  Closser,  179  Ind.  230,  99  N.  E.  1057. 
Mass. — Com.  v.  Fenton,  139  Mass.  195, 
29  N.  E.  653.  IVUch.— People  v.  Hin- 
shaw,  135   Mich.   378,  380,  97  N.   W. 
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narily  sufficient.  So  also,  the  necessity  for  negativing  exceptions  or 
provisos  in  the  statute  is  governed  by  the  general  rule  that  only  those 
exceptions  which  enter  into  or  form  part  of  the  definition  of  the 
offense,  or  qualify  the  language  creating  or  defining  it,  need  be  nega- 
tived by  the  indictment  or  information.^^  Nor  need  matters  of  de- 
fense be  negatived.^^ 

Duplicity  and  Joinder. —  The  ordinary  rules  as  to  joinder^^  and  du- 
plicity^^ are  applicable  to  indictments  or  informations  under  the  pure 
food  and  kindred  laws. 

Verification  of  Information.se   —An  information  in  a  prosecution  un- 


758.  Mo. — State  v.  Stocker,  80  Mo. 
App.  354.  N.  J. — Vandegrift  v.  Miehla, 
66  N.  J.  L.  92,  49  Atl.  16.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  West,  106  N.  Y.  293,  12  N. 
E.  610,  60  Am.  Rep.  452  {afflrming  44 
Hun  162,  6  N.  Y.  Or.  382,  7  N.  Y.  St. 
843);  People  v.  Burns,  53  Hun  274,  6 
N.  Y.  Supp.  611,  7  N.  Y.  Cr.  92,  25 
N.  Y.  St.  97,  under  ch.  183,  Laws  of 
1885,  for  selling  and  exposing  for  sale 
unclean,  impure,  unhealthy,  adulterated 
and  unwholesome  milk.  K.  I. — State 
i;.  Luther,  20  E.  L  472,  40  Atl.  9. 
See  generally  12  Standard  Proc.  442, 

[a]  Phrase  "with  the  intent  to 
sell' '  as  used  in  an  indictment  is  re-' 
garded  as  equivalent  to  the  language 
"for  the  purpose  of  sale"  as  used  in 
the-  statute  defining  the  offense.  Com. 
■V.  Raymond,  97  Mass.  567. 

[b]  Otherwise  Where  Statute  Does 
Not  Sufficiently  Describe  Offense. 
Schmidt  v.  State,  78  Ind.  41. 

32.  See  the  following:  Ind. — Isen- 
hour  V.  State,  157  Ind.  517,  62  N.  E. 
40,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  228.  Mo.— State  v. 
Bockstruck,  136  Mo.  335,  38  S.  W.  317; 
State  V.  Stocker,  80  Mo.  App.  354. 
Ohio. — Haas  v.  State,  2  Ohio  Dec.  177, 
1  Ohio  N.  P.  248.  Wis. — Splinter  v. 
State,  140  Wis.   567,  123   N.  W.  97. 

See  also  1  Standard  Pkoc.  585,  and 
generally  12  Standard  Proc.  458,  et 
seq. 

[a]  An  indictment  or  information, 
under  a  statute  making  it  an  offense 
to  adulterate  any  substance  intended 
for  food,  with  any  substance  injurious 
to  health,  but  providing  that  the  sale 
of  a  mixture  of  two  articles  not  in- 
jurious to  health  may  be  made,  when 
the  articles  are  properly  labeled  as  a 
mixture,  should  negative  the  fact  that 
such  substances  or  articles  of  food, 
when  combined  so  as  to  produce  a 
wholesome  article  of  food,  were  prop- 
erly labeled.    Dorsey  v.  State,  38  Tex, 


Cfim.   527,  44   S.   W.   514,  70   Am.   St. 
Eep.  762,  40  L.  E.  A.  201. 

33.  Ind.— State  v.  Closser,  179  Ind. 
230,  99  N.  E.  1057.  Md.— Easch  v.  State, 
89  Md.  755,  43  Atl.  931.  Pa.— Com. 
V.  Arow,  32  Pa.  Super.  1. 

See  also  1  Standard  Proc.  584,  and 
generally  12  Standard  Pkoc.  350,  et 
seq. 

[a]  Defense  that  article  sold  in 
original  package  in  which  it  was  im- 
ported into  the  state  need  not  be 
negatived.  Easch  v.  State,  89  Md.  755, 
43  Atl.  931. 

34.  See  State  v.  Burk,  188  Mo.  App. 
683,  176  S.  W.  487,  also  1  Standard 
Proc.  584,  et  seq.,  and  generally  the 
title  "Indictment  and  Informatiori." 

35.  See  1  Standard  Proc.  584,  et 
seq.,  and  generally  the  title  "Indict- 
ment and  Information." 

[a]  An  indictment  is  not  had  for 
duplicity  (1)  as  charging  two  felonies, 
one,  the  act  of  defrauding,  and  the 
other,  the  attempt  to  defraud,  where 
it  charges  in  a  single  count  in  the 
terms  of  the  statute  that  the  defend- 
ant did  ' '  defraud  and  attempt  to  de- 
fraud." May  V.  United  States,  199 
Fed.  53,  60,  117  C.  C.  A.  431.  ^So 
also,  (2)  an  indictment  or  information 
charging  that  the  defendant  did  ' '  sell 
and  deliver"  at  a  time  and  place  and 
to  a  person  named  a  designated  article 
without  marking  and  branding  the  same 
was  held  su£S.cient  against  the  objec- 
tion of  duplicity,  since  the  commis- 
sion of  either  the  sale  or  delivery,  or 
both  constitutes  the  statutory  offense. 
Goll  V.  United  States,  166  Fed.  419,  92 
C.  C.  A.  171. 

Jh]  An  offer  to  sell  and  a  sale  in 
violation  of  a  pure  food  law  may  be 
charged  in  one  count  without  objec- 
tion on  the  STOund  of  duplicity.  Com. 
V.  Kolb,  13  Pa.  Suner.  347,  353. 

36.  See  generally  12  Standard  Pkoc. 
262,  et  seq. 
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der  the  pure  food  laws  must  usually  be  verified.'^ 

2.  Particular  Avermemts.'' — ^a.  Office  of  CompUdrcant.  —  Where 
the  statutes  provide  that  certain  persons  may  prosecute  violations 
thereof,  the  office  of  the  complainant  should  be  alleged.^^ 

b.  Alleging  Notice  and  Hearing.  —  Since  the  investigation  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  vehether  articles  of  food  or  drugs  are  adul- 
terated or  misbranded,  the  notice  of  the  findings  and  the  hearing 
thereon,  as  provided  for  in  some  acts,  are  not  generally  prerequisites 
to  a  prosecution  for  violations  of  the  acts,*"  the  indictment  or  informa- 
tion need  not  allege  a  preliminary  investigation,  a  notice  of  the  find- 
ings thereof,  and  that  defendant  was  afforded  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard.*^ 

e.  Description  of  Defendant*^  —  It  was  not  necessary  to  allege  in 
an  indictment  at  the  common  law  that  the  defendant  was  a  dealer 
or  trader  in  the  particular  article  alleged  to  have  been  sold.*^ 

In  describing  the  offense  under  some  statutes,  however,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  aver  that  the  defendant  was  a  manufacturer  or  dealer  in  the 
articles  upon  which  the  indictment  is  laid.** 

"Where  the  principal  is  made  liable  for  the  acts  of  his  agent  in  mak- 
ing sales  contrary  to  the  food  laws,  it  is  sufficient  to  charge  that  the 
offense  was  committed  by  the  defendant.*^ 

d.  Description  of  Purchaser.  —  An  indictment  or  information  for 
the  unlawful  sale  of  an  unwholesome  article  of  food  should  allege 
the  name  of  the  purchaser,  if  known,*^  or  if  it  can  with  reasonable  dili- 


37.  TTnited  States  v.  Wells,  225  Ped. 
320,  signature  by  district  attorney  is 
not  sufficient.  See  also  United  States 
V.  Baumert,  179  Fed.  735.  Compane 
Weeks  v.  United  States,  216  Fed.  292, 
132  C.  C.  A.  436,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C, 
524,  L.  E.  A.  1915B,  6S1. 

38.  In  prosecution  for  adulteration, 
see  1  Standabd  Peoo.  585,  et  seq. 

39.  Com.  V.  Mullen,  176  Mass.  132, 
57  N.  B.  331,  but  failure  to  so  allege 
is  at  most  a  formal  defect;  not  suffi- 
cient ground  for  a  motion  to  quash. 

Who  .  may  prosecute,  see  sv/pra,  il, 
B.  See  also  Com.  v.  Alden,  143  Mass. 
113,  9  N.  E,  15. 

40.  See  supra,  II,  A, 

41.  United  States  v.  Morgan,  222  U. 
S.  274,  32  Sup.  Ct.  81,  56  L.  ed.  198 
(reversing  181  Fed.  587,  ou  other 
grounds);  Schraubstad^er  i)  United 
States,  19y  Fed  568,  118  C  0.  A  4'<S. 
But  see  United  States  v.  beveutv-four 
Cases  of  Giape  Juice,  181   Ijtd.  629 

42  bte  generally  12  SiaNDAttu  Proc. 
361,  et  seq. 

43.  State  v.  Smith,  10  N.  C.  37c,  H 
Am.  Dec.  594,  sini-e  the  Selling  of  un 
wholesome  foods  was  an  mdittablfa  oi 
tensb  regardless  of  who  couiiuitted  iv 
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44.  See  1  Standard  Proc.  588,  and- 
infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  indictmenit  under  the  oleo- 
margarine act  should  describe  the  de- 
fendant as  either  a  manufacturer  or  a 
dealer,  as  the  ease  may  be.  Morris 
V.  United  States,  168  Fed.  682,  94  C. 
C.  A.  168. 

Description  of  person  adulterating 
article,  see  1  Standard  Pboc.  586. 

45.  Com.  V.  Gray,  150  Mass.  327,  23 
N.  E.  47,  without  alleging  the  manner 
in  which  he  committed  it,  as  whether 
by  himself,  or  by  an  agent  for  -whom 
he  was  responsible.  But  see  Heider  v. 
State,  4  Ohio  Dec.  227. 

46.  Marxen  v.  State,  44  Tex.  Grim. 
41,  68  S.  W.  277.  See  also  1  Standard 
Pboc.  588 

[aj  bale  to  Ageni. — Since,  when  a 
purchase  is  made  bv  an  agent,  of  whose 
agency  the  sellei  has  not  sufficient  no- 
tice, express  or  implied;  the  sale  may 
be  regarded  lu  law  as  made  to  the 
agent,  it  may  be  so  alleged  in  an  m- 
tlictnient  charging  a  sale  of  adulterated 
lood  (.'cm.  V.  Farren,  9  .^Ilen  (Mass.) 
4h9,  491,  Wherein  the  indictment 
charged  the  di-fendant  with  the  sale 
{,1  aduiteiated  miJk  to  oae  '••Bridget 
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gence  be  ascertained ;"  and  if  the  name  of  the  purchaser  is  unknown, 
such  fact  should  be  alleged.** 

e.  Description  of  Article  and  Use.  —  The  article  alleged  to  have 
been  adulterated  must  be  sufficiently  described.*"  But  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  allege  the  use  which  the  purchaser  intended  to  make  of  the 
unwholesome  article  sold  to  him."" 

f .  As  to  Adulteration.  —  An  indictment  or  information  for  selling 
an  adulterated  article  in  violation  of  the  pure  food  laws  must  state 
how  the  adulteration  in  the  particular  case  was  made.^^  But  an  in- 
dictment or  information  for  selling  an  article  not  complying  with  a 
fixed  standard  need  not  aver  that  the  article  was  adulterated.^^ 

g.  As  to  Misbranding.  —  An  indictment  or  information  for  mis- 
branding must  allege  facts  sufficient  to  show  such  wrongful  branding.^^ 

h.  As  to  Sale.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  the  indictment  or  informa- 
tion need  not  allege  that  the  article  was  sold  for  food.'*     In  other 


Donegan,"  aiid  the  proof  showed  that 
in  making  the  purchase  she  acted  as 
the  agent  of  her  husband,  the  question 
arising  upon  an  objection  that  there 
was  a  variance. 

47.  Marxen  v.  State,  44  Tex.  Crim. 
41,  68  S.  W.  277. 

48.  Goodrich  v.  People,  19  N.  Y.  574. 
See  also  1  Standard  Proo.  588. 

49.  See  1  Standard  Proc.  586,  and 
infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Words  Descriptive  of  Article 
Not  To  Be  Rejected  as  Surplusage. 
Though  an  indictment  alleges  that  the 
defendant  had  in  his  possession  one 
pint  of  adulterated  milk  "to  which 
milk  water  had  been  added,"  with 
intent  to  sell  the  same,  the  words  "to 
which  milk  water  had  been  added" 
were  essentially  descriptive  of  the 
article  which  the  defendant  was  al- 
leged to  have  in  his  possession  and 
were  held  not  to  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage. Com.  V.  Luscombj  130  Mass. 
42. 

[b]  Where  the  quality  of  an  article 
of  food  or  drugs  is  made  an  essential 
part  of  the  description  of  the  offense, 
the  information  or  indictment  should 
directly  charge  the  quality  of  the 
article  alleged  to  have  been  sold  con- 
trary to  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
District  of  Columbia  v.  Thompson,  37 
App.   Cas.    (D.   C.)   420. 

50.  Com.  V.  Eaymond,  97  Mass.  567. 

51.  See  1  Standard  Proc.  586,  et 
seq.;  also  District  of  Columbia  v. 
Thompson,  37  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  420; 
State  i;.  Meyer,  94  Kan.  647,  146  Pac. 
1007  But  see  Com.  v.  Fenton,  139 
Mass.  195,  29  N.  E.  653;  Goodrich  v. 
People,  19  N.  T.  574. 


[a]     Alleging  One  of  Several  Causes 
Producing    Adulteration    Sufiicient.  — 

State  V.  Luther,  20  E.  I.  472,  40  Atl. 
9.  See  also  Vandegrift  v.  Miehla,  66 
N.  J.  L.  92,  49  Atl.  16. 

52.  State  v.  Meyer,  94  Kan.  647,  146 
Pac.  1007. 

53.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  averments  that  a  fluid 
was  labeled  "Flavor  of  Lemon  and 
Citral — A  Pure  Flavor,"  and  that  it 
did  not  contain  an  appreciable  quantity 
of  lemon  oil  which  was  an  essential 
ingredient  of  a  pure  lemon  flavor,  do 
not  state  facts '  sufieient  to  show  .a 
misbranding  under  the  federal  act,  be- 
cause they  fail  to  show  that  the  fluid 
was  labeled  a  pure  flavor  of  lemon, 
or  that  lemon  oil  was  an  essential  ele- 
ment of  a  pure  flavor  of  lemon  and 
citral.  Nave-McGord  Mercantile  Co.  v. 
United  States,  l'82  Fed.  46,  104  C.  C. 
A.  486.  (2)  An  averment  that  one  who 
branded  an  article  with  a  label  whose 
acocepted  and  usual  signification  cor- 
rectly describes  it  intended  that  the 
public  or  purchasers  should  understand 
that  the  label  had  an  opposite  and  un- 
usual significance  fails  to  disclose  any 
misbranding.  Nave-McCord  Mercan- 
tile Co.  V.  United  States,  182  Fed.  46, 
104  C.  C.  A.  486. 

54.  Ind. — State  v.  Closser,  179  Ind. 
230,  99  N.  E.  1057.  Ohio.— State  v. 
Smith,  69  Ohio  St.  196,  68  N.  E.  1044; 
State  V.  Kelly,  54  Ohio  St.  166,  43  N. 
E.  163.  Neb. — Lansing  v.  State,  73 
Neb.  124,  126,  102  N.  W.  254. 

[a]  Charging  that  defendant  "un- 
lawfully" sold  an  article  of  food  suffi- 
ciently negatives  a  sale  for  any  other 
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jurisdictions,  it  would  seem  that  sueh  an  allegation  is  necessary.^^ 

i.  Knowledge  and  Intent.  —  In  accordance  with  the  general  rules, 
where  intent^"  and  knowledge^^  are  essential  elements  of  the  offense 
as  defined  by  the  pure  food  laws,  they  must  be  alleged.  It  is  other- 
wise where  the  statutes  do  not  require  an  intent  or  knowledge  on  the 
part  of  the  seller  of  the  article  to  make  the  offense  complete.^* 

3.  Under  Oleomargarine  Acts.  —  The  general  rules  governing  in- 
dictments and  informations  obtain  in  prosecutions  under  the  oleomar- 
garine acts.^"  Thus  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  crime  under  the 
act  must  be  charged  in  the  indictment  or  information.^"     But  it  is 


purpose  than  for  food.  State  v.  ClosseT, 
179  Ind.  230,  99  N.  E.  1057. 

55.  See  Goodrich  v.  People,  19  N. ' Y. 
574. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  makes  it  an 
offense  to  sell  or  offer  for  sale  any- 
oleaginous  suhstances  as  an  article  of 
food,  the  information  should  allege  that 
the  accused  sold  such  substance  as  an 
article  of  food.  State  v.  Fayette,  17 
Mo.  App.  587. 

[1)]  Sale  of  Milk  as  Food. — Lansing 
V.  State,  73  Neb.  124,  102  N.  W.  254, 
noted  1  Standard  Proc.  586. 

[c]  Allegation  of  Butter  as  Article  ' 
of  Food. — Under  a  statute  making  it 
an  offense  to  sell,  etc.,  "any  article  of 
food,"  an  indictment,  charging  that 
the  defendants  sold  a  certain  sub- 
stance "as  and  for,  and  under  the 
name  of  pure  butter,"  is  a  sufficient 
charge,  after  verdict,  of  an  offense  of 
offering  the  same  "as  an  article  of 
food,"  since  fhe  general  use  of  "but- 
ter" as  "food"  is  of  common  knowl- 
edge.   Com.  V.  Kolb,  13  Pa.  Super.  347. 

[d]  Alleging  Sale  of  Wine  as  Bev- 
erage.— See  Vester  v.  State,  1  Ohio  N. 
P.  240,  2  Ohio  Dee.  170,  noted  1  Stand- 
ard Proc.  586. 

56.  See  1  Standard  Proc.  586,  and 
generally  12  Standard  Proc.  402,  et 
seq. 

57.  Com.  V.  Raymond,  97  Mass.  567 
(allegation  held  sufficient) ;  Com.  «. 
Flannelly,  15  Gray  (Mass.)  195;  Com. 
V.  Boynton,  12  Gush.  (Mass.)  499;  State 
V.  Falk,  38  Mo.  App.  554.  See  also  1 
Standard  Proc.  586,  and  generally  12 
Standard  Proc.  399,  et  seq.  ' 

[a]  Suf&cient  Charge  of  Knowledge. 
(1)  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
whoever  sells,  or  has  in  his  possession 
with  the  intent  to  sell,  the  meat  of 
any  diseased  or  injured  animal  shall 
be  fined,  etc.,  an  indictment  charg-ing 
that  the  defendant  did  "unlawfully 
and  Tinowingly  have  in  his  possession 
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.  .  .,  with  the  unlawful  intent  to 
sell,"  etc.,  sufficiently  charges  guilty 
knowledge  on  his  part,  the  word 
"knowingly"  supplying  the  place  of 
a  positive  averment  that  the  accused 
knew  the  facts  subsequently  stated,  in 
accordance  with  the  liberal  rule  of  cer- 
tainty in  criminal  pleading  adopted  bj' 
the  codes  of  some  states.  Brown  v. 
State,  14  Ind.  App.  24,  42  N.  E.  244. 
(2)  Where  the  charge  was  that  the  de- 
fendant did  "knowingly"  kill  for  the 
purpose  of  selling  for  food  the  ani- 
mals mentioned  therein,  it  was  held  to 
sufficiently  charge  that  the  defendant 
knew  the  animals  to  be  sick,  diseased 
or  injured  at  the  time  they  were  killed, 
and  that  he  had  or  knew  of  the  pur- 
pose to  sell  them  for  food.  Moeschke 
V.  State,  14  Ind.  App.  393,  42  N.  E. 
1029. 

[b]  Use  of  Word  Unlawfully  for 
Knowingly. — The  use  of  the  word  ' '  un- 
lawfully" in  an  indictment  for  having 
in  one's  possession,  with  intent  to  sell, 
an  unwholesome  article  of  food,  does 
not  meet  the  requirement  that  the  de- 
fendant must  be  alleged  to  have 
"knowingly"  had  the  article  in  his 
possession.  Schmidt  v.  State,  78  Ind. 
41. 

58.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Warren,  160 
Mass.  533,  36  N.  E.  308;  Com.  v.  Smith, 
103  Mass.  444,  445.  See  Com.  v.  Gray, 
150  Mass.  327,  329,  23  N.  E.  47.  Mich. 
People  V.  Snowberger,  113  Mich.  86,  92, 
71  N.  W.  497,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  449.  See 
People  V.  Morse,  131  Mich.  68.  Neb. 
State  V.  Thorp,  94  Neb.  310,  143  N.  W. 
202,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  180.  N.  J. 
Waterbury  v.  Newton,  50  N.  J.  L.  534, 
14   Atl.  604. 

See  also  1  Standard  Proc.  586,  and 
12  Standard  Proc.  399,  et  seq. 

59.  See  generally  the  title  "Indict- 
ment and  Informatton." 

60.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]     Thus  under  a  statute  making  it 
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generally  sufficient  to  follow  the  language  of  the  statute,  or  language 
substantially  equivalent  thereto.^'^    Only  where  the  act  uses  technical 


unlawful  for  any  person  to  sell  any 
oleaginous  substance,  or  compound,  not 
produced  at  the  time  of  manufacture 
from  unadulterated  milk  or  cream  from 
the  same,  with  or  without  harmless 
coloring  matter,  which  shall  be  in 
imitation  of  yellow  butter  produced 
from  pure  unadulterated  milk  or  the 
cream  from  the  same,  it  is  necessary 
that  the  complaint  should  show  that 
the  oleaginous  matter  had  been  pro- 
duced or  colored  so  as  to  imitate  yel- 
low butter  manufactured  from  unadul- 
terated milk  or  the  cream  from  the 
same,  and  that  said  oleaginous  sub- 
stance was  not  produced  at  the  time 
of  its  manufacture  from  unadulterated 
milk  or  the  cream  from  the  same;  a 
complaint  failing  to  charge  one  of  the 
facts  fails  to  charge  facts  necessary 
to  constitute  the  crime.  State  v.  Hen- 
derson, 15  Wash.  598,  47  Pac.  19. 

[b]  Under  the  oleomargarine  act, 
whenever  any  stamped  package  con- 
taining oleomargarine  is  emptied,  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  person  in 
whose  hands  the  same  is  to  destroy 
utterly  the  stamps  thereon,  under  a 
penalty  for  a  failure  so  to  do.  An 
indictment  under  this  act  is  not  fatal- 
ly defective  because  it  merely  charges 
that  the  accused  had  in  his  possession 
an  empty  package  which  previously 
contained  colored  oleomargarine,  and 
willfully  neglected  and  refused  to  de- 
stroy the  stamp  thereon,  without  al- 
leging that  the  package  was  emptied 
while  in  the  possession  of  accused. 
Eipper  v.  United  States,  178  Fed.  24, 
101  C.  C.  A.  152. 

[c]  Where  an  act  punishes  one  for 
having  oleomargarine  in  his  possession 
without  being  stamped,  with  intent  to 
sell  it,  and  also  punishes  one  who  sells 
it  at  retail,  without  delivering  to  the 
purchaser,  a  label  bearing  the  word 
oleomargarine,  an  indictment  which 
charges  a  defendant  with  having  in 
his  possession  an  article  known  as 
oleomargarine,  with  "intent  to  sell  the 
same  without  delivering  to  the  pur- 
chaser, a  printed  label  bearing  the 
word  'oleomargarine,'  "  does  not 
charge  either  of  the  offenses,  nor  in 
fact  any  offense  prescribed  by  the  act. 
Pierce  v.  State,  63  Md.  592. 

[d]  Where  the  descriptive  words 
contained  in  an  affidavit,  charging  the 


accused  with  having  sold  oleomargarine 
which  contained  coloring  matter,  did 
not  wholly  describe  "oleomargarine" 
as  defined  in  the  statute,  but  did  not 
contradict  the  charge  as  made,  the  af- 
fidavit was  not  defective,  since  whether 
the  words  completely  described  the 
substance  sold  or  not,  they  neither 
added  to  nor  subtracted  from  the 
meaning  of  the  charge,  and  were  but 
surplusage.  State  v.  Arata,  69  Ohio 
St.  211,  68  N.  E.  1046. 

[e]  Immaterial  Facts  Need  Not  Be 
Averred. — Under  a  statute  making  it 
an  offense  to  combine  any  articles  with 
any  substance  in  imitation  of  butter, 
and  with  the  effect  of  imparting  there- 
to a  yellow  color,  in  imitation  thereof, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  informa- 
tion allege  the  substance  which  was 
added  to  the  compound  to  give  it  a 
color  in  imitation  of  butter.  State  v. 
Bockstruck,  136  Mo.  335,  38  S.  W.  317; 
State  17.  Stocker,  80  Mo.  App.  354. 

[f  J  Sufficient  indictment  for  remov- 
ing brands  under  oleomargarine  act. 
Wilkins  v.  United  States,  96  Fed.  837, 
37  C.  C.  A.  588. 

[g]  Counts  charging  a  failure  to 
make  returns  of  sales  held  not  bad  for 
uncertainty.  United  States  v.  Lamson, 
173  Fed.  673. 

61.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— United 
States  V.  Joyce,  138  Fed.  455.  Ala. 
Cook  V.  State,  110  Ala.  40,  20  So.  360. 
Md.— Fox  V.  State,  94  Md.  143,  50  Atl. 
700,  89  Am.  St.  Eep.  419.  Pa.— Com. 
V.  Kolb,  13  Pa.   Super.   347. 

See  also  State  v.  Maurer,  255  Mo. 
152,  164  S.  W.  551,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C, 
178;  State  v.  Fayette,  17  Mo.  App. 
587. 

[a]  Even  Where  the  Statutes  De- 
scribe the  Offense  Cumulatively. — May 
V.  United  States,  199  Fed.  53,  117  C. 
C.  A.  431;  Goll  v.  United  States,  166 
Fed.  419,  92  C.  C.  A.  171. 

[b]  But  since  the  particular  offense 
relied  upon  should  be  stated  in  the  affi- 
davit or  complaint  positively,  where 
several  offenses  are  charged  in  an 
oleomargarine  act  in  the  disjunctive, 
an  affidavit  which  follows  the  language 
of  the  statute  is  bad,  since  it  alleges 
different  offenses  in  the  disjunctive. 
Ryan  v.  State,  5  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  486,  3 
Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  238. 

[c]  Insufficient  Indictment. — An  iu- 
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words  as  a  part  of  the  description  of  the  offeB.'Se  are  they  necessary 
in  the  indictment  or  information.*^  No  averment  of  knowledge  or  in- 
tent is  necessary  where  neither  are  essential  ingredients  of  the  of- 
fense."' The  name  of  the  purchaser  of  oleomargarine  is  not  a  neces- 
sary allegation  in  charging  the  offense  of  selling  the  same  under  the 
pretense  that  it  is  butter."*  nor  need  the  information  specify  the  pre- 
tense under  which  the  sales  Were  made."^ 

4.  For  Refusing  To  Supply  Sample  for  Anafysis.  —  The  informa- 
tion or  complaint  in  a  prosecution  under  a  statute  making  it  an  of- 
fense to  refuse  to  supply  an  article  of  food  for  the  purpose  of  analy- 
sis should  allege  the  name  of  the  party  who  demanded  the  article  for 
an  analysis,""  and  describe  the  article  so  demanded."^ 

E.  Pleas  of  Dependant.  —  In  a  prosecution  under  the  pure  food 
the  kindred  acts,  defendant's  pleas  must  be  either  in  abatement,  in 
bar,  or  the  general  issue."* 

F.  Trial."'  —  1.     Variance.  —  The  general  rules  governing  vari- 


dictment,  charging  generally,  that  the 
defendants  did  knowingly,  willfully, 
and  unlawfully  sell  and  offer  for  sale^ 
deliver,  and  offer  to  deliver,  oleomar- 
garine in  other  form  than  in  new, 
wooden,  or  paper  packages,  marked, 
stamped  and  branded  as  required  by 
law,  and  following  somewhat  the  lan- 
guage of  §56  of  the  oleomargarine  act, 
creating  the  offense,  was  held  insuffi- 
cient in  United  States  v.  Joyce,  138 
Fed.  457,  since  it  did  not  give  such 
additional  particulars  as  would  individ- 
uate the  offense  charged  and  enable  the 
defendants  to  prepare  to  meet  it.  It 
should  have  alleged  whether  the  sale 
was  at  wholesale  or  retail,  in  what  re- 
spects the  packaged  were  not  in  the 
prescribed  form,  and  what  stamps, 
marks,  or  brands  required  by  law  they 
failed  to  have  on  them.  And  for  the 
same  reason,  a  count  in  an  indictment, 
charging  the  defendant  with  removing 
and  defacing  the  stamps,  marks  and 
brands  upon  two  certain  packages  of 
oleomargarine  (contrary  to  §15  of  the 
oleomargarine  act),  without  alleging 
that  the  stamp,  mark  or  brand  removed 
or  defaced  was  of  the  character  re- 
quired by  statute,  was  held  insufficient. 
United  States  v.  Joyce,  138  Fed.  457. 

62.     See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Thus  where  a  statute  provided 
that  any  person  who  by  himself  or 
his  agents  or  as  the  agent  of  any  other 
person  sells  or  offers  to  any  person 
who  asks  for  butter,  any  oleomargarine, 
with  or  without  coloring  matter  shall 
be  guilty  of  a  fraud,  since  the  statute 
does  not  provide  that  whoever  frcmd- 
ulently  sells  shall  be  punished,  but  that 
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whoever  sells  (without  the  use  of  any 
qualifyiiig  adjective  whatever)  shall 
be  guilty  of  a  fraud,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  allege  that  the  sale  was  fraud- 
ulent or  made  with  intent  to  defraud. 
Fox  V.  State,  94  Md.  143,  50  Atl.  700, 
89  Am.   St.   Eep.   419. 

63.  State  v.  Maurer,  255  Mo.  152, 
164  S.  W.  551,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  178. 

64.  State  v.  Maurer,  255  Mo.  152, 
164  S.   W.  551,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  178. 

65.  State  v.  Maurer,  255  Mo.  152, 
164  S.  "W.  551,  Ann.  Cas.  19150,  178. 

66.  Margolius  v.  State,  1  Ohio  N.  P. 
264,  4  Ohio  Dec.  354. 

67.  Margolius  v.  State,  1  Ohio  N.  P. 
264,  4  Ohio  Deo.  354. 

68.  See  United  States  v.  J.  L.  Hop- 
kins &  Co.,  228  Fed.  173.  And  gen- 
erally the  title  "Arraignment  and 
Plea." 

[a]  Where  a  defendant  was  in- 
dicted under  the  oleomargarine  act  of 
Maryland,  and  he  relied  upon  defeat- 
ing the  state  law  under  the  decision  in 
Schollenberger  v.  Pennsylvania,  171  U. 
S.  1,  18  Sup.  Ct.  757,  43  L.  ed.  49, 
which  held  the  Pennsylvania  act  in- 
valid to  the  extent  that  it  prohibited 
the  introduction  of  oleomargarine  from 
another  state",  and  its  sale  in  the  orig- 
inal package,  it  was  held  that  the 
plea  was  insufficient  in  that  there  was 
an  entire  absence  of  any  averment  that 
the  sale  was  in  the  original  package 
in  which  it  was  imported  into  the  state. 
Easc'h  V.  State,  89  Md.  755,  43  Atl. 
931. 

69.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial." 
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anee  are  applicable  in  prosecutions  under  the  laws  regulating  the  sale 
of  food,  drugs  and  kindred  articles."' 

2.  Questions  of  Law  and  Pact.  —  The  general  rule  that  all  ques- 
tions of  fact  are  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  is  applicable  in  prosecu- 
tions under  laws  regulating  the  sale  of  food,  drugs  and  kindred  arti- 
cles." 

3.  Instructions  should  be  given  in  accordance  with  the  general 
rules  governing  that  subject.''^  , 

G.  Sentence  and  Judgment.  —  In  accordance  with  the  general 
rule,  where  the  statute  makes  a  definite  and  specific  disposal  of  the 
penalty  to  be  imposed  for  a  violation  thereof,  the  judgment  of  con- 
viction need  not  contain  an  express  award  to  that  effect.'^ 

III.    ACTION  FOR  PENALTY.'*  — A.     In    Genekal,  —  Statutes 


70.  See  generally  the  title  "Vari- 
ance and  Failuie  of  Proof;"  also  1 
Standard  Proc.   588,   et  seq. 

[a]  There  was  no  variance  between 
the  allegations  and  the  proofs  (1) 
where  the  complaint  alleged  a  sale  to 
a  certain  person  ^nd  the  proof  showed 
that  the  adulterated  article  was  actual- 
ly used  by  a  partnership  of  which  this 
person  was  a  member,  since  such  per- 
son as  a  partner  acquired  an  interest 
therein.  State  v.  Miller,  87  Kan.  454, 
124  Pac.  361.  (2)  Nor  where  the  com- 
plaint charged  that  to  a  certain  article 
a  certain  foreign  substance,  a  further 
description  whereof  is  unknown  to  the 
complainant,  was  added,  while  the 
proof  showed  the  real  nature  of  the 
substance  added.  Com.  v.  Graustein  & 
Co.,  209  Mass.  38,  95  N.  E.  97.  (3) 
So  also  where  defendant  was  described 
as  agent  of  a  corporation,  proof  that 
company  was  a  partnership  did  not  con- 
stitute a  fatal  variance.  Cogdell  v. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  193  S.  W,  675. 

71.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "  Province  of  Judge  and 

Jury-" 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  the  question  of  the 
sale.  See  Weigand  v.  District  of  Colum- 
bia, 22  App.  Cas.  (D.  C).  559,  and  (2) 
whether  the  article  conformed  to  the 
standard  prescribed  by  the  statute. 
See  Weigand  v.  District  of  Columbia, 
22  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  559,  should  be 
submitted  to  the  jury.  So  (3)  whether 
or  not  flour  bleached  by  chemical 
processes  is  flour  within  the  language 
Sf  the  statute  (§7  of  Federal  Act) 
"whereby  inferiority  is  concealed, 
and  "contains  added  poisonous  in- 
gredients which  may  render  such  article 
(flour)  injurious  to  health,"  was  held 
a  proper  question  for  the  jniy  m  Shaw- 


nee Milling  Co.  v.  Temple,  179  Fed. 
517,  520.  (4)  Where  the  ofEense  con- 
sists in  having  in  one's  possession, 
with  intent  to  sell,  oleomargarine  in  a 
tub  not  marked  as  required,  it  is  a 
question  of  fact  in  all  cases  whether 
the  defendant  had  in  his  possession 
with  intent  to  sell  packages  of  oleo- 
margarine not  marked  as  required  by 
the  statutes.  Com.  v.  Mills,  157  Mass. 
405,  32  N.  E.  360.  (5)  Where  the  com- 
plaint is  for  selling  milk  not  of  the 
standard  quality  of  pure  milk,  and  the 
defendant  had  a  right  under  the  law 
to  sell  skimmed  milk,  which  was  not 
of  the  standard  quality  of  pure  milk, 
from  cans  marked  in  a  certain  manner, 
the  question  whether  the  defendant 
sold  the  milk  as  skimmed  milk  or  as 
pure  milk  was  held  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury  upon  all  the  evidence. 
Com.  V.  Smith,  149  Mass.  9,  20  N.  E. 
161. 

[b]  Of  what  an  article  of  food  con- 
sists a  question  for  jury.  F.  B.  Wash- 
burn &  Co.  V.  United  States,  224  Fed. 
395,  140  C.  C.  A.  81. 

[c]  Whether  article  misbranded 
question  for  jury  in  F.  B.  Washburn 
&  Co.  V.  United  States,  224  Fed.  395, 
140  C.  C.  A.  81. 

[d]  Reasonableness  of  acts  regulat- 
ing manufacture  and  sale  of  articles  of 
food  is  a  question  for  legislature.  Peo- 
ple V.  Wouden  Grocer  Co.,  118  Mich. 
604,  608,  77  N.  W.  315. 

72.  See  the  title  "Instructions," 
and  1  Standard  Pkoc.  589,  et  seq. 

73.  See  Vandegrift  v.  Miehla,  66  N. 
J.  L.  92,  49  Atl.  16.  And  generally 
the  title  "Sentence  and  Judgment." 

74.  See  generally  the  title  "Pen- 
alties, Pocfeltures  and  Fines.' ' 
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sometimes  impose  a  penalty,  recoverable  in  a  civil  action,  for  the  vio- 
lation of  any  laws  regulating  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  food,  drugs 
and  kindred  products.''^  Since  the  action  to  recover  such  a  penalty 
is  of  a  civil  rather  than  criminal  character,  the  rules  of  procedure 
peculiar  to  civil  causes  are  applicable.'^ 

Injunctive  Belief.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  an  application  may  also 
be  made  in  an  action  for  a  penalty  for  a  violation  of  the  food  laws 
for  an  injunction  to  prevent  further  violations  of  the  laws.''' 

B.  "Who  May  Bring.  —  Actions  or  proceedings  to  recover  such 
penalties  are  usually  brought  in  the  name  of  the  people,  by  some 
designated  officer  of  the  state  for  the  use  and  benefit  thereof.'*  But 
under  some  statutes  for  the  prevention  of  fraud  and  deceit  in  the  sale 
of  articles  of  food,  the  action  for  the  penalty  must  be  brought  by  or 
in  the  name  of  the  persons  defrauded  or  injured  by  such  fraud  or 
deceit.'^ 

C.  Jurisdiction.  —  The  court  having  jurisdiction  of  an  action  for 
a  statutory  penalty  for  a  violation  of  laws  regulating  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  food  products,  depends  upon  the  local  statutes.*" 

D.  Complaint.  —  1.  Generally.*^  —  The  complaint  must  allege 
facts  sufficient  to  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
prescribing  the  penalty,*^  in  plain  and  concise  language.*^  But  a 
complaint  which  follows  substantially  the  language  of  the  statute  has 
been  held  sufficient.**  In  accordance  with  the  usual  rule,  when  a 
complaint  states  several  causes  of  action,  each  must  be  stated  sepa- 


75.  See  the  statutes,  and  Bayles  v. 
Newton,  50  N.  J.  L.  549,  18  Atl.  77. 

[a]  Accumulative  penalties  can  be 
recovered  in  a  single  action.  People  v. 
Koster,  121  App.  Div.  852,  106  N.  Y. 
Supp.  793. 

76.  Board  of  Health  v.  Vandruens, 
77  N.  J.  L.  443,  72  Atl.  125. 

77.  See  the  statutes,  and  People  v. 
Sherife,  78  App.  Div.  40,  79  N.  Y.  Supp. 
783;  People  v.  Windholz,  68  App.  Div. 
552,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  241. 

78.  See  the  statutes,  and  Bayles  v. 
Newton,  50  N.  J.  L.  549,  18  Atl.  77, 
wherein  state  dairy  commiBsioner 
brought  the  action, 

79.  See  the  statutes,  and  Tabor  v. 
Herrick,  54  Vt.  630. 

80.  See  the  statutes,  and  Bayles  v. 
Newton,  50  N.  J.  L.  549,  18  Atl.  77. 

81.  See  generally  the  title  "Dec- 
laration and  Complaint." 

82.  People  v.  Armour",  18  App.  Div. 
584,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  317;  People  v. 
Redding,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  977. 

[a]  See  People  v.  Berghoff,  112  App. 
Div.  772,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  201,  wherein 
the  pleadings  did  not  present  the  ques- 
tion whether   a  label   conformed  with 
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the  statute,  the  charge  being  simply 
that  the  packages  were  not  "labeled 
with  a  statement  giving  ingredients  of 
which  it  was  made." 

[b]  Alleging  OfBce  of  Person  Bring- 
ing Action. — In  those  states,  where  the 
cause  of  action,  under  statutes  creat- 
ing penalties  for  the  violation  of  the 
food  laws  accrues  to  the  people  upon 
a  violation  thereof,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  allege  in  the  complaint  that 
the  action  was  caused  to  be  brought 
by  the  person  entitled  thereunder  to 
sue  on  behalf  of  the  state.  People  v. 
Lamb,  85  Hun  171,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
584. 

83.  People  v.  Lewis,  131  App.  Div. 
336,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  909. 

[a]  For  the  purposes  of  a  demurrer, 
all  facts  well  pleaded  must  be  taken 
as  true.  People  v.  Luke,  122  App.  Div. 
64,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  621;  People  v. 
Specs,  18  App.  Div.  617,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
995. 

84.  Bayles  v.  Newton,  50  N.  J.  L. 
549,  554,  18  Atl.  77,  affirmed  in  51  N. 
J.  L.  553  (Oleomargarine  Act);  People 
V.  Windholz,  92  App.  Div.  569,  86  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1015,  complaint  for  selling 
adulterated  vinegar. 
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rately,^'  and  be  complete  within  itself.^^ 

Joinder  of  Actions.  -A  complaint,  which  improperly  unites  several 
independent  causes  of  action,  is  subject  to  demurrer,  where  misjoinder 
is  one  of  the  grounds  under  the  code.^' 

Election  Between  Counts.  -  Under  statutes  in  some  states,  when  the 
complaint  charges  a  violation  of  more  than  one  provision  of  the  food 
laws,  the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  compelled  to  elect  between  the  counts 
under  such  different  provisions.^* 

2.  Alleging  Impurity  or  Adulteration  of  Article.  —  The  complaint 
should  allege  in  what  respect  the  article  was  impure  or  adulterated.*^ 

3.  Averments  as  to  Analysis  and  Standard.  —  The  complaint  need 


85.    People  v.  Sheriff,  78  App.  Div. 
40,    79    N.    Y.    Supp.    783;     People    v.  \ 
KoBter,   50   Mise.   46,   97   N.   Y.   Supp. ' 
829.  I 

[a]  Alleging  Indefinite  Number  of : 
Sales. — Where  a  complaint  alleges ' '  that ' 
the  plaintiff  does  not  know,  and  for 
that  reason  cannot  state,  the  precise 
number  of  barrels  or  casks  contained 
in  each  sale  and  purchase  of  vinegar; 
but  the  plaintiff  alleges  they  are  en- 
titled to  recover  a  penalty  of  one  hun- 
dred dollars  ($100)  for  eacE  separate 
and  distinct  purchase  of  vinegar, 
whether  the  same  contained  one  or 
more  barrels  or  casks  of  vinegar," 
it  was  held  bad,  since  by  implication, 
an  indefinite  number  of  sales  were  al- 
leged, for  any  one  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
■defendant  making  the  sale.  The  rule 
of  criminal  pleading,  that,  where  an 
offense  may  be  committed  by  doing  one 
of  several  prohibited  things,  an  indict- 
ment may  in  a  single  count  group  them 
together,  and  charge  the  defendant 
with  having  committed  them  all,  and 
a  conviction  had  on  proof  of  the  com- 
mission of  any  one  of  the  things,  with- 
out proof  as  to  the  others,  was  held 
not  applicable,  since  the  plaintiff  had 
not  complied  therewith,  and  grouped 
the  facts  in  a  single  count,  and  alleged 
that  the  defendants  had  committed 
them  all,  for  which  they  incurred  the 
penalty,  but  had  set  out  the  facts  sep- 
arately, and  alleged  them  as  separate 
causes  of  action.  People  v.  Sheriff,  78 
App.  Div.  40,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  783. 

[b]  Though  a  statute  declares  that 
the  sale  of  each  one  of  several  pack- 
ages of  an  adulterated  or  impure  article 
of  food  shall  constitute  a  separate  vio- 
lation of  the  act,  it  has  been  held  that  | 
a  'sale  of  several  cans  of  impure  and  ^ 
adulterated  milk  at  one  time  and  place, 
and  to  one  person,  as  a  single  trans- ' 


action,  should  be  alleged  in  tie  com- 
plaint as  one  cause  of  action;  and  that 
a  complaint  so  alleging  is  not  objec- 
tionable upon  the  ground  that  it  unitea 
two  or  more  causes  of  action,  without 
separately  stating  and  numbering  the 
same.  People  v.  Buell,  85  App.  Div. 
141,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  143;  People  v. 
Liberman  Dairy  Co.,  109  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1067. 

86.  People  v.  Koster,  50  Misc.  46,  97 
N.  Y.  Supp.  829,  wherein  the  second 
and  each  succeeding  cause  of  action 
was  not  complete  within  itself,  since 
they  did  not  repeat  nor  make  ,any  refer- 
ence to  the  essential  facts  set  forth 
in  the  first  cause  of  action. 

87.  See  People  v.  Koster,  50  Misc. 
46,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  829,  and  generally 
the  title  "Demurrer." 

88.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Thus,  under  a  statute  imposing 
a  penalty  in  one  section  thereof,  for 
having  in  one's  possession,  with  in- 
tent to  sell  any  oleaginous  substance, 
and  in  another  section,  for  selling  the 
same,  as  butter,  it  was  held  that  a 
motion,  that  the  plaintiff  be  required 
to  elect  upon  which  one  of  the  causes 
of  action  based  upon  the  statute  he 
would  proceed,  having  charged  both  in 
his  complaint  for  the  penalty,  was  ad- 
dressed to  the  discretion  of  the  trial 
court.  People  v.  Briggs,  114  N.  Y.  56, 
20  N.  E.  820. 

89.  See  People  v.  Specs,  18  App.  Div. 
617,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  995. 

fa]  A  reference  only  to  the  statute 
defining  what  amounts  to  an  adultera- 
tion, is  not  a  sufficient  allegation  nf 
how  the  article  was  adulterated, 
especially  where  there  are  several  dif- 
ferent provisions  by  which,  and  for  the 
violation  of  which,  a  penalty  may  be 
incurred.  People  v.  Koster,  50  Mise. 
46,  97  N,  Y.  Supp.  829. 
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not  contain  averments  as  to  the  results  of  analyses  taken  as  the  basis 
of  the  action  for  a  penalty.""  Nor  need  the  complaint  aver  any  stand- 
ard or  quality  of  article,  the  statute  specifying  none.^^ 

4.  Averments  as  to  Sale.  —  Certain  averments  as  to  the  sale  of  the 
article  are  sometimes  necessary."^ 

5.  Averments  as  to  knowledge  and  intent  are  necessary  or  not 
depending  upon  the  statute  prescribing  the  penalty."^ 

6.  Negativing  Exceptions  or  Provisos.  — •  The  complaint  need  not 
negative  exceptions  or  provisos  not  constituting  a  part  of  the  statutory 
description  of  the  act  for  which  the  penalty  is  recoverable.^* 

E.  Trial.^^  —  The  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  in  actions  to  recover 
penalties  under  pure  food  and  kindred  laws  depends  upon  local  con- 
stitutional and  statutory  provisions.*" 

Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.  —  The  general  rule  obtains  that  where  the 
evidence  is  conflicting,  questions  of  fact  are  for  the  jury  to  determine."^ 


90.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Thus,  where  the  statute  pro- 
vides for  the  taking  of  samples  of 
milk,  and  provides  that  when  the  in- 
spector shall  take  such  a  sample  from 
the  creamery,  factory,  platform,  or 
other  place  where  the  same  is  deliv- 
ered by  the  producer  for  manufacture, 
or  from  a  milk  vendor  who  produces 
the  milk  which  he  sells,  with  a  view 
of  prosecuting  the  producer  of  such 
milk  for  delivering,  selling  or  offering 
for  sale  adulterated  milk,  he  shall 
within  ten  days  take  a  sample  of  the 
mixed  milk  of  the  herd  of  cows  from 
which  the  first  sample  was  taken,  and 
upon  an  analysis  showing  that  the 
herd  sample  contains  more  milk  solids 
than  the  first  sample,  the  action  for 
the  penalty  may  be  instituted.  The  com- 
plaint in  an  adtion  for  such  penalty 
need  not  set  forth  the  analysis  of  the 
first  sample,  and  then  state  that  a 
herd  sample  had  been  taken,  and  that 
the  first  sample  was  not  as  good  as 
the  herd  sample,  since  the  crime  under 
the  statute  is  the  selling  of  impure 
and  adulterated  milk,  and  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  for  an  inspection 
is  .a  mere  means  of  furnishing  evidence 
by  which  it  can  be  proved  that  the 
milk  was  adulterated,  impure  and  un- 
wholesome. People  V.  Bailey,  136  App. 
rHv.  130,  120  N.  T.  Supp.  618.  See 
also  People  v.  Woodbeck,  55  App.  Div. 
277,  67  N.  T.  Supp.  38,  15  N.  Y. 
Crim.  250. 

91.  St.  Louis  V.  Ameln,  235  Mo.  669, 
139  S.  W.  429. 

92.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]    Averring  Sale  or  Exposure  for 
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Sale  as  an  Article  of  Food. — Com.  v. 
Schmidt,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  28. 

[b]  Alleging  Sale  Within  State. 
People  V.  Abramson,  137  App.  Div.  549, 
122  N.  T.  Supp.  115. 

93.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  if  under  the  statute 
it  is  essential  that  there  be  an  intent 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  sell 
the  oleaginous  substance  therein  pre- 
scribed as  genuine  butter  or  cheese,  the 
complaint,  in  an  action  for  the  pen- 
alty, must  allege  such  intent.  People 
V.  Laning,  40  App.  Div.  227,  57  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1057.  (2)  Under  the  rule  that 
no  criminal  intent  is  necessary  to  con- 
stitute the  offense  undet  acts  forbid- 
ding the  sale  of  oleomargarine  or  other 
imitations  of  dairy  products  unless  ex- 
press notice  be  given  to  the  purchaser, 
a  complaint  for  the  statutory  penaltj' 
is  not  defective,  because  it  does  not 
set  out  tliat  the  defendant  knowingly 
committed  the  act.  Bayles  v.  Newton, 
50  N.  J.  L.  549,  554,  18  Atl.  77. 

94.  People  f.  Lewis,  131  App.  Div. 
336,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  909;  People  v. 
Specs,  18  App.  Div.  617,  46  N.  Y. 
Supp.  995. 

95.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial." 

96.  See  the  statutes,  and  Carter  «. 
Camden  Dist.  Ct.,  49  N.  J.  L.  600,  10 
Atl.  108.  See  also  generally  16  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  895,  and  the  title  "Penalties, 
Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

97.  See  the  following :  People  v.  Berg- 
hoff,,  112  App.  Div.  772,  99  N.  Y.  Supp. 
201  (whether  defendant  manufactured 
for  sale,  sold  and  exposed  for  sale  an 
adulterated  article) ;  People  v.  Brae- 
sted,  30  App.  Div.  401,  51  N.  Y.  Supp. 
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Directing  Verdict  —It  it  not  error  for  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict 
in  such  aa  action,  where  the  testimony  is  of  such  a  character  as  to 
warrant  the  direction.** 

F,  Review.*^  —  Under  statutes  in  some  states,  an  appeal  may  be 
taken  from  the  judgmenj  in  an  action  for  a  penalty  under  the  pure 
food  laws.^ 

IV.  SEIZURE  AND  CONDEMNATION  UNDER.^  — A.  In  Gen- 
eral. —  The  pure  food  and  kindred  acts  generally  provide  that  articles 
sold  or  transported  in  violation  thereof  shall  be  liable  to  seizure  and 
condemnation.'  A  criminal  prosecution  need  not.  precede  the  seizure 
where  the  statute  provides  for  both.*    In  fact,  it  has  been  held  that 


824   (whether  facts  constituting  viola- . 
tion   of  pure  food  law  have  been   es- 
tablished for  jury) ;  and  generally  the  , 
title  "Province  of  Judge  and  Jury."       | 
[a]     Fairness  of  sample    taken    for 
purpose  of  examination  is  question  for  ' 
jury  ordinarily.     People  v.  Butter,  140  , 
App.  Div.   705,   125   N.   Y.  Supp.   556;  ' 
People  V.   Weaver,  116  App.  Div.  594, 
101  N.  Y.   Supp.   961.     This  is  not  an 
invariable    rule,    however,     since     the 
method  of  taking  the  sample  may  be 
established  like  any  other  fact;  if  the 
proof   shows  that  the  specific  require- 
ments of  the  statute  were  strictly  com- 
plied  with,   and   there   is  no   counter- 
vailing proof,  there  is  no  question  for 
the  jury.     People  v.  Butler,  140  App. 
Div.  705,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  556;  People 
V.  Laesser,  79  App,  Div.  384,  79  N.  Y. 
Supp.  470. 

98.  Board  of  Health  v.  Vandruens, 
77  N.  J.  L.  443,  72  Atl.  125,  wherein 
the  prosecutor  contended  that  the  di- 
rection of  a  verdict  deprived  him  of 
a  right  to  a  jury  trial. 

As  to  directing  verdict  generally, 
see  the,  title  "Verdict." 

99.  See  generally  tie  titles  "Ap- 
peals;" "Certiorari;"  "Writ  of  Er- 
ror." 

1.  State  Board  of  Health  v.  McCue 
(N.  J.),  60  Atl.  1094. 

[a]  Where  appeal  taken,  certiorari 
will  not  thereafter  lie.  Maguire  v. 
Goldberger,  71  K.  J.  L.  173,  58  Atl. 

167.  ■  ^    . 

[b]  Suflaciemcy  of  Signing  of  Ap- 
peal Notice. — Where  it  is  provided  that 
an  appeal  may  be  taken  by  filing  with 
the  court  in  which  the  judgment  was 
rendered  a  notice  thereof,  signed  by 
the  appealing  party,  a  notice  of  ap- 
peal by  a  party  whose  name  appeared 
in  the  body  of  the  -notice  was  suffi- 
ciently signed  to  fulfill  the  design  and 
direction  of  the  statute.    State  Board 


of  Health  v.  McCue  (N.  J.),  60  Atl. 
1094. , 

[c]  Questions  directed  to  discretion 
of  trial  court  will  not  be  reviewed  upon 
appeal.     People   v.   Briggs,   114   N.    Y. 

56,  20  N.  E.  820,  wherein  it  was  held 
that  motions  to  separate  the  allegations 
of  a  complaint  charging  possession  of 
a  prohibited  article  of  food,  and  the 
sale  of  it,  so  as  to  present  them  as 
separate  and  distinct  causes  of  action; 
that  the  plaintifiE  be  required  to  elect 
upon  which  one  of  such  causes  he 
would  rely  in  his  aetion»  and  to  direct 
a  separation  of  a  cause  of  action  based 
upon  the  provisions  of  one  section  of 
a  statute  from  that  within  those  of 
another  section,  were  addressed  to  the 
discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and  not 
reviewable  upon  appeal. 

2.  See  generally  the  title  '"'Penal- 
ties, Forfeitures  and  Fines." 

3.  See  the  statutes,  and  Hipolite 
Egg  Co.  V.  United  States,  220  U.  S.  45, 

57,  31  Sup.  Ct.  364,  55  L.  ed.  364 
(under  federal  act);  United  States  v. 
Twenty  Cases  of  Grape  Juice,  189  Fed. 
331,  333,  111  C.  C.  A.  63;  United  States 
V.  Five  Boxes  of  Asafoetida,  181  Fed. 
561,  564;  Armour  Packing  Co.  v.  Sny- 
der, 84  Fed.  136,  139,  under  Minnesota 
statute,  forbidding  sale,  exposure  for 
sale,  etc.,  of  any  article  in  imitation 
of  butter,  and  providing  that  the  dairy 
and  food  commissioner  may  seize  such 
article,  and  upon  the  order  of  a  court 
having  jurisdiction,  sell  the  same  for 
any  purpose  other  than  for  food. 

4.  United  States  v.  Five  Boxes  of 
Asafoetida,  181  Fed.  561,  §§2  and  10 
of  the  federal  act  are  entirely  inde- 
pendent. But  see  Armour  Packing  Co. 
V.  Snyder,  84  Fed.  136,  under  Minne- 
sota act  forbidding  sale  of  butter  imi- 
tations and  providing  for  a  seizure 
thereof. 
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statutes  or  ordinances  providing  for  the  seizure  and  condemnation, 
without  previous  hearing,  of  unwholesome  articles  of  food,  are  not 
unconstitutional  on  that  ground,^  though  the  owner  cannot  be  deprived 
of  a  hearing.* 

B.  Who  May  Being  Peooeedings  foe.  —  All  proceedings  for  a  seiz- 
ure and  condemnation  under  the  federal  act  must  be  at  the  suit  of  and 
in  the  name  of  the  government.'' 

C.  Jurisdiction.*  —  Under  the  federal  act,  the  district  court  within 
the  district  in  which  the  articles  subject  to  seizure  and  condemnation 
are  found  is  given  jurisdiction  of  the  proceeding  therefor."  But  a  seiz- 
ure need  not  take  place  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  libel  in,  order  to  give 
the  court  jurisdiction  over  proceedings  for  confiscation,^"  though  the 
act  provides .  that  such  proceedings  shall  conform  as  near  as  possible 
to  proceedings  in  admiralty.^^ 

D.  The  Libel.  —  In  those  jurisdictions  in  which  it  is  held  that  the 
preliminary  steps  of  notice  and  hearing,  provided  for  in  some  acts, 
are  not  conditions  precedent  to  the  seizure  and  condemnation  of  arti- 
cles, violative  of  these  acts,^^  a  libel  for  such  condemnation  need  not 
allege  that  these  steps  have  been  taken, ^^  especially  where  the  proceed- 
ing is  at  the  instigation  of  the  proper  district  attorney,  without  any 
steps  on  the  part  of  the  investigating  department.^*  Nor  is  a  libel 
brought  under  the  federal  act  insufficient  where  it  fails  to  state  the 


5.  North  American  Cold  Storage  Co. 
V.  Chicago,  211  U.  S.  306,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
101,  53  L.  ed.  195,  as  depriving  a  per- 
son of  property  without  due  process 
of  law. 

6.  See  North  American  Cold  Storage 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  211  V.  S.  306  29  Sup. 
Ct.  101,  53  L.  ed.  195,  hearing  after 
seizure  may  be  had. 

7.  §10,  Act  of  1906;  Hipolite  Egg 
Co.  V.  United  States,  220  U.  S.  45,  51, 
31  Sup.  Ct.  364,  55  L.  ed.  364.  See 
United  States  v.  Two  Barrels  of  Desic- 
cated Eggs,  185  Fed.  302,  holding  seiz- 
ure by  private  person  cannot  be  made. 

8.  See  generally  the  title  "Juris- 
diction." 

9.  §10,  Act  of  1906;  Hipolite  Egg 
Co.  V.  United  States,  220  U.  S.  45,  51, 
31  Sup.  Ct.  364,  55  L.  ed.  364;  United 
States  V.  Hopkins  &  Co.,  199  Fed.  649, 
651;  United  States  v.  Two  Barrels  of 
Desiccated  Eggs,  185  Fed.  302,  306. 

[a]  Under  the  Federal  Act,  the 
.•jurisdiction  of  the  federal  government 
to  seize  adulterated  or  misbranded 
articles  of  food  or  drugs,  extends  be- 
yond the  state  limits,  and  to  their 
point  of  destination  in  the  original, 
unbroken  packages.  Hipolite  Esg  Co. 
V.  United  States,  220  U.  S.  45,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  364,  55  L.  ed.  364;  United  States 
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V.  Two  Barrels  of  Desiccated  Eggs,  185 
Fed.   302,   308. 

10.  United  States  v.  One  Hundred 
Barrels  of  Vinegar,  188  Fed.  471,  475, 
citing  United  States  v.  Two  Barrels  of 
Desiccated  Eggs,  185  Fed.  302;  United 
States  V.  George  Spraul  &  Co.,  185  Fed. 
405,  107  C.  C.  A.  569. 

11.  §10,  Act  of  1906;  Hipolite  Egg 
Co.  V.  United  States,  220  U.  S.  45,  51, 
31  Sup.  Ct.  364,  55  L.  ed.  364;  United 
States  V.  Two  Barrels  of  Desiccated 
Eggs,  185  Fed.  302,  304;  United  States 
V.  Spraul  &  Co.,  185  Fed.  405,  406,  107 
C.  C.  A.  569. 

As  to  proceedings  in  admiralty,  see 
the    title    "Admiralty." 

[a]  Strict  conformity  is  not  re- 
quired. United  States  v.  Two  Barrels 
of  Desiccated  Eggs,  185  Fed.  302. 

12.  See  supra,  IT,  A. 

13.  United  States  v.  Fifty  Barrels 
of  Whisky,  165  Fed.  966.  See  United 
States    V.    One     Hundred    Barrels    of 

r  Vinegar,  188  Fed.  471,  475.  But  see 
United  States  v.  Seventy-Four  Cases  of 
Grape  Juice,  181  Fed.  629,  holding  that 
where  the  proceedings  are  instituted  at 
instance  of  department  of  agriculture, 
libel  should  allege  these  facts,  since 
they   are   prerequisites   to   proceedings. 

14.  United  States  v.  Seventy-Four 
Cases  of  Grape  Juice,  181  Fed.  629. 
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time  when  the  article  was  shipped.^^  Since,  the  federal  act,  providing 
for  a  seizure  and  condemnation  of  adulterated  or  misbranded  articles 
of  food  or  drugs,  contemplates  the  seizure  thereof,  not  only  when 
shipped  in  interstate  commerce  for  sale,  but  when,  having  been  trans- 
ported, they  remain  unloaded,  unsold,  or  in  unbroken  packages,  a  libel 
for  the  condemnation  of  unfit  articles  in  the  original  and  unbroken 
package,  need  not  describe  them  as  "transported  for  sale."^"  Where 
the  charge,  in  a  libel  for  forfeiture,  is  that  the  article  was  misbranded, 
it  is  essential  that  the  libel  should  set  forth  the  branding  and  facts 
inconsistent  therewith.^' 

The  want  of  a  sufficient  verification  to  the  libel,  by  which  it  is  sought 
to  condemn  articles  under  the  pure  food  laws,  is  no  ground  for  excep- 
tion or  demurrer  to  its  substanee.^^ 

E.  Hearing  or  Trial.^*  —  By- express  provision  of  the  federal  act, 
in  condemnation  proceedings,  either  party  may  demand  a  trial  by  jury 
of  any  issue  of  fact  joined  therein.^" 

The  general  rule  obtains  that  where  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  ques- 
tions of  fact  ar6  for  the  jury.^^ 

F.  Review.  —  Since  under  the  constitution,  no  fact  tried  by  a 
jury  shall  be  otherwise  examined  in  any  court  of  the  United  States, 
than  according  to  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  a  condemnation  pro- 
ceeding under  the  federal  act,  tried  by  a  jury,  is  reviewable  only 
upon  writ  of  error.^^ 


15.  See  United  States  v.  Two  Bar- 
rels of  Desiccated  Eggs,  185  Fed.  302, 
at  least,  against  the  objection  to  the 
libel  by  exception,  since  if  it  was  made 
before  the  federal  act  was  passed,  such 
is  matter  of  defense  to  be  raised  by 
answer. 

16.  Hipolite  Egg  Co.  v.  United 
States,  220  U.  S.  45,  31  Sup.  Ct.  364, 
55  L.  ed.  364;  United  States  v.  Three 
Hundred  Cans  of  Frozen  Eggs,  189  Fed. 
351,  354,  111  0.  C.  A.  83  (questioning 
United  States  v.  Forty-Six  Packages  & 
Bags  of  Sugar,  183  Fed.  642,  holding 
a  complaint  failing  to  so  allege  fatally 
defective);  United  States  v.  Two  Bar- 
rels of  Desiccated  Eggs,  185  Fed.  302, 
307. 

17.  United  States  v.  Six  Hundred 
and  Fifty  Oases  of  Tomato  Catsup,  166 
Fed.  773,  775.  See  also  Goode  v. 
United  States,  44  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
162.  ^.     , 

[a]  Variance. — Where  the  particular 
in  which  the  branding  was  false  is 
specified,  it  is  not  permissible  to  prove 
falsity  in  another  particular.  Lexing- 
ton Mill  &  Elevator  Co.  v.  United 
States,  202  Fed.  615,  121  C.  C.  A.  23. 

18.  United  States  v.  Two  Barrels  of 
Desiccated   Eggs,   185   Fed.   302,    307, 


under  the  admiralty  rules  in  force  in 
the  federal  courts,  libels  on  behalf  of 
the  United  States  need  not  be  verified. 

19.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial." 

20.  §10,  Act  1906;  United  States  v. 
779  cases  of  molasses,  174  Fed.  325,  98 
C.  C.  A-  197.  The  right  to  -a  trial  by 
jury  granted  by  this  act  on  demand 
of  either  party  is  absolute,  and  means 
a  trial  by  jury  according  to  the  estab- 
lished practice  in  courts  of  common 
law. 

21.  See  Lexington  Mill  &  Elevator 
Co.  V.  United  States,  202  Fed.  615,  and 
generally  the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
and.  Jury." 

[a]  Whether  the  subsitance  added 
to  an  article  was  a  poisonous  or  dele- 
terious ingredient  which  might  render 
the  article  injurious  to  health  was  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  United 
States  V.  Forty  Barrels,  etc..  Coca  Cola 
Co.,  241  U.  S.  265,  36  Sup.  Ct.  573, 
60  L.  ed.  995,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  487. 
See  also  Lexington  Mill  &  Elevator  Co. 
V.  United  States,  202  Fed.  615,  121  C. 
C.  A.  23. 

22.  United  States  v.  779  Cases  of 
Molasses,  174  Fed.  325,  327,  98  C.  C. 
A.  197.  See  Lexington  Mill  &  Elevator 
Co.  V.  United  States,  202  Fed.  615,  121 
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V.  POWER   OF  EQUITY  TO   ENJOIN  ENFORCEMENT   OF. 

In  accordance  with  the  well  settled  rule  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
restrain  a  criminal  prosecution  under  a  valid  statute'  even  though 
property  interests  are  involved,  the  enforcement  of  pure  food  laws  by 
the  ofScer  designated  for  that  purpose  cannot  generally  be  enjoined.^^ 

VI.  REMEDY  FOR  INJURIES  FROM  UNWHOLESOME  FOOD. 
A.  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  The  declaration  or  complaint  in  an 
action  for  injuries  from  unwholesome  food  must  state  facts  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action.^*  In  such  a  case  it  is  sufficient  to  set  forth  the 
facts  from  which  the  duty  springs,  the  neglect  of  that  duty,  and  the 
resulting  injury.^'  It  is  not  necessary  to  aver  in  terms  the  existence 
of  the  relation  which  in  law  casts  the  duty  upon  the  vendor,^^  or  that 
he  knew  of  the  injurious  quality  of  the  food.^'  Where  the  facts  are 
pleaded  from  which  the  warranty  of  the  wholesomeness  of  the  food 
is  implied,  it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  the  warranty  as  a  legal  conclu- 
sion.^^ In  some  jurisdictions,  the  particular  negligence,  which  it  is 
claimed  constituted  the  actionable  wrong  in  the  supplying  of  unfit 
articles  of  food,  should  be  alleged  with  particularity.^^  The  declaration 
or  complaint  need  not  allege  that  the  plaintiff  paid  for  the  article  of 


C.   C.  A.  23.      See  generally  the  title 
"Writ  of  Error." 

23.  See  Cobb  v.  French,  111  Minn. 
429,  127  N.  W.  415;  The  Pre-Digested 
Food  Co.  V.  MoNeal,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  266,  4 
Ohio  Dec.  356.  Also  1  Standard  Peoc. 
590;  and  generally  the  title  "Suits  and 
Actions." 

[a]  But  equity  will  enjoin  the  con- 
tinued seizuie  and  desitruction  of  ar- 
liicles  of  food  upon  a  proper  case  be- 
ing presented.  Nelson  v.  City  of  Min- 
neapolis, 112  Minn.  16,  127  N.  W. 
443. 

24.  See  generally  the  title  "Dec- 
laration and  Complaint."  ' 

[a]  For  complaint  in  an  action  for 
negligently  furnishing  unwholesome 
articles  of  food,  see  Greenwood  Cafe  v. 
Lovinggood,  197  Ala.  34,  72  So.  354; 
Bishop  V.  Weber,  139  Mass.  411,  1  N 
E.  154,  52  Am.  Bep.  715;  Meshbesher 
V.  Channellene  Oil  &  Mfg.  Co.,  107 
Minn.  104,  119  N.  W.  428,  131  Am. 
St.  Eep.  441  (complaint  under  pure 
food  act);  Haley  v.  Swift  &  Co.,  152 
Wis.  570,  140  N.  W.  292. 

25.  Bishop  V.  Weber,  139  Mass.  411, 
1  N.  E.  154,  52  Am.  Eep.  715;  Flessher 
V:  Carstens  Packing  Co.,  93  Wash.  "48, 
160  Pac.  14. 

26.  Bishop  V.  Weber,  139  Mass.  411, 
418,  1  N.  E.  154,  52  Am.  Eep.  715; 
Flessher  v.  Carstens  Packing  Co.,  93 
Wash.  4«,  160  Pac.  14. 
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27.  Mass. — ^Bishop  v.  Weber,  139 
Mass.  411,  418,  1  N.  E.  154,  52  Am. 
Eep.  715.  N.  J. — Tomlinsou  v.  Ai- 
mour  &  Co.,  75  F.  J.  L.  748,  70  Atl. 
314,  19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  923,  reversing 
74  N".  J.  L.  274,  65  Atl.  883.  Wash. 
Flessher  v.  Carstens  Packing  Co.,  93 
Wash.  48,  160  Pac.  14. 

[a]  It  Is  sufacient  if  it  appears 
that  he  ought  to  have  known  of  it, 
and  was  negligent  in  furnishing  un- 
wholesome food,  by  reason  whereof  the 
plaintiff  was  injured.  Bishop  t.  Web- 
er, 139  Mass.  411,  418,  1  N.  E.  154, 
52  Am.  Eep.  715.  See  Tomlinson  v.  /Ar- 
mour &  Co.,  75  N.  J.  L.  748,  70  Atl, 
314,  19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  923,  rewrsing 
74  N.  J.  L.  274,  65  Atl.  883. 

28.  Flessher  v.  Carstens  Packing 
Co.,  93  Wash.  48,  160  Pac.  14. 

29.  Salmon  v.  Libby,  McNeill  &  Lib- 
by,  219  111.  421,  7fi  N.  E.  573.  But 
where  the  declaration,  in  an  action 
for  damages  for  death  caused  by  the 
furnishing  of  improperly  prepared 
mincemeat,  described  or  charged  in 
general  terms  that  the  meat  was  pois- 
onous as  a  consequence  of  defend- 
ant's negligence  and  improper  prepa- 
ration, this  averment,  taken  in  con- 
nection with  a  statute  pleaded  therein, 
and  which  authorized  an  action  for  a 
death  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  or 
omission  of  another,  showed  the  ex- 
istence of  an  actionable  wrong,  though 
upon  demurrer,  the  lack  of  particular- 
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food;^''  nor  need  it  allege  any  special  damage.'^  Where  the  action  is 
against  the  manufacturer  of  the  unwholesome  article,  though  such 
action  depends  upon  an  existing  pure  food  statute  prohibiting  a  per- 
son from  doing  an  act  or  imposing  a  duty  upon  him  if  he  neglects 
to  perform  the  duty,  it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  the  statute,  as  it  is  a 
public  act.'^ 

B.  Trial.''  —  The  general  rules  as  to  variance  obtain  in  actions 
for  injuries  from  unwholesome  food.'*  So  also  the  general  rule  ob- 
tains that  all  questions  of  fact  upon  which  the  evidence  is  conflicting 
are  for  the  jury  to  determine.'^ 


ity  in  the  averments  of  negligence  was 
fatal. 

30.  Peckham  v.  Holman,  11  Pick. 
(Mass.)  484j  holding  that  though  the 
plaintiff  might  have  resisted  payment 
for  the  article,  in  case  it  was  unpaid 
for,  yet  he  had  a  right  to  af&rm  the 
contract  and  claim  damages  for  the 
fraud. 

31.  Peckham  v.  Holman,  11  Pick. 
(Mass.)  484,  in  which  it  was  contend- 
ed that  since  the  article  had  not  been 
paid  for  and  the  defendant  could  not 
have  collected  for  it,  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not  suffered  any  damage;  but  the 
court  held  that  when  provisions  are 
purchased,  it  must  be  presumed  that 
the  purchaser  expected  to  derive  soma 
benefit  from  the  purchase,  and  if  he 
was  wrongfully  and  fraudulently  de^ 
prived  of  the  expected  benefit,  he  suf- 
fered damage,  though  he  need  not 
plead  it  specially. 

32.  Meshbesher  v.  Channellene  Oil 
&  Mfg.  Co.,  107  Minn.  104,  119  N.  W. 
428;  131  Am.  St.  Eep.  441,  it  being  suf- 
ficient to  show  a  neglect  to  discharge 
the  duty  imposed  by  the  pure  food 
statute  and  a  violation  of  its  prohi- 
bitions by  the  defendant. 

33.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial." 

34.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Variance  and  Failure 
of  Proof." 

[a]    Immaterial    variance    between 


declaration  and  proof  is  not  fatal. 
Boyd  t;.,Coea  Cola  Bottling  Works,  133 
Tenn.  23,  177  S.  W.  80. 

35.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
and  Jury." 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  whether  or  not  a  de- 
fendant was  so  careless  that  he  should 
be  held  responsible  for  the  conse- 
quences of  his  own  acts,  or  those  of 
his  servant's.  (Craft  v.  Parker,  Webb 
&  Co.,  96  Mich.  245,  248,  55  N.  W.  812, 
21  L.  E.  A.  139),  whether  or  not  (2) 
the  plaintiff  exercised  due  care  on  his 
part  in  using  such  unwholesome  food, 
when  he  observed  the  fact  of  its  un- 
fitness for  use.  (Sloan  v.  F.  "W.  Wool- 
worth  Co.,  193  111.  App.  620;  Craft  v. 
Parker,  Webb  &  Co.,  96  Mich.  245,  248, 
55  N.  W.  812,  21  L.  K.  A.  139),  are 
proper  questions  for  the  jury.  (3)  So 
also  whether  an  article  of  food  was 
properly  prepared  for  use  by  its  manu- 
facturer was  held  properly  left  to  the 
jury.  (Wilson  v.  Ferguson  Co.,  214 
Mass.  265,  101  N.  E.  381),  as  was  (4) 
the  question  of  the  wholesomeness  of 
the  article.  Flessher  v.  Carstens  Pack- 
ing Co.,  93  Wash.  48,  160  Pac.  14. 
(5)  Whether  plaintiff's  illness  was 
caused  by  the  eating  of  food  pur- 
chased of  defendant  is  a  question  of 
fact  for  jury.  Chapman  v.  Eoggen- 
kamp,  182  111.  App.  117;  Flessher  v. 
Carstens  Packing  Co.,  93  Wash.  48, 
160  Pac.  14. 


PURPRESTURE.  —  See  Navigable  Waters;  Public  Lands;  Wharves. 


QUANTUM  MERUIT.  —  See  Assumpsit;  Choice  and  Election  of 
Remedies;  Debt;  Implied  and  Express  Agreements;  Joinder  of 
Actions;  Master  and  Servant;  Work  and  Labor. 
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QUANTUM  VALEBANT.  —  See  Assumpsit;  Choice  and  Election  of 

Remedies;  Sales. 


QUASHING.  —  See  Indictment  and  Information;  Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of;  Motions;  Process;  Service  of  Process 
and  Papers. 


QUESTION  CERTIFIED,  RESERVED  OR  REPORTED,  —  See  Cast 
and  Question  Certified,  Reserved  or  Reported. 


QUESTIONS  OF  LAW  AND  FACT.  —  See  Province  of  Judge  and 

Jury. 
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QUIA  TIMET 


By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.  DEFINITION,  NATURE  AND  SCOPE,  991 

II.  NATURE  AND  FORM  OF  RELIEF  GRANTED,  992 


CBOSS-BEFEBESrCES: 

Bills  and  Answers;  Equity  Jurisdiction  and  Procedure. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standaed  Proc.  1012. 

Pof  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  DEFINITION,  NATURE  AND  SCOPE.  —  A  bill  quia  timet  is 
a  preventive  remedy  designed  to  protect  the  rights  and  interests  of 
the  plaintiff  from  apprehended  or  threatened  injury,^  not  to  rectify 
an  injury  which  has  already  occurred.^    It  is  one  of  the  auxiliary 


1.  U.  S. — See  the  following  cases: 
Holland  v.  Challen,  110  U.  S.  15,  3 
Sup.  Ct.  495,  28  L.  ed.  52;  Southern  E. 
Co.  V.  North  Carolina  R.  Co.,  81  Fed. 
595.  Cal. — Roman  Catholic  Archbish- 
op V.  Shipman,  69  Cal.  586,  11  Pae.  343; 
Hager  v.  Shindler,  29  Cal.  47.  Md. 
Whitridge  v.  Durkee's  Bxrs.,  2  Md.  Ch. 
442;  Drury  v.  Roberts,  2  Md.  Ch.  157. 
MJim. — Mankato  v.  Willard,  13  Minn. 
13,  97  Am.  Dec.  208.  Miss. — Green  v. 
Hankinson's  Admrs.,  Walk.  487.  N. 
y. — Champlin  v.  Champlin,  4  Edw.  Ch. 
228:  Mt.  Morris  v.  King,  8  App.  Div. 
495,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  709,  75  N.  Y.  St. 
113.  Ohio. — Thomas  v.  White,  2  Ohio 
St.  540.  Tex. — Jones  v.  Perkins,  8 
Tex.  337.  Va. — Stephenson  v.  Taver- 
ners,  9  Gratt.  (50  Va.)  398.  Wash. 
Wagner  v.  Law,  3  Wash.  500,  28  Pae. 
1109,  29  Pae.  927,  28  Am.  St.  Rep. 
56,  15  L.  R.  A.  784.  Bng.— Ranelaugh 
V.  Hayes,  1  Vern.  189,  23  Eng.  Reprint 
405. 

[a]  Other  Definitions. — A  bill  quia 
timet  is  a  bill  filed  by  one  who  "  'is 
apprehensive  of  being  subjected  to  a 
future  inconvenience,  probable,  or 
even  possible,  to  happen,  or  be  oc- 
.  caaioned  by  the  neglect',  inadvertence 
"  or   culpability    of    another,    or    where 


any  property  is  bequeathed  to  one  aft- 
er the  death  of  another,  and  which  the 
former  is  desirous  of  having  secured 
safely  for  his  use,'  or  where  a  surety 
is  fearful  of  injury  from  the  neglect 
of  his  principal  to  pay  the  debt." 
Randolph's  Admx.  v.  Kinney,  3  Rand. 
(24  Va.)  394. 

[b]  Writs  of  Prevention. — "Bills 
of  quia  timet  are  also  known  in  the 
practice  of  equity  as  writs  of  preven- 
tion, and  are  used  to  accomplish  the 
ends  of  precautionary  justice."  BaT- 
ley  V.  Southwick,  6  Lana.  (N.  Y.)  3'56, 
affirined  56  N.  Y.  407. 

[e]  The  name  of  the  bill  is  taken 
from  the  expression  of  the  plaintiff's 
fears  ii)  the  application — quia  timet, 
because  he  fears.  Bailey  v.  South- 
wick, 6  Lana.  (N.  Y.)  356,  affirmed 
56  N.  Y.  407. 

2.  Ala. — Bryant  v.  Peters,  3  Ala. 
160.  Md. — Drury  v.  Roberta,  2  Md. 
Ch.  157.  N.  Y.— Bailey  v.  Southwick, 
6  Lana.  356,  affirmed  56  N.  Y.  407. 

[a]  "Its  object  (1)  is  to  secure  the 
preservation  of  property  to  its  appro- 
priate uses  where  there  is  future  or 
contingent  danger  of  its  being  dimin- 
ished or  converted  to  other  uses,  or  lost 
by  gross  neglect,  without  the  interpo- 
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equity  remedies,'  analogous  to  a  bill  of  peace,*  and  to  the  ancient  com- 
mon law  writs  of  prevention.^  It  is  available  to  prevent  threatened 
injuries  as  well  to  rights  in  personalty^  as  to  rights  in  realty/ 

II.  NATURE  AND  FQKM  OF  RELIEF  GRANTED.  — The  na- 
ture of  the  relief  granted  depends  upon  the  circumstances  under 
which  it  is  sought.*  Thus  the  purpose  of  a  bill  quia  timet  may  be  to 
quiet  title,*  to  prevent  waste,*"  to  exonerate  a  surety,*^  to  prevent  the 


Bition  of  the  court."  Bailey  v.  South- 
wick,  6  Lans.  (N.  Y.) '  3S6,  aprmed 
56  N.  Y.  407.  (2)  The  party  who  files 
a  bill  quia  timet  seeks  the.  aid  of 
equity  because  he  fears  some  future 
probable  injury  to  his  rights-  or  inter- 
ests, and  not  because  any  injury  has 
already  occurred  which  requires  com- 
pensation or  any  other  relief.  Bry- 
ant V.  Peters,  3  Ala.  160. 

[b]  Tie  statement  of  facts  hr  a 
bill  quia  timet,  (1)  should  be  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  court  that  the  parties 
stand  in  a  situation  in  which  they  will 
be  damnified  in  the  event  of  the  act 
being  done,  for  the  prevention  of 
which  they  pray  the  intervention  of 
the  court.  Green  v.  Hankinson's 
Admrs.,  Walk.  487.  (2)  The  bill  must 
state  facts  showing  wrongs  or  antici- 
pated mischiefs  which  shouM  be  fore- 
stalled or  prevented.  Bailey  v.  Briggs, 
56  N.  Y.  407,  afflrming  Bailey  v.  Somth- 
wick,  6  Lans.  356.  See  generally  the 
title  "Equity  Juiisdiction  and  Pro- 
cedure" and  the  particular  title  in- 
volved. 

3.  See   8    Standard  Peoc.    443. 

4.  Bailey  v.  Southwick,  6  Lans.  (N. 
Y.)  356,  aMrmed,  56  N.  Y.  407. 

[a]  Distinguished  From  Bill  of 
Peace. — A  bill  quia  timet  to  quiet  title 
differs  from  a  bill  of  peace  in  that  it 
does  not  seek  so  much  to  put  an  end 
to  vexatious  litigation  as  to  prevent 
future  litigation.  Holland  v.  Challen, 
110  U.  S.  15,  3  Sup.  Ct.  495,  28  L. 
ed.  52. 

5.  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  North  Caro- 
lina E.  Co.,  81   Fed.  595. 

6.  Md. — See  Whitridge  v.  Burke© 's 
Bxrs.,  2  Md.  Ch.  442.  Miss. — Green  v. 
Hankinson's  Admrs.,  Walk.  487.  N. 
y.— Bailey  v.  Southwick,  6  Lans.  356, 
affirmed,  56  N.  Y.  407. 

7.  See  the  following  cases:  Oal. 
Hager  v.  Shindler,  29  Cal.  47.  Md. 
Polk  V.  Eose,  '25  Md.  153,  89  Am.  Deo, 
77.^.  Minn.— Mankato  v.  Willard,  13 
Minn.  13,  97  Am.  Dec.  208.  Ohio. 
TTiomas  V.  White,  2  Ohio  St.  540. 
TeiiM. — Williams  v.  Willianis,    7    B»xt. 
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116.  Wash.— Wagner  v.  Law,  3  Wash. 
500,  28  P.ac.  1109,  29  Pac.  927,  28 
Am.  St.  Eep.  56,  15  L.  E.  ,A.  784. 
[a]  NerceBSity  of  Possession  of  Re- 
alty.— (1)  To  maintain  a  bill  quia 
timet  to  quiet  title  it  was  generally 
necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  be 
in  possession  of  the  property  (Holland 
V.  Challen,  110  U.  S.  15,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
495,  28  L.  ed.  52),  but  (2)'  statutory 
changes  make  it  possible  in  certain 
jurisSictioils  to  maintain  such  a  bill 
whether  the  plaintiff  is  in  or  out  of 
possession.  Holland  v.  Challen,.  110  TJ. 
S.  15,  3  Sup.  Ct.  495,  28  Ir.  ed.  52 
(Nov.);  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  North  Caro- 
lina E.  Co.,  81  Fed.  595  (N.  C.)j, 
Grand  Eapids  &  1.  R.  Co.  v.  Sparrow, 
36  Fed.   210,  1  L.   E.  A.  480   (Mich.). 

8.  See  the  cases  cited  infra,  this 
Beetion. 

[a]  Bill  to  remove  cloud  and  pre- 
serve bomestead  rights  by  wife  in  pos- 
session, see  Williams  i;.  Williams,  7 
Baxt.  (Tenn.)  116.  See  "  also  11 
Standard  Pboc.  380. 

[b]  It  is  not  available  (1)  to  pro- 
cure a  jiudicial  determination  and  con- 
struction of  a  will  (Bailey  v.  South- 
wick, 6  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  356,  affirmed, 
56  N.  Y.  407)  nor  (2)  to  enforce  a 
trust.  McDougald  v.  Dougherty,  11 
Ga.  570. 

9.  Cal. — Hager  v.  Shindler,  29  Cal. 
47.  Ohio. — Thomas  v.  White,  2  Ohio 
St.  540.  Wash. — See  Wagner  v.  Law, 
3  Wash.  500,  28  Pa«.  1109",  29  Pac. 
927,  28  Am.  St.  Bep.  56,  15  L.  E.  A. 
784. 

See  the  title  "Quieting  Title." 

10.  Randolph's  Admx.  V.  Kinney,  3 
Rand.  (24  Va.)  394.  See  the  title 
"Waste." 

[a]  A  remainderman's  remedy  to 
prevent  diversion  and  squandering  of 
property  by  a  life  tenant  is  by  bill 
quia  timet.  Sanderson  v.  Jones,  6  Fla. 
430,  63  Am.  Dec.  217. 

11.  Randolph's  Admx.  v.  Kinney,  3 
Rand.   (24  Va.y"S94. 

[a]  By  a  surety  against  the  credit- 
or and  the  debtor,  after  the  debt  is 
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misapplication  of  property,^^  or  to  nulify  the  effect  of  fraud  :^^  and 
the  relief  granted  frequently  takes  the  form  of  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver,^*  the  granting  of  an  injunction,^°  and  an  order  to  furnish 
security/^  or  to  pay  money  into  court.^' 


due,  to  compel  the  latter  to  pay  the 
debt  and  so  exonerate  himself  fron. 
liability.  Stephenson  v.  Taverners,  9 
Gratt.  (50  Va.)  398. 

12.  See  Bailey  v.  Southwiok,  6  Lans. 
(N.  Y.)  356  {aHHrmed,  56  N.  Y.  407); 
Eandolph's  Admx.  v.  Kinney,  3  Band. 
(24  Va.)    394. 

13.  Hager  v.  Shindler,  29  Cal.  47. 
See  Wagner  v.  Law,  3  Wash.  500,  28 
Pac.  1109,  29  Pae.  927,  28  Am.  St. 
Eep.  56,  15  L.  R.  A.  784. 

14.  Drury  v.  Eoberts,  2  Md.  Ch. 
0.57;  Davis  v.  D.  of  Marlborough,  1 
Swanst.  74,  83,  36  Eng.  Keprint  303. 
See   generally   the    title    "Receivers." 

[a]     A  bill  quia  timet  is  applicable 


as  against  executors  and  administra- 
tors, trustees  and  corporations,  where 
there  is  danger  of  devastation,  waste 
or  collusion,  Isy  which  estates  may  be 
diminished,  and  wherei  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  is  necessary.  Bai- 
ley V.  Southwick,  6  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  356, 
affirmed,  56  N.  Y.  407. 

15.  Drury  v.  Eoberts,  2  Md.  Ch. 
157;  Hendrika  v.  Montague,  17  Ch. 
Div.  (Eng.)  638.  See  the  title  "In- 
junctions." 

16.  Eous  V.  Noble,  2  Vern.  249,  23 
Eng.  Eeprint  761. 

17.  Leigh  v.  Macaulay,  1  Y.  &  C. 
Ch.  260.  See  generally  the  title  "De- 
posit m  Court." 
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CBOSS-BEFEBENCES: 

Ejectment;  Quia  Timet; 

Mines  and  Minerals;  Trespass  To  Try  Title. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  lOlS,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

L  NATURE  AND  EXTENT  OP  REMEDY.  — A.  In  General. 
Generally  an  action  to  quiet  title  is  maintainable  only  in  reference  to 
title  to  real  property,^  and,  except  when  authorized  by  statute,^  or 
where  because  of  exceptional  circumstances  plaintiff  has  no  adequate 
remedy  at  law,^  is  not  warranted  in  respect  to  personalty.* 

B.    Nature  op  Adverse  Claim.  —  To  constitute  a  cloud  upon  title 


1.  Ariz. — ^Arizona  Mine  Supply  Co. 
V.  Bolman,  15  Ariz.  504,  140  Pae.  490. 
Oal. — Fudickar  v.  East  Riverside  Irr. 
Dist.,  109  Cal.  29,  4  Pac.  1024;  Town- 
send  V.  Driver,  5  Cal.  App.  581,  90 
Pac.  1071.  Colo.— New  Brantner  Ditch 
Co.  V.  Kramer,  57  Colo.  218,  141  Pac. 
498,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  1225.  Mo.— State 
V.  .Wood,  155  Mo.  425,  56  S.  W.  474, 
48  L.  R.  A.  596.  N.  J. — Whitloek  v. 
Greacen,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  359,  21  Atl.  944. 

[a]  Title  to  easements  quieted. 
Hipes  V.  Doherty,  176  Ind.  379,  96  N. 
E.  152;  Humphrey  v.  Krutz,  77  Wash. 
152,  137  Pac.  806.  But  see  Whitloek 
V.  Greacen,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  359,  21  Atl. 
944. 

[b]  Water  E.iglits.— Stone  v.  Im- 
perial Water  Co.,  173  Cal.  39,  159  Pac. 
164;  Fudickar  v.  East  Riverside  Irr. 
Dist.,  109  Cal.  29,  41  Pac.  1024;  Stand- 
art  V.  Round  Valley  Water  Co.,  77 
Oal.  399,  19  Pac.  689;  New  Brantner 
E.  Ditch  Co.  V.  Kramer,  57  Colo,  218, 


141   Pac.  418,   Ann.   Cas.   1916B,   1225. 

2.  Ackermau  v.  Union  &  N.  H. 
Trust  Co.,  90  Conn.  63,  96  Atl.  149; 
Magnuson  v.  Clithero,  101  Wis.  551, 
77  N.  W.   882. 

[a]  Under  the  federal  statute  an 
action  may  be  maintained  for  the  re- 
moval of  a  cloud  upon  the  title  to  per- 
sonal property.  Thompson  v.  Emmett 
Iir.  Dist.,  227  Fed.  560,  142  C.  C.  A. 
192;  Rurpee  c.  Guggenheim,  226  Fed. 
214. 

3.  Colo. — Central  Sav.  Bank  &  Tr. 
Co.  V.  Amalgamated  Soc,  24  Colo.  App. 
438,  134  Pac.  10O7.  Ohio.— Voss  v. 
Murray,  50  Ohio  St.  19,  32  N.  E,  1112. 
E.  I.— O'Donnell  v.  Brown,  35  E.  I. 
522,  87  Atl.  311. 

4.  Cal. — Fudickar  v.  East  River- 
side Irr.  Dist.,  109  Cal.  29,  4  Pae. 
1024.  Oolo.— Central  Sav.  Bank  & 
Tr.  Co.  V.  Amalgamated  Soc,  24  Colo. 
App.  438,  134  Pac.  1007.  Mo.— Red 
Diamond  Clothing  06.  v.   Steidemann, 
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the  adverse  claim  need  not  be  founded  upon  a  writing'  unless  the  par- 
ticular  estate  or  interest  set  up  can  derive  validity  only  through  a  writ- 
ten instrument.'  If  the  claim  is  based  upon  a  writing  the  latter  must 
be  such  as  might  create  an  interest  in  the  land,'  and  must  be  free  from 
patent  invalidity,  for,  although  equity  will  assume  jurisdiction  to 
remove  as  a  cloud  upon  title  any  instrument  or  record,  the  invalidity 
of  which  can  only  be  established  by  extrinsic  evidence,*  it  will  not  un- 


120  Mo.  App.  519,  97  S.  W.  220.  N.  J. 
Whitlock  V.  Greaeen,  48  N.  J.  Eq. 
359,  21  Atl.  944. 

5.  Satterwhite  v.  Gallagher,  173  N. 
C.  525,  92  S.  E.  369.^ 

6.  Devine  v.  Los  Angeles,  202  IT. 
S.  313,  26  Sup.  Ct.  652,  50  L.  ed. 
1046. 

7.  Eagleston  v;  Goodykoontz,  182 
111.  App.  318;  Hicks  v.  Eupp,  49  Mont. 
40,  140  Pae,  97. 

[a]  Recording  a  contract  to  pay 
money  which  gives  no  interest  in  the 
land  does  not  make  it  a  cloud  upon 
title  which  may  be  removed  by  an  ac- 
tion to  quiet  title.  Eagleston  v. 
Goodykoontz,  182  111.  App.  318. 

8.  TJ.  S. — Graves  v.  Aahburn,  215 
IT.  S.  331,  30  Sup.  Ct.  108,  54  L.  ed. 
217;  Johnston  v.  Kramer,  Bros.  &  Co., 
203  Fed.  733.  Ala. — Parker  v.  Millei- 
Brent  Lumber  Co.,  157  Ala.  282,  47  So. 
580.  Ark. — Lawrence  v.  Zimpleman, 
37  Ark.  643.  Cal. — Smith  f.  Matthews, 
81  Cal.  120,  22  Pac.  409.  Fla.— Pettit 
V.  Coachman,  51  Ma.  521,  41  So.  401; 
Matheson  v.  Thompson,  20  Fla.  790.  Ga. 
Echols  V.  Green,  140  Ga.  678,  79  S.  E. 
557.  111.— McCarty  v.  MeCarty,  275  111. 
573,  114  N.  E.  322;  Taylor  v.  Mar- 
shall, 255  m.  545,  99  N.  W.  638; 
Culver  V.  Phelps,  130  111.  217,  22  N. 
E.  809.  Ind.— Sherrin  v.  Flinn,  155 
Ind.  422,  58  N.  E.  549.  la.— Cranston 
V.  McQuistou,  127  Iowa  104,  102  N.  W. 
785.  Kan. — Westbrook  v.  Schmaus, 
51  Kan.  558,  33  Pac.  306.  Ky.— Bowl- 
ing V.  Bowling,  118  S.  W.  923;  Murphy 
V.  Metz,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1124,  77  S. 
W.  191.  Me. — Spear  v.  Spear,  97  Me. 
498,  54  Atl.  1106.  Mass.— McArthur 
V.  Hood  Eubber  Co.,  221  Mass.  372, 
109  N.  E.  162.  Mich.— Monroe  v. 
Carter,  167  Mich.  325,  132  N.  W.  1023; 
Casgrain  v.  Hammond,  134  Mich.  419, 
96  N.  W.  510,  104  Am.  St.  Eep.  610; 
Woodworth  i).  Gorton,  46  Mich.  324,  9 
N.  W.  434.  Mirni. — Meyers  v.  Mark- 
ham,  90  Minn.  230,  96  N.  W.  335, 
787;  Butman  v.  .Tames,  34  Minn.  ,547, 
27  N.  W.  66.     Miss.— Vicksburg  R.  Co. 
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V.  Eagsdale,  54  Miss.  200.  Mo. 
Jewett  V.  Boardman,  181  Mo.  647,  81 
S.  W.  186.  Neb. — Eeynolds  v.  Eiek-' 
gauer,  75  Neb.  163,  106  N.  W.  175. 
N.  H.— Hallett  v.  Parker,  69  N. 
H.  134,  39  Atl.  583.  N.  J.— Foley 
V.  Kirk,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  170. 
N.  Y.  —  Eector  St.  Stephen's  Church 
V.  Eector  Church  of  Transfigu- 
ration, 201  N.  Y.  1,  94  N.  E.  191; 
Meyer  v.  Wilcox,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  337; 
Eumble  v.  Smith,  66  Misc.  298,  121 
N.  Y.  Supp.  501.  N.  0.— McArthur  v. 
Griffith,  147  N.  C.  545,  61  S.  E. 
519.  Ohio. — 'Lowmiller  v.  Fouser,  52 
Ohio  St.  123,  39  N.  E.  419.  Okia. 
Eoss  V.  Sanderson,  162  Pae.  709.  Ore. 
Eiehards  v.  Mohr,  73  Ore.  57,  143  Pac. 
1102;  Deckenbach  v.  Deckenbach,  65 
Ore.  160,  130  Pae.  729.  Pa.— UUom  v. 
Hughes,  204  Pa.  305,  54  Atl.  23.  S.  C. 
Kittles  V.  Williams,  64  S.  C.  229,  41 
S.  E.  975.  S.  D.— Fitzgerald  v.  Mil- 
ler, 7  S.  D.  61,  63  N.  W.  221.  Va. 
Virginia  Coal  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Kelly,  93 
Va.  332,  24  S.  E.  1020.  Wash.— Wil- 
son V.  Stone,  90  Wash.  365,  156  Pae. 
12;  King  V.  Branscheid,  32  Wash.  634, 
73  Pac.  668.  W.  Va. — Jones  v.  Grim 
&  Peck,  66  W.  Va.  301,  66  S.  E.  367; 
Smith  V.  O'Keeffe,  43  W.  Va.  172,  27  S. 
E.  353.  Wis. — Suring  v.  Eollman,  145 
Wis.  490,  130  N.  W.  485;  Hoffman  v. 
Wheelock,  62  Wis.  434,  22  N.  W.  713,' 
716. 

[a]  (1)  "A  cloud  on  a  title  is  a 
semblance  of  a  title,  either  legal  or 
equitable,  or  a  claim  of  an  interest  in 
lands  appearing  in  some  legal  form 
but  which  is,  in  fact,  unfounded." 
Dodsworth  «.  Dodsworth,  254  111.  49,  98 
N.  E.  279.  (2)  If  the  title  against 
which  relief  is  prayed  be  of  such  a 
character  ss  that,  if  asserted  would 
drive  the  other  party  to  the  produot- 
tion  of  his  own  title  to  establish  a  de- 
fense it  constitutes  a  cloud.  Lick  v. 
Bay,  43  Cal.  83. 

fb]  Forged  Instrument  constitutes 
such  a  cloud  upon  title.  Clark  v.  Cove- 
nant Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  52  Mo.  272; 
Byerly  v.  Humphrey,  95  N.  C,  151. 
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less  special  eircurastances  are  shown,'  relieve  against  an  instrument^" 


[e]  Mortgage.  —  Ala.  —  King  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Spragner,  176  Ala.  564,  58 
So.  920;  Eiehardson  v.  Stephens,  122 
Ala.  301,  25  So.  39.  Ariz.— Provi- 
dent Mut.  Bldg.-Loan  Aasn.  v. 
Sehwertnef,  15  Ariz.  517,  140  Pac. 
495.  Minn. — New  England  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Capehart,  63  Minn.  120,  65 
N.  W.  258.  N.  Y.— Swarthout  v.  Ean- 
ier,  143  N.  T.  499,  38  N.  B.  726;  Stoies 
V.  Houghton,  16  App.  Div.  381,  45  N. 
Y.  Supp.  21.  N.  0. — ^Basket  v.  Moss, 
115  N.  C.  448,  20  S.  E.  733,  44  Am. 
St.  Rep.  463,  48  L.  B.  A.  842.  Wis. 
Pritchard  v.  Lewis,  125  Wis.  604, 
104  N.  W.  989,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  873, 
1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  565. 

[d]  Where  the  instrument  was  or- 
iginally valid,  but  has  by  subsequent 
events  become  of  no  effect,  an  action 
may  be  maintained  to  quiet  title.  111. 
Skinner  v.  Baker,  79  111.  496.  Mass. 
McArthur  v.  Hood  Rubber  Co.,  221 
Mass.  372,  109  N.  E.  162.  Mich. 
Pendill  v.  Union  Min.  Co.,  64  Mich. 
172,  31  N.  W.  100.  N.  J.— Foley  v. 
Kirk,   33   N.   J.   Eq.   170. 

[e]  Agreements  for  the  sale  of  real 
property  which  are  not  void  upon  their 
face  are  clouds  upon  title  giving  rise 
to  interference  of  equity.  U.  S. 
Beamer  v.  Werner,  159  Fed.  99,  86  C. 
C.  A.  289.  HI. — Kesner  v.  Miesch, 
204  111.  320,  68  N.  E.  405.  la.— Smith 
V.  Van  Campen,  40  Iowa  411.  Kan. 
Westbrook  v.  Schmaus,  51  Kan.  558, 
33  Pac.  306.  Minn. — Meyers  v.  Mark- 
ham,  90  Minn.  230,  96  N.  W.  335,  787. 
Miss.— Vioksburg  R.  E.  Co.  v.  Rags- 
dale,  54  Miss.  200.  Neb. — Warniok  v. 
Latta,  44  Neb.  807,  62  N.  W.  1097. 
Okla. — Ross  V.  Sanderson,  162  Pac. 
709.  Pa.— Ullom  V.  Hughes,  204  Pa. 
305,   54  Atl.   23. 

[f]  Lease  which  has  terminated. 
Ventriniglia  v.  Eichner,  155  App.  Piv. 
236,  140  N.  Y.  Supp.  395;  Nickerson  v. 
Canton  Marble  Co.,  35  App.  Div.  Ill, 
54  N.  Y.  Supp.  705. 

[g]  Mechanic's  lien  which  has  be- 
come forfeited.  Sheets  v.  Prosser,  16 
N.  D.  180,  112  N.  W.  72. 

[h]  Judgment  Lien. —  Fla. —  Clem- 
ents V.  Henderson,  70  Fla.  260,  70  So. 
439  111. — Culver  v.  Phelps,  130  111. 
217,  22  N.  E.  809.  la.— French  v. 
Bartel,  164  Iowa  677.  146  N.  W.  754. 
Minn. — Barton  v.  Drake,  21  Minn.  299. 
Mo.— McLaughlin   v.   McLaughlin,   228 


Mo.  635,  129  S.  W.  21,  137  Am.  St. 
Rep.  680.  Neb.— Smith  v.  Neufeld,  57 
Neb.  660,  78  N.  W.  278.  N.  Y.— Bern- 
stein V.  Sohoenfeld,  37  Misc.  610,  76 
N.  Y.  Supp.  140.  N.  D. — Klemmens  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank  of  Cassopolis,  22  N.  D. 
304,  133  N.  W.  1044.  Ore.— Skelton 
V.  Newberg,  76  Ore.  126,  148  Pac.  53. 
S.  D.— Hale  v.  Grigsby,  12  S.  D.  198, 
80  N.  W.  199.  Va.— Wicks  v.  Scull, 
102  Va.  290,  46  S.  E.  297.  Wash. 
Wilson  V.  Stone,  90  Wash.  365,  156 
Pac.  12.  W.  Va.— Ambler  v.  Leach, 
15  W.  Va.  677.  But  see  McLean  v. 
Shaw,  125  N.  C.  491,  34  S.  E.  634. 

[i]  Attachment  Lien. — Anderson  v. 
Molina  Plow  Co.,  101  Iowa  747,  69  N. 
W.  1028,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  424. 

[jj  Assessment  Lien. — U.  S. — Kan- 
sas City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  King, 
120  Fed.  614,  57  C.  C.  A.  278.  Ala. 
Birmingham  v.  Coffman,  173  Ala.  213, 
55  So.'500,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  887.  Cal. 
Bolton  V.  Gilleran,  105  Cal.  244,  38  Pac. 
881,  45  Am.  St.  Eep.  83.  Colo.— Du- 
mars  v.  Denver,  16  Colo.  App.  375, 
65  Pac.  580.  D.  0.  —  Buchanan  v. 
MacFarland,  31  App.  Cas.  6.  Minn. 
Mayall  v.  St.  Paul,  30  Minn.  294,  15 
N.  W.  170.  Mo.— Perkins  v.  Baer,  95 
Mo.  App.  70,  68  S.  W.  939;  Bayha  v. 
Taylor,  36  Mo.  App.  427.  N.  H.— Per- 
ham  V.  Haverhill  Fiber  Co.,  64  N.  H.  2, 
3  Atl.  312.  N.  J. — Ludington  v.  Eliz- 
abeth, 34  N.  J.  Eq.  357.  N.  Y.— Sayer 
V.  New  York,  208  N.  Y.  159,  101  N.  E. 
764;  Marsh  v.  Brooklyn,  59  N.  Y.  280; 
Trumbull  v.  Palmer,  104  App.  Div.  51, 
93  N.  Y.  Supp.  349.  Wash.— Kins- 
man V.  Spokane,  20  Wash.  118,  54  Pac. 
934,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  24.  W.  Va.— Ty- 
gart  's  Val.  Bank  v.  Philippi,  38  W.  Va. 
219,  18  S.  B.  489. 

[k]  Tax  Deed. — Euss  &  Sons  Co.  v. 
Criehton,  117  Cal.  695,  49  Pac.  1043; 
Buchanan  v.  MacFarland,  31  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  6. 

9.  Goodman  v.  Wren,  34  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  516. 

10.  U.  S. — Ashburn  ».  Graves,  149 
Fed.  968,  79  C.  C.  A.  478.  Ala.— Prest- 
wood  V.  Horn,  195  Ala.  450,  70  So.  134. 
Cal. — ^Bothin  v.  California  Title  Ins. 
&  Tr.  Co.,  153  Cal.  718,  96  Pac.  500, 
Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  634.  D.  C— Welden 
V.  Stickney,  1  App.  Cas.  343.  Fla. 
Reyes  v.  Middleton,  36  Fla.  99,  17 
So.  937,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  29  L.  E. 
A.    66.'       Ga. — Thompson    v.    Etowah 
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or  judicial  record"  invalid  upon  its  face. 

II.    PEOCEEDINGS   TO   OBTAIN.  — A.     Form  op.^"  — 1.     Bill 
in  Equity.^^  —  Equity  has  an  inherent  jurisdiction  to  quiet  title,"  or 


Iron  Co.,  91  Ga.  538,  17  S.  E.  663.  111. 
Keener  v.  Miesch,  204  111.  320,  68  N. 
E.  405;  Glos  v.  Furman,  164  111.  585, 
45  N.  E.  1019.  Kan. — Banister  v.  Pal- 
lia, 85  Kan.  320,  116  Pao.  822.  Mass. 
Niekerson  v.  Loud,  115  Mass.  94, 
Micli.— EuTiJy  V.  Law.  132  Mich.  622, 
94  N.  W.  182.  Hiim. — Baldwin  v. 
Canfield,  26  Minn.  43,  1  N.  W.  261. 
Mo.— Hannibal  &  St.  J.  E.  Co.  v.  Nor- 
toni,  154  Mo.  142,  55  S.  W.  220. 
Mont. — Hicks  v.  Eupp,  49  Mont.  40, 
140  Pac.  97.  Neb.— Best  v.  Grist,  95- 
N.  W.  836.  N6T.^Low  v.  Staples,  2 
Nev.  209.  N.  Y. — Hotchkiss  v.  Elting, 
36  Barb.  38;  Ward  v.  Dewey,  16  N.  Y. 
519.  N.  0.— MoArthur  v.  Griffith,  147 
N.  C.  545,  61  S.  E.  519;  Byerly  k.  Hum- 
phrey, 95  N.  C.  151.  Ore. — Eicharda 
V.  Mohr,  73  Ore.  57,  143  Pae.  1102. 
Waah..— Pacific  Coast  Pipe  Co.  v.  Hedi- 
can,  61  Wash.  576,  112  Pac.  655,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912C,  833.  W.  Va.— Whitehouse 
V.  Jones,  60  W.  Va.  680,  55  S.  E.  730, 
12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  49.  Wis.— Cor- 
nish V.  Frees,  74  Wis.  490,  43  N.  W. 
507. 

But  see  N.  C. — Christman  v.  Hill- 
iard,  167  N.  C.  4,  82  S.  E.  949.  ■  Wash. 
Pacific  Coast  Pipe  Co.  v.  Hedican,  61 
Wash.  576,  112  Pac.  655,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912C,  833;  Cordiner  v.  Finch  Inv.  Co., 

54  Wash.  574,  103  Pac.  829.  W.  Va. 
Whitehouse  v.  Jones,   60   W.   Va.   680, 

55  S.  E.  730,  12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  49. 
[a]    Void  Tax  Deed. — Ark. — ^Beard- 

sley  V.  Hill,  85  Ark.  4,  106  S.  W.  1169. 
Colo. — Dumars  v.  Denver,  16  Colo.  App. 
375,  65  Pae.  580.  Mich.— Detroit  v. 
Martin,  34  Mich.  170,  22  Am.  Eep. 
512. 

11.  Vt.  S.— Sowles  V.  Eugg,  55  Fed. 
163.  Ala.— Drum  v.  Bryan,  193  Ala. 
395,  69  So.  483;  Curry  v.  Peebles,  83 
Ala.  225,  3  So.  622.  Arfe — Haggart  v. 
Chapman  &  D.  Land  Co.,  77  Ark.  527, 

92  S.  W.  792.  Fla.— Sloan  v.  Sloan, 
25  Fla.  .53,  5  So.  603.  111.— West  v. 
Schnebly,  54  111.  523.  Kan. — Douglass 
V.  Nuzum,  16  Kan.  515.  Mioh. — Grie- 
wold  V.  Fuller,  33  Mich.  268.  Minn. 
Maloney  v.  Finnegan,  38  Minn.  70,  35 
N.  W.  723.     Mo.— Fontaine  v.  Hudson, 

93  Mo.  62,  5  S.  W.  692,  3  Am.  St.  Eep. 
515.     N.  Y.— Ward  v.  Dewey,  16  M.  T. 
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519.      Tex.— Heath  v.  First  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  32  S.  W.  778. 

[a]  Void  Execution  Sale. — TJ.  S. 
Sowles  V.  Eugg,  55  Fed.  163.  Ala. 
Henderson  v.  Holman,  193  Ala.  268,  69 
So.  424.  III.— West  v.  Schnebly,  54 
111.  523.  Miss. — Boyd  v.  Thornton,  13 
Smed.  &  M.   338. 

[b]  Void  Judicial  Sale.  —  Ala, 
Mitchell  V.  Spence,  62  Ala.  450;  Flor- 
ence V.  Paschal,  50  Ala.  28.  Ha, 
Sloan  ».  Sloan,  25  Fla.  53,  5  So.  603 
Mich. — Griswold  v.  Fuller,  33  Mich, 
268.  N.  Y. — Whitney  v.  Considine  Inv, 
Co.,  176  App.  Div.  157,  162  N.  Y, 
Supp.  507. 

[c]  An  attachment  lien  levied  up- 
on  plaintiff's  property  by  virtue  of  a 
writ  issued  in  an  action  to  which  the 
plaintiff  was  not  a  party  is  not  a  cloud 
removable  by  a  suit  in  equity.  Heath 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
32  S.   W.  778. 

12.  Eemedies  at  law,  see  "Eject- 
ment;" "Trespass  To  Try  Title,"  and 
see  infra,  II,  A,  2. 

13.  See  the  title  "Quia  Timet." 

14.  U.  S. — Eichardson  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Coal  Co.,  203  Fed.  743.  Ala. 
Plant  V.  Barclay,  56  Ala.  561.  -  Ariz. 
Costello  V.  Muheim,  9  Ariz.  422,  84 
Pac.  906.  Ark. — Lawrence  v.  Zimple- 
man,  37  Ark.  643.  Fla.  —  Benner  v. 
Kendall,  21  Fla.  584.  111.— Booth  v. 
Wiley,  102  III.  84;  Johnson  v.  McChea- 
ney,  33  111.  App.  526.  Ky.— Louisville 
V.  Gray,  1  Litt.  146.  Md.— Polk  v.  i 
Eose,  25  Md.  153,  89  Am.  Dee.  773. 
Mass. — Hinehley  v.  Greany,  118  Mass. 
595.  Mich.— Flint  &  P.  M.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Gordon,  41  Mich.  420,  2  N.  W.  648; 
Eaton  V.  Trowbridge,  38  Mich.  454. 
Minn.— Hamilton  v.  Batlin,  8  Minn. 
403,  83  Am.  Dec.  787.  Mo.— Sneathen 
V.  Sneathen,  104  Mo.  201,  16  S.  W. 
497,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  326.  Neb.— Smith  ^ 
V.  Dean,  15  Neb.  432,  19  N.  W.  642. 
Nev.— Low  V.  Staples,  2  Nev.  209. 
N.  J.— Albro  V.  Dayton,  50  N.  J.  Eq. 
574,  25  Atl.  937.  N.  Y.— Letson  v.  Let- 
son,  81  App.  Div.  556,  80  N  Y.  Supp. 
1032;  Center  v.  Weed,  63  Hun  560, 
18  N  T.  Supp.  554,  44  N.  Y.  St.  463. 
N.  e. — Byerly  v.  Humphrey,  95  N.  C. 
15],      Ore. — Johnson  v.  Tomlinson,  41 
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to  remove  a  cloud  therefrom.^^  It  must  appear  that  the  remedy  at 
law  is  inadequate,"  or  that  the  interposition  of  equity  is  warranted 
on  some  other  ground,  as,  for  example,  to  prevent  multiplicity  of 
suits." 

2.  Statutory  Actions.^*  —  The  statutes  in  general  provide  an  ac- 
tion to  quiet  title,  which  enlarges  the  scope  of  the  equitable  remedy 
predicated  upon  the  bill  quia  timet,^^  but  which  is  cumulative  there- 


Ore.  198,  68  Pac.  406.  Tenn. — Almony 
V.  Hicks,  3  Head  39.  Va.— Sulphur 
Mine8  Co.  v.  Boswell,  94  Va.  480,  27 
S.  E.  24.  W.  Va.— De  Camp  v.  Car- 
nahan,  26  W.  Va.  839.  Wis.— Suring 
V.  RoUman,  145  Wis.  490,  130  N.  W. 
485;  Kruczinski  v.  Neuendorf,  99  Wis. 
264,  74  N.  W.  974. 

15.  U.  S. — Eichardson  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Coal  Co.,  203  Fed.  743.  Ala. 
Cowan  &  Co.  v.  Sapp,  74  Ala.  44.  Ark. 
Shell  V.  Martin,  19  Ark.  139.  Conn. 
Munson  v.  Munson,  28  Conn.  582,  73 
Am,  Dee.  693.  Fla. — Graham,  v. 
Florida  Land  &  Mtg.  Co.,  33  Fla.  356, 
14  So.  796.  Ga.— Smith  v.  Burrus,  139 
Ga.  10,  76  S.  E.  362.  lU.— Schnell- 
baeher  v.  Jotet,  271  111.  319,  111  N.  E. 
138.  Ind. — Zimmerman  v.  MarchTand, 
23  Jnd.  474.  la.— Blair  v.  Hemphill, 
111  Iowa  226,  82  N.  W.  501.  Ky. 
Lyon  V.  Ross,  1  Bibb  466.  Me. — Free- 
nmn  v.  Weld,  38  Me.  313.  Md.— Hol.- 
land  V.  Baltimore,  11  Md.  186,  69  Am. 
Dee.  195.  Mass. — McArthur  v.  Hood 
Rubber  Co.,  221  Mass.  372,  109  N.  E. 
162.  Mich. — Cleland  v.  Casgrain,  92 
Mich.  139,  52  N.  W.  460.  Minn.— Sco- 
field  V.  Quinn,  54  Minn.  9,  55  N.  W 
745.  Miss. — Forniquet  v.  Forstall,  34  Miss. 
87.  Mo. — Shelton  v.  Horrell,  232  Mo. 
358,  134  S.  W.  988,  137  S.  W.  264. 
Mont. — Hicks  v.  Rupp,  49  Mont.  40, 
140  Pac.  97.  Neb. — Smith  v.  Neufeld, 
57  Neb.  660,  78  N.  W.  278.  N.  H. 
Downing  v.  Wherrin,  19  N.  H.  9,  49 
Am.  Dee.  139.  N.  J. — Smith  v.  Smith's 
Admr.,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  564.  N.  Y. 
Stokes  V.  Houghton,  16  Apu.  Div.  381, 
45  N.  Y.  Supp.  21.  N.  C'.— Byerly  v. 
Humphrey,  95  N.  C.  151.  Ohio. — Low- 
miller  V.  Fouser,  52  Ohio  St.  123,  39 
N.  B.  419.  Pa. — Eckman  v.  Eekman, 
55  Pa.  269.  E.  I. — Roberts  v.  White, 
32  R.  I.  522,  80  Atl.  123.  Tenn.— New 
York  Nat.  B.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Cannon,  99 
Tenn,  344,  41  S.  W.  1054.  Vt.— Eld- 
ridge  V.  Smith,  34  Vt.  484.  W.  Va. 
Tennant's  Heirs  v.  Fretts,  67  W.  Va. 
569,  68  S.  E.  387,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  979, 
29  L.  K.  A.  (N.  S.)  625. 


16.  Ala. — Teague  v.  Martin,  87 
Ala.  500,  6  So.  362,  13  Am.  St.  Rep. 
63.  Ark.— Bryan  v.  Winburn,  43  Ark. 
28.  Conn. — Miles  v.  Strong,  62  Conn. 
95,  25  Atl.  459.  Fla.— Hughes  v.  Han- 
nah, 39  Fla.  365,  22  So.  613.  111. — Mor- 
risen  v.  Morrison,  140  111.  560,  30  N.  B. 
768.  la. — Powers  v.  Bowman,  53  Iowa 
359,  5  N.  W.  566.  Ky.— Louisville  v. 
Gray,  1  Litt.  146.  Md.— Polk  v.  Roise, 
25  Md.  153,  89  Am.  Deo.  773.  Mass. 
Russell  V.  Barstow,  144  Mass.  130,  10  N. 
E.  746.  Mich.— Byles  v.  Rowe,  64  Mich. 
522,  31  N.  W.  463.  Miss.— Phelps  v.  Har- 
ris, 51  Miss.  789.  Mo. — Sneathen  v.  Snea- 
then,  104  Mo.  20],  16  S.  W.  497,  24 
Am.  St.  Rep.  326.  Neb. — Smith  v. 
Dean,  15  Neb.  432,  19  N.  W.  642.  N. 
H.— Brooks  v.  Howland,  58  N.  H.  98.  N. 
J. — Essex  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Har- 
rison, 57  N.  J.  Bq.  91,  40  Atl.  209.  N. 
Y. — Bockes  v.  Lansing,  74  N.  Y.  437. 
N.  C. — Byerly  v.  Humphrey,  95  N.  C. 
151.  Ohio.— Hafe  v.  Fuller,  45  Ohio 
St.  495,  15  N.  E.  479.  Ore.— Johnson 
V.  Tomlinson,  41  Ore.  198,  68  Pac.  406. 
Pa. — Leininger  v.  Summit  B.  R.  Co.,  180 
Pa.  287,  36  Atl.  738.  Vt.— Langdon 
V.  Templeton,  61  Vt.  119,  17  Atl.  839. 
Va.  —  Virginia  Coal  &  Iron  Co.  v. 
Kelly,  93  Va.  332,  24  S.  E.  1020.  Wis. 
Grignon  v.  Black,  76  Wis.  674,  45  N. 
W.  122,  938. 

17.  V.  S.  —  Preteca  v.  Maxwell 
Land  Grant  Co.,  50  Fed.  674,  1  C.  C. 
A.  607.  Ky.— Boyd  v.  Clarke,  22  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  1018.  59  S.  W.  511.  Md.— Polk 
V.  Rose,  25  Md.  153,  89  Am.  Dee.  773. 
Mo. — Tucker  v.  Wadlow,  184  S.  W. 
69.  Wis. — Franke  v.  H.  P.  Nelson  Co., 
157  Wis.  241,  147  N.   W.  13. 

See  generally  the  title  "Multiplicity 
of  Suits." 

18.  Stattitory  proceeding  to  compel 
claimant  to  try  title  see  infra.  III. 

19.  Ariz. — Costello  v.  Muheim,  9 
Ariz.  422,  84  Pae.  906.  Cal.— Wolf  v. 
Gall,  174  Cal.  140,  162  Pac.  115.  Colo. 
Empire  Ranch  &  C.  Co.  v.  Chapin,  22 
Colo.  App.  538,  126  Pae.  1107.  Conn. 
Middletown   Sav.   Bank  v.  Bacharaeh, 
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with.^"  While  such  statutes  are  highly  remedial  and  beneficial  and 
therefore  should  be  construed  liberally,^!  their  operation  cannot  be 
extended  beyond  their  express  terms.^^ 

The  federal  courts  will  enforce  the  statutory  remedy  to  quiet  title.^^ 

B.    In  "What  County  Brought.^*  —  Proceedings  to  quiet  title  to 

lands  must,  as  a  rule,  be  instituted  in  the  county  where  the  lands  lie,^= 

even  though  the  defendant  reside  in  another  state.^"    If  the  action  is 


46  Conn.  513.  III.— Hooper  v.  Bank  i 
of  Two  Rivers,  263  111.  400,  105  N. 
E.  311.  Ind.— Green  v.  Glynn,  71  Ind. 
336.  Ky. — Armitage  v.  WicklifEe,  12  B. 
Mon.  488.  Mich.— King  v.  Carpenter, 
37  Mich.  363.  Minn.— Mathews  v. 
Lightner,  85  Minn.  333,  88  N.  W.  992, 
89  Am.  St.  Eep.  558.  Miss.— Phelps 
V.  Harris,  51  Miss.  789.  Mont. — Mon- 
tana Ore  Purchasing  Co.  v.  Boston  & 
M.  C.  C.  &  S.  Min.  Co.,  27  Mont.  288, 
70  Pae.  1114.  Neh. — Hanson  v.  Han- 
son, 78  Neb.  584,  111  N.  W.  368.  N. 
H.— Walker  v.  Walker,  63  N.  H.   321, 

56  Am.  Eep.  514.  N.  J. — Albro  v.  Day- 
ton, 50  N.  J.  Eq.  574,  25  Atl.  937.  N. 
M.— Holthofe  V.  Freudenthal,  22  N. 
M.  377,  162  Pae.  173.  Ore. — O'Hara 
V.  Parker,  27  Ore.  156,  39  Pae.  1004. 
P.  R. — Mercelis  v.  Wilson,  6  Porto  Eico 
Fed.  42.  Wis.— Kimball  v.  Baker 
Land  &  Title  Co.,  152  Wis.  441,  140 
N.  W.  47. 

[a]  The  action  is  one  at  law  if  the 
jlssues  tried  are  issues  of  law  and 
one  in  equity  if  the  issues  tried  are 
equitable  in  character.  Coulson  v.  LtB 
Plant   (Mo.),  196  S.  W.  1144. 

20.  Mass. — MeArthur  v.  Hood  Rub- 
ber Co.,  221  Mass.  372,  109  N.  E.  162. 
Mich. — Ormsby  v.  Barr,  22  Mich.  80. 
Mo.— Hudson  v.  Wright,  204  Mo.  412, 
103  8.  W.  8.  N.  J.— McGrath  v.  Nor- 
cross,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  763,  65  Atl.  998. 
N.  Y.— Meyer  v.  Wilcox,  136  N.  Y. 
Supp.  337.     Ore. — Hodgkin  v,  Boswell, 

57  Ore.  88,  110  Pae.  487.  Pa.— Hutch- 
inson V.  Dennis,  217  Pa.  290,  66  Ati. 
524;  TJllom  v.  Hughes,  204  Pa.  305, 
54  Atl.  23.  W.  Va.— Moore  v.  McNutt, 
41  W.  Va.  695,  24  S.  E.  682.  Wis. 
Kimball  v.  Baker  Land  &  Title  Co., 
152  Wis.  441,  140  N.  W.  47. 

21.  Christman  v.  Hilliard,  167  N.  0. 
4,  82  S.   E.  949. 

22.  Gill  V.  Moore  (Ala.),  76  So. 
453. 

23.  Prentice  v.  Duluth  Storage  & 
F.  Co.,  58  Fed.  437,  7  C.  C.  A.  293; 
Baum  V.  Longwell,  200  Fed.  450. 
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See  generally  the  title  "United 
States  Courts." 

24.  See  generally  the  title 
"Venue." 

25.  Cal — Miller  v.  Kern  County 
Land  Co.,  140  Cal.  132,  73  Pae.  836; 
Pritbs  V.  Camp,  94  Cal.  393,  29  Pae. 
867.  Miss. — Nugent  v.  Powell,  63 
Miss.  99.  Neb. — Eakow  v.  Tate,  93  Neb. 
198,  140  N.  W.  162.  N.  H.— Bancroft 
V.  Conant,  64  N.  H.  151,  5  Atl.  836. 
N.  D.— Wilson  v.  Kryger,  29  N.  D.  28, 
149  N.  W.  721.  Okla.— Brown  v.  Trent, 
36  Okla.  239,  128  Pae.  895.  Tex. 
Eussell  V.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.  Co.,  68  Tex. 
646,  5  S.  W.  686. 

26.  V.  S.— Arndt  v.  Griggs,  134  V. 
S.  316,  10  Sup.  Ct.  557,  33  L.  ed.  918. 
Ark. — McLaughlin  v.  McCrory,  55  Ark. 
442,  18  S.  W.  762,  29  Am.  St.  Eep. 
56.  Cal. — Emery  v.  Kipp,  154  Cal. 
83,  97  Pae.  17,  19  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
983.  D.  0. — Philadelphia  Co.  v.  Dick- 
inson, 33  App.  Cas.  338.  lU. — Cloyd 
V.  Trotter,  118  111.  391,  9  N.  E.  507. 
Ind. — Essing  v.  Lower,  120  Ind.  239, 
21  N.  E.  1090.  la. — Ruppin  v.  Mc- 
Lachlan,  122  Iowa  343,  98  N.  W.  153. 
Kan. — Oldham  v.  Stephens,  45  Kan. 
369,  25  Pae.  863.  La. — Robbins  v.  Mar- 
tin, 43  La.  Ann.  488,  9  So.  108.  Mass. 
Short  V.  Caldwell,  155  Mass.  57,  28  N. 
E.  1124.  Minn. — Shepherd  v.  Ware, 
46  Minn.  174,  48  N.  W.  773,  24  Am.  St. 
Rep.  212.  Mo. — Mitchner  v.  Holmes, 
117  Mo.  185,  22"  S.  W.  1070.  Neb. 
Scarborough  v.  Myrick,  47  Neb.  794, 
66  N.  W.  867.  Nev.— Robinson  v. 
Kind,  23  Nev.  330,  47  Pae.  1.  N.  H. 
Bancroft  v.  Conant,  64  N.  H.  151,  5 
Atl.  836.  Ore. — Kieffer  v.  Victor  Land 
Co.,  53  Ore.  174,  90  Pae.  582,  98  Pae. 
877.  Tex. — American  Bldg.  &  L  Assn. 
V.  Mathews,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  425,  35 
S.  W.  690.  W.  Va.— Tennant 's  Heirs 
V.  Fretts,  67  W.  Va.  569,  68  S.  E.  387, 
140  Am.  St.  Rep.  979,  29  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  625. 

[a]  An  action  to  quiet  title  against 
a  mortgagee  on  the  ground  ol  fraud 
does  not  come  within  the  purview  of 
Eiuch  statute  but  la  transitory.     Slouse 
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improperly  brought  in  another  county,  the  proper  remedy  is  a  motion 
to  dismiss  where  the  matter  is  regarded  as  jurisdictional;^^  otherwise, 
however,  a  motion  for  change  of  venue  should  be  made.^' 

C.  Paeties.  —  1.  In  General.  —  All  persons  interested  in  the 
property  are  proper  parties  and  should  be  brought  in,^^  or  be  per- 
mitted to  intervene.^"  But  persons  asserting  claims  to  the  property, 
who,  though  proper,  are  not  necessary  parties,  need  not  be  joined;^' 
and  those  only  are  necessary  parties  without  whom  no  effective  decree 
can  be  rendered  or  whose  interests  will  necessarily  be  affected  by  the 
decree  sought.^^ 

2.  Haintiff .  —  a.  Interest  Necessary.  —  (I.)  in  General.  —  The 
plaintiff  must  recover  solely  upon  the  strength  of  his  own  title  and 
not  upon  the  weakness  of  that  of  his  adversary,^'  and  so  he  should  have 


V.  Taylor,  115  K7.  32,  72   S.  "W.  324. 

27.  Fritts  V.  Camp,  94  Cal.  393, 
29  Pac.  867;  Pennie  v.  Visher,  94  Cal. 
323,  29  Pac.  711. 

28.  See  5  Standard  Proc.  8,  and  the 
title  "Venue." 

29.  XT.  S. — Prentice  v.  Duluth  Stor- 
age &  F.  Co.,  58  Fed.  437,  7  C.  C.  A. 
293.  Ala. — ^Bromberg  v.  Yukers,  108 
Ala.  577,  19  So.  49.  Cai.— Birch  v. 
Cooper,  136  Cal.  636,  69  Pac.  420.  Colo. 
Wells  V.  Brown,  23  Colo.  App.  190,  128 
Pac.  869.  D.  0. — Johnson  v.  Thomas, 
23  App.  Cas.  141.  Fla. — Florida  Land 
Eock  P.  Co.  V.  Anderson,  50  Fla.  501, 
516,  39  So.  392.  111. — Dorman  v. 
Brereton,  140  111.  153,  29  N.  E.  703. 
Ind. — Thompson  v.  McCorkle,  136  Ind. 
484,  34  N.  E.  813,  36  N.  E.  211,  43 
Am.  St.  Eep.  334.  Mich. — Jenness  v. 
Smith,  58  Mich.  280,  25  N.  W.  191. 
jliss. — Terry  v.  Unknown  Heirs  of  Gib- 
son, 108  Miss.  749,  67  So.  209.  Mo. 
Spicer  v.  Spicer,  249  Mo.  582,  155  S. 
W.  832,  Ann.  Cas.  ,1914D,  238.  Neb. 
Keens  v.  Gaslin,  24  Neb.  310,  38  N. 
W.  797.  N.  Y. — Lally  v.  New  York 
Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  123  App.  Div.  35, 
107  N.  Y.  Supp.  868.  Okla.— Crow  v. 
Hardridge,  43  Okla.  463,  143  Pac.  183. 
S.  O. — Green  v.  Niver,  43  S.  C.  359, 
21  S.  E.  263.  Va. — Buchanan  Co.  v. 
Smith's  Heirs,  115  Va.  704,  80  S.  E. 
794.  Wis. — Leinenkugel  v.  Kehl,  73 
Wis.  238,  40  N.  W.  683. 

See  8  Standard  Pboc.  455,  and  the 
title  "Parties." 

[a]  One  who  does  not  assert  a 
claim  of  title  to  the  property  is  not  a 
proper  party.  People  v.  Firth,  88  Misc. 
217^  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  705. 

30.  See  infra,  II,  C,  4. 

31.  Colo.— Wells  V.  Brown,  23  Colo. 
App.  190,  128  Pae.  869.      Ind.— Allen 


V.  Indianapolis  Oil  Co.,  27  Ind.  App. 
158,  60  N.  E.  1003.  la.— Cunningham 
V.  Cunningham,  125  Iowa  681,  101  N. 
W.  470.  Mo. — Garrison  v.  Prazier,  165 
Mo.  40,  65  S.  W.  229.  K.  I.— Sprague 
V.  Stevens,  37  E.  I.  1,  91  Atl.  43.  S.  D. 
Newton  v.  McGee,  31  S.  D.  216,  140 
N.  W.  252.  W.  Va.— Castle  Brook 
Carbon  Black  Co.  v.  Ferrell,  76  W.  Va. 
300,  85  S.  E.  544.  Wis.— Mitchell  v. 
Lyons;  163  Wi».  399,  158  N.  W.  70. 

[a]  It  is  no  concern  of  defendant 
that  others  might  have  outstanding 
titles  which  would  constitute  a  cloud 
upon  plaintiff's  title.  Mitchell  t/. 
Knott,  43  Colo.   135,  95  Pac.  335. 

32.  Peralta  v.  Simon,  5  Cal.  313; 
Dorman  v.  Brereton,  140  111.  153,  29 
N.  B.  703.  See  generally  the  title 
"Parties." 

33.  U.  S. — Eipinsky  v.  Hinehman, 
181  Fed.  786,  105  C.  C.  A.  462.  Ariz. 
Hardinge  v.  Empire  Zinc  Co.,  17  Ariz. 
75,  148  Pac.  306.  Ark.— Eeynolds  v. 
Snyder,  121  Ark.  33,  180  S.  W.  752, 
183  S.  W.  979;  Horner  v.  Jarrett,  99 
Ark.  154,  137  S.  W.  820;  Wilson  v. 
Rogers,  97  Ark.  369,  134  S.-  W.  318. 
Cal.— Di  Nola  v.  Allison,  143  Cal.  106, 
76  Pac.  976,  101  Am.  St.  Eep.  84,  65 
L.  E.  A.  419.  Colo. — Johnson  v.  Gib- 
son, 24  Colo.  App.  392,  133  Pac.  1052. 
Ha. — Houston  V.  McKinney,  54  Fla. 
600,  45  So.  480.  Ind.— Donaldson  v. 
State,  182  Ind.  615,  101  N.  E.  485; 
Wilson  V.  Johnson,  145  Ind.  40,  38  N.  E. 
38,  43  N.  E.  930;  Brady  v.  Gregory,  49 
Ind.  App.  355,  37  N.  B.  452.  la. 
Dwight  V.  Des  Moines,  174  Iowa  178, 
156  N.  W.  336;  Morrow  v.  Mutz,  159 
Iowa  652,  140  N.  W.  896;  Mohn  v. 
Mohn,  148  Iowa  288,  126  N.  W.  1127. 
Ky.— Slone  v.  Hall,  145  Ky.  232,  140 
S.  W.  188.      Miss. — Eicks  v.  Baskett, 
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a  substantial  and  subsisting  interest  in  the  title  to  the  property.^* 
A  party  in  possession  having  title,^°  or  one  in  adverse  possession,^* 


68  Miss.  250,  8  So.  514.  Mo.— Senter 
V.  Wisconsin  Lumber  Co.,  255  Mo.  590, 
164  S.  W.  501;  Felker  v.  Breeee,  226 
Mo.  320,  126  S.  W.  424.  NeT).— Stull 
V.  Goold,  96  Neb.  263,  147  N.  W.  468; 
Blodgett  V.  McMuTtry,  39  Neb.  210, 
57  N.  W.  985.  ST.  Y. — Townsend  v. 
Brookhaven,  97  App.  Div.  316,  89  N. 
Y.  Supp.  982.  N.  D. — O'Leary  v. 
Sehoenfeld,  30  N.  D.  374,  152  N.  W. 
679;  Brown  v.  Comonow,  17  N.  D.  84, 
114  N.  "W.  728.  Okla.— Phillips  v. 
Byrd,  43  Okla.  556,  143  Pae.  684;  Wil- 
son V.  Bombeek,  38  Okla.  498,  134 
Pac.  382.  Ore.— Sears  v.  Murdoek,  59 
Ore.  211,  117  Pac.  305.  S.  D.— Flisrand 
V.  Madson,  35  S.  D.  457,  152  N.  W. 
796;  Morse  v.  Pickler,  28  S.  D.  612,  134 
N.  W.  809.  Tex.— Chinn  v.  Taylor,  64 
Tex.  385.  W.  Va. — Perry  v.  McDon- 
ald, 69  W.  Va.  619,  72  S.  E.  745. 

34.  Ark. — Norman  v.  Pugh,  75  Ark. 
52,  86  S.  W.  833.  Colo.— Munson  vj 
Marks,  52  Colo.  553,  124  Pjo.  187. 
Idaho. — Coleman  v.  Jaggers,  12.  Idaho 
125,  85  Pae.  894,  118  Am.  Sf.  Eep. 
207.  111. — Casstevens  v.  Casstevens, 
227  ni.  547,  81  N.  E.  709,  118  Am.  St. 
Eep.  291;  Hemstreet  v.  Burbick,  90  111. 
444.  Ind. — Stout  v.  Duncan,  87  Ind. 
383.  Miss. — Jones  v.  Eogers,  85  Miss. 
802,  38  So.  742.  Mont. — Van  Vranken 
V.  Granite  County,  35  Mont.  427,  90 
Pac.  164.  Neb. — Tracy  v.  Grezaud,  3 
Neb.  (Unof.)  890,  93  N.  W.  214.  N.  M. 
HolthofE  V.  Freudenthal,  22  N.  M.  377, 
162  Pac.  173.  N.  Y.— Mitchell  v.  Bin- 
stein,  42  Misc.  358,  86  N.  Y.  Supp. 
759.  N.  D.— Adams  v.  Hartzell,  18  N. 
D.  221,  119  N.  W.  635.  Ohio.— Hamil- 
ton V.  Stone,  13  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.) 
556.  Okla. — Wilson  v.  Bombeek,  38 
Okla.  498,  134  Pac.  382.  Ore.— Max- 
call  V.  Murray,  76  Ore.  637,  149  Pac. 
517;  Holmes  v.  "Wolfard,  47  Ore.  93, 
81  Pac.  819.  Tenn.— Coal  Creek  Min.  & 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Eoss,  12  Lea  1.  Wash. 
Brodsky  v.  Nelson,  57  "Wash.  671,  107 
Pac.  840;  Bloomingdale  v.  Weil,  29 
Wash.  611,  70  Pac.  94. 

[a]  A  mere  right  to  purchase  real 
property  does  not  authorize  the  owner 
of  such  right  to  maintain  an  action  to 
quiet  title  before  taking  steps  to  per- 
fect it.  San  Jose  Land  &  W.  Co.  v. 
San  Jose  Eanch  Co.,  189  TJ.  S.  177,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  487,  47  L.  ed.  765. 

35.  Ala.— Kelly  v.  Martin,  107  Ala. 
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479,  18  So.  132.  Ark.— Branch  v.  Mitch 
ell,  24  Ark.  431.  Colo.- Baca  v.  Woot 
ton,  8  Colo.  App.  94,  44  Pac.  850.  la, 
Standish  v.  Dow,  21  Iowa  363.  Mass 
Eussell  V.  Deshon,  124  Mass.  342, 
Mich.— Dale  v,  Turner,  34  Mich.  405 
Wis. — Grignon  v.  Black,  76  Wis.  674, 
45  N.  W.  122,  938. 

36.  Cal. — Morris  v.  piarkin,  156 
Cal.  16,  103  Pac.  180,  against  trespas- 
ser. Colo. — Mitchell  v.  Trowbridge,  47 
Colo.  6,  105  Pac.  878.  Kan. — Wood  v. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.,  11  Kan. 
323.  N.  J.— Powell  v.  Mayo,  24  N.  J. 
Eq.  178.  N.  Y. — Schroeder  v.  Gurney, 
10  Hun  413.  Wash.— Bird  v.  Winyer, 
24  Wash.  269,  64  Pae.  178. 

[a]  Suit  to  remove  a  cloud  (1) 
may  be  maintained  (Ala. — Moore  v. 
Empire  Land  Co.,  181  Ala.  344,  61  So. 
940;  Clemmons  v.  Cox,  116  Ala.  567, 
23  So.  79.  Ariz. — Paoheco  v.  Wilson, 
2  Ariz.  411,  18  Pac.  597.  Ark.— Van 
Etten  V.  Dougherty,  83  Ark.  534,  103 
S.  W.  737.  111.— Bellefontaine  Imp. 
Co.  V.  Neidringhaus,  181  111.  426,  55  N. 
E.  184,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  269;  Harms  v. 
Kransz,  167  HI.  421,  47  N.  E.  746. 
Ind. — Howard  v.  Twibell,  179  Ind.  67, 
100  N.  E.  372,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  93. 
la. — Severson  v.  Gremm,  124  Iowa  729, 
100  N.  W.  862.  Kan.— Knickerbocker 
V.  Bangs,  93  Kan.  733,  145  Pac.  820. 
Ky. — Le  Moyne  v.  Hays,  145  Ky.  415, 
140  S.  W.  552;  Vallandingham  v.  Tay- 
lor, 23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1059,  64  S.  W. 
725.  Mich.— Olsen  v.  Williams,  172 
Mich.  316,  137  N.  W.  687.  Minn. 
Dean  v.  Goddard,  55  Minn.  290,  56  N. 
W.  1060.  Mo.— McEee  v.  Gardner,  131 
Mo.  599,  33  S.  W.  166.  Neb.— South. 
Omaha  •».  Meehan,  71  Neb.  230,  98 
N.  W.  691.  N.  Y.— Weeks  v.  Dominy, 
161  App.  Div.  414,  146  N.  Y.  Supp. 
624;  Hawkes  v.  Warren,  140  App.  Div. 
712,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  820.  N.  C— Mar- 
shall V.  Corbet,  137  N.  C.  555,  50  S. 
E.  210.  Ohio.  —  Buchanan  v.  Eoy's 
Lessee,  2  Ohio  St.  251.  Tex. — Moody 
V.  Holcomb,  26  Tex.  714)  even  (2)  as 
against  holder  of  record  title.  TJ.  S. 
Sharon  v.  Tucker,  144  U.  S.  533,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  720,  36  L.  ed.  532.  Ala. 
Clemmons  v.  Cox,  114  Ala.  350,  21  So. 
426.  Oal. — Arrington  v.  Liscom.  34 
Cal.  365,  94  Am.  Dec.  722.  Tex. 
Moody  V.  Holcomb,  26  Tex.  714.     , 
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and  under  some  statutes  one  having  possession  alone,'^  provided  that 
such  possession  is  actual,^'  may  maintain  the  suit.  But  possession  alone 
without  title  ordinarily  does  not  authorize  the  maintenance  of  an 
action  to  quiet  title.''    , 

(n.)  Legal  or  Equitable  Title.  — A  bill  to  remove  a  cloud  can  be 
maintained  by  the  holder  of  an  equitable  title;*"  but  in  the  absence  of 
statute,  legal  title  is  necessary  to  support  a  suit  to  quiet  title.*^  Stat- 
utes*^ have  quite  generally  extended  the  right  to  quiet  title  to  one 


[b]  Suit  to  quiet  title  may  be  main- 
tained. Paeheco  v.  Wilson,  2  Ariz. 
411,  18  Pae.  597;  Earle  v.  Bryant,  12 
Cal.  App.  553,  107  Pae.  1018. 

37.  Colo. — Denny  v.  Ashley,  12  Colo. 
165,  20  Pae. -331.  Mo.nt.— Wolverton 
V.  Nichols,  5  Mont.  89,  2  Pae.  308. 
N.  H.— Walker  v.  Walker,  63  N.  H. 
321,  56  Am.  Rep.  514.  N.  J.— Albro  v. 
Dayton,  50  N.  J.  Eq.  574,  25  Atl.  937. 
N.  Y. — Parmely  v.  Showdy,  86  Misc. 
634,  148  N.  Y.  Supp.  1086.  Okla. 
Christy  v.  Springs,  11  Okla.  710,  69 
Pae.  864.  Ore.— O'Hara  v.  Parker,  27 
Ore.  156,  39  Pae.  1004.  S.  D.— New- 
ton V.  McGee,  31  S.  D.  216,  140  N. 
W.  252. 

38.  Alaska. — ^Delaney's  Est.  v.  Kier- 
nan,  3  Alaska  191.  Colo. — Lambert  v. 
Murray,  52  Colo.  156,  120  Pae.  415. 
m.— Adams  v.  Black,  183  111.  377,  55 
N.  E.  887.  Kan. — Douglass  v.  Nuzum, 
16  Kan.  515.  Ky. — Dupoyster  v.  Turk, 
33  Ky.  L.  Eep.  320,  110  S.  W.  260. 
Mich. — Watson  v.  Lion  Brewing  Co.,  61 
Mieh.  595,  28  N.  W.  726.  IVIiisin. 
Greene  v.  Dwyer,  33  Minn.  403,  23  N. 
W.  546.  Mo. — Cantlin  v.  Holladay- 
Klotz  L.  &  L.  Co.,  151  Mo.  159,  52  S. 
W.  247.  N.  J. — Sheppard  v.  Nixon,  43 
N.  J.  Eq.  627,  13  Atl.  617.  N.  Y. 
Boylston  v.  Wheeler,  61  N.  Y.  521; 
Churchill  v.  Onderdonk,  59  N.  Y.  134; 
Hamilton  v.  Hamilton,  78  Mise.  557, 
139  N.  Y.  Supp.  1095.  W.  Va.— Maekey 
V.  M,axin,  63  W.  Va.  14,  59  S.  E.  742; 
Carberry  v.  West  Virginia  &  P.  E.  Co., 
44  W.  Va.  260,  28  S.  E.  694.  Wis. 
Stridde  r.  Saroni,  21   Wis.  173. 

[a]  That  plaintifif  has  the  right  to 
immediate  possession  is  sufficient  to 
bring  plaintiff  within  such  statute. 
Lyle  V.  Eollins,  25  Cal.  437. 

39.  Cal. — City  of  San  Diego  v.  Al- 
lison, 46  Cal.  162.  Kan.— Northrop  v. 
Andrews,  39  Kan.  567,  18  Pae.  510; 
Wood  V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co., 
11  Kan.  323.  N.  D. — .Tackson  v.  La 
Moure,  1  N..  D.  238,  46  N.  W.  449. 

[a]    A  settler  on  government  lands 


cannot  maintain  an  action  to  quiet 
title  until  the  title  to  the  lands  has 
passed  to  him  from  the  United  States. 
Moore  v.  Halliday,  48  Ore.  243,  72 
Pae.  801,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  724. 

Adverse  possession  under  color  of 
title,   see  supra,  this  subsection. 

40.  Cal.— Tuffree  v.  Polhemus,  108 
Cal.  670,  41  Pae.  806.  Colo. — Munson 
V.  Marks,  52  Colo.  553,  124  Pae.  187. 
Mo.— Mason  v.  Black,  87  Mo.  329.  N. 
Y. — Lounsbury  v.  Purdy,  18  N.  Y.  515. 
Tex. — Sloan  v.  Thompson,  4  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  419,  23  S.  W.  613. 

41.  Cal. — Wilson  v.  Madison,  55 
Cal.  5.  Colo. — Morris  v.  St.  Louis  Nat. 
Bank,  17  Colo.  231,  89  Pae.  802.  Kan. 
Neve  V.  Allen,  55  Kan.  638,  41  Pae. 
966.  Neb. — Eayrs  v.  Nason,  54  Neb. 
143,  74  N.  W.  408. 

42.  Ala. — Eandolph  v.  Vails,  180 
Ala.  82,  60  So.  159.  Ark.— Bowling  v. 
Stough,  101  Ark.  398,  142  S.  W.  512. 
Colo. — Muhson  v.  Marks,  52  Colo.  553, 
124  Pae.  187.  Fla.— Sloan  v.  Sloan, 
25  Fla.  53,  5  So.  603.  Idaho.— Cole- 
man V.  Jaggers,  12  Idaho  125,  85  Pae. 
894,  118  Am.  St.  Eep.  207.  111.— Coel 
V.  Glos,  232  111.  142,  83  N.  E.  529,  15 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  413.  Ind.— Stanley  v. 
HoUiday,  130  Ind.  464,  30  N.  E.  634. 
See  Donaldson  v.  State,  182  Ind.  615, 
101  N.  E.  485,  real  party  in  interest, 
la.— O'Neill  v.  Wilcox,  115  Iowa  15, 
87  N.  W.  742.  Kan.— Neve  v.  Allen, 
55  Kan.  638,  41  Pae.  966.  Mich.— Vier 
V.  Detroit,  111  Mieh.  646,  70  N.  W. 
139.  Miss. — Jones  v.  Rogers,  85  Miss. 
802,  38  So.  742.  Mo. — Connecticut 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Smith,  117  Mo.  261, 
22  S.  W.  623,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  656. 
Mont. — Van  Vranken  v.  Granite  Coun- 
ty, 35  Mont.  427,  90  Pae.  164.  Neb. 
Eayrs  v.  Nason,  54  Neb.  143,  74  N.  W. 
408.  0!re. — Mascall  v.  Murray,  76  Ore. 
637,  149  Pae.  517.  S.  D.— Mitchell  v. 
Black  Eagle  Min.  Co.,  26  S.  D.  260,  128 
N.  W.  159,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  85.  Vt. 
Blondin  v.  Brooks,  83  Vt.  472,  76  Atl. 
184.  Va. — Buchanan  Co.   v.  Smith,  115 
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who  has  the  equitable  title,  and  in  some  jurisdictions,*^  but  not  in 
others,**  the  holder  of  an  equitable  title  may  bring  an  action  against 
the  holder  of  the  legal  title. 

(III.)  Possession.4B — (A.)  Necessity  for. —  Statutes  may  permit  suits 
to  quiet  title  irrespective  of  any  possession  in  the  plaintiff.*^  Where  no 
such  statutes  exist,  however,  title  will  not  ordinarily  be  quieted  at 
the  instance  of  one  not  in  possession,  since  he  has  an  adequate  remedy 
at  law  by  ejectment,*^  and  the  fact  that  he  is  the  holder  of  the  legal 


Va.  704,  80  S.  E.  794.  Wash.— Blooming- 
dale  V.  Weil,  29  Wash.  611,  70  Pae.  94. 
W.  Va. — Harman  v.  Lambert,  76  W. 
Va.  370,  85  S.  E.  660.  Wis.— Siedschlag 
V.  Griffin,  132  Wis.  106,  112  N.  W.  18. 
[a]  A  beneficiary  may  maintain  an 
action  to  quiet  title  although  the  title 
stands  in  the  name  of  the  trustee. 
Munson  v.  Marks,  52  Colo.  553,  124 
Pac.  187;  Wells  v.  Brown,  23  Colo. 
App.  190,  128  Pac.  869. 

43.  Ala. — Freeman  v.  Brown,  96  Ala. 
301,  11  So.  249.  Ark.— Bowling  v. 
Stough,  101  Ark.  398,  142  S.  W.  512. 
Colo. — Consolidated  Plaster  Co.  v. 
Wild,  42  Colo.  202,  94  Pac.  285.  Idaho. 
Coleman  v.  Jaggers,  12  Idaho  125,  85 
Pac.  894,  118  Am.  St.  Eep.  207.  lU. 
Casstevens  v.  Casstevens,  227  111.  547, 
81  N.  E.  709,  118  Am.  St.  Eep..  291. 
Mo. — Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  117  Mo.  261,  22  S.  W.  623,  38 
Am.  St.  Eep.  656.  Ore. — Holmes  v. 
Wolfard,  47  Ore.  93,  81  Pae.  819.  S.  D. 
Mitchell  V.  Black  Eagle  Min.  Co.,  26 
S.  D.  260,  128  N.  W.  159,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913B,  85. 

44.  Aalwyn's  Law  Institute  v.  Mar- 
tin, 173  Cal.  21,  159  Pac.  158;  TufCree 
V.  PolhemiiH,  108  Cal.  670,  41  Pac.  806; 
Spotswood  V.  Spotswood,  4  Cal.  App. 
711,  89  Pac.  362. 

[a]  One  who  has  a  mortgage  lien 
cannot  maintain  an  action  to  deter- 
mine adverse  claims  against  the  holder 
of  the  legal  title.  Fields  v.  Cobbey, 
22  Utah  415,  62  Pae.  102O. 

45.  Sufficiency  of  possession  without 
title,  see  supra,  II,  C,  1. 

46.  U.  S.— More  v.  Steinbach,  127 
U.  S.  70,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1067,  32  L.  ed. 
51;  Baum  v.  Longwell,  200  Fed.  450. 
Ariz. — Costello  v.  Muheim,  9  Ariz.  422, 
84  Pac.  906.  Cal.— Hyatt  v.  Colkins, 
174  Cal.  580,  163  Pae.  1007;  Phillips 
V.  Monotti,  167  Cal.  328,  139  Pao.  796; 
Larsen  v.  All  Persons,  165  Cal.  407, 
1^2  Pac.  751.  Fla. — Johnson  v.  Baker, 
74  So.  210.  Ind.— Gibbs  v.  Potter,  166 
Ind.  471,  77  N.  E.  942;  Huntington  v. 
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Townsend,  29  Ind.  App.  269,  63  N.  E. 
36.  la; — ^Lees  v.  Wetmore,  58  Iowa 
170,  12  N.  W.  238.  La.— Baltimore  v. 
Lutcher,  135  La.  873,  66  So.  253.  Miss. 
WofEord  V.  Bailey,  57  Miss.  239.  Mo. 
Mann  v.  Doerr,  222  Mo.  1,  121  S.  W. 
86.  Neb. — Hanson  v.  Hanson,  78  Neb. 
584,  111  N.  W.  368;  Boss  v.  McManigal, 
61  Neb.  90,  84  N.  W.  610.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Firth,  88  Misc.  217,  151  N. 
Y.  Supp.  705.  N.  C. — Christman  v. 
Hilliard,  167  N.  C.  4,  82  S.  E.  949; 
Speas  V.  Woodhouse,  162  N.  C.  66,  77 
S.  E.  1000;  Swindell  v.  Smaw,  156 
N.  C.  1,  72  S.  E.  1.  N.  D.— Burke  v. 
Scharf,  19  N.  D.  227,  124  N.  W.  79. 
Okla. — Koch  v.  Deere,  50  Okla.  783, 
150  Pac.  1102.  Ore. — Kingsley  v.  Kress- 
ly,  60  Ore.  167,  111  Pac.  385,  118  Pac. 
678,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  746.  Tenn. 
Stearns  Coal  &  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Pattou, 
134  Tenn.  556,  184  S.  W.  855.  Utah. 
Gibson  v.  McGurrin,  37  Utah  158,  106 
Pac.  669.  Wash. — ^White  v.  MeSorley, 
47  Wash.  18,  91  Pac.  243;  Eohrer  v. 
Snyder,  29   Wash.   199,  69   Pac.   748. 

47.  V.  S.— Frost  v.  Spitley,  121  U. 
S.  552,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1129,  30  L.  ed.  1010; 
Buchanan  Co.  v.  Adkins,  175  Fed.  692, 
99  C.  C.  A.  246;  Baum  v.  Longwell, 
200  Fed.  450.  Ala.— Eandolph  v.  Vails, 
180  Ala.  82,  60  So.  159;  Barry  v. 
Stephens,  176  Ala.  93,  57  So.  467; 
Hardeman  v.  Donaghey,  170  Ala.  362, 
54  So.  172.  Alaska. — Pioneer  Min.  Co. 
V.  Pacific  Coal  Co.,  4  Alaska  388; 
Elbing  V.  Hastings,  3  Alaska  125.  Ark. 
St.  Louis  Refrigerator  &  W.  G.  Co.  v. 
Thornton,  74  Ark.  383,  86  S.  W.  852. 
Colo.— Buckland  v.  Fielder,  48  Colo. 
153,  109  Pac.  262.  Idaho.— Branca  v. 
Ferrin,  10  Idaho  239,  77  Pac.  636. 
111. — Stephens  v.  Johnson,  255  111.  610, 
99  N.  E.  642;  Glos  v.  Kenealy,  220  111. 
540,  77  N.  E.  146.  Kan.— Pierce  v. 
Thompson,  26  Kan.  714.  Ky. — Collins 
V.  Adams,  167  Ky.  228,  180  S.  W.  374; 
Nugent  V.  Mallory,  145  Ky.  824,  141 
S.  W.  850.  Me.— ^Annis  v.  "Butterfield, 
99  Me.  181,  58  Atl.  898.    Md.— Carswell 
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title  does  not  alter  the  rule.*^  But  though  the  plaintiff  is  out  of  pos- 
session he  may  maintain  suit  to  quiet  title  where  under  the  circum- 
stances he  has  no  adequate  remedy  at  law,*^  as  for  example  where  his 
title  is  an  equitable  one,^°  or  where  he  is  a  remainderman  or  reversion- 


V.  Swindell,  102  Md.  636,  62  Atl.  956. 
Mass. — Preston  v.  Newton,  213  Mass. 
483,  100  N.  E.  641.  Mich.— Longeor 
V.  Turner,  191  Mich.  240,  157  N.  W. 
564;  Donnelly  v.  Lyons,  173  Mich.  515, 
139  N.  W.  246;  Dolph  v.  Norton,  158 
Mich.  417,  123  N.  W.  13.  Minn.— BauB- 
mau  V.  Kelley,  38  Minn.  197,  36  N.  "W. 
333,  8  Am.  St.  Kep.  661.  Mont. 
Sklower  v.  Abbott,  19  Mont.  228,  47 
Pac.  901.  N.  J. — Meeker  v.  Warren, 
66  N.  J.  Eq.  146,  57  Atl.  421.  N.  Y. 
Moores  v.  Townshend,  102  N.  Y.  387, 
7  N.  E.  401;  Eumble  v.  Smith,  66  Misc. 
298,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  501.  Ohio.- Ray- 
mond V.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  K.  C.  E.  Co., 
57  Ohio  St.  271,  48  N.  E.  1093.  Okla. 
Christy  v.  Springs,  11  Okla.  710,  69 
Pac.  864.  Pa. — Gross  v>.  Spencer,  245 
Pa.  12,  91  Atl.  215.  .  P.  R.— Mereelis 
V.  Wilson,  6  Porto  Eico  Fed.  42.  S.  C. 
Pollitzer  v.  Beinkempen,  76  S.  C.  517, 

57  S.  E.  475.  Tex. — Herrington  v.  Wil- 
liams, 31  Tex.  448.  Va. — Meade  v. 
King,  111  Va.  283,  68  S.  E.  997;  Glenn 
V.  West,  103  Va.  521,  49  S.  E.  671. 
W.  Va.— Grass  v.  Beard,  73  W.  Va.  309, 
80  S.  E.  835;  Whitehouse  v.  Jones,  60 
W.  Va.  680,  55  S.  E.  730,  12  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  49.  Wis. — Thomas  v.  McKay, 
143   Wis.   524,  128  N.   W.   59. 

[a]  Possession  for  at  least  a  year 
is  essential  under  the  New  York  stat- 
ute. Parmely  v.  Showdy,  86  Misc.  634, 
148  N.  Y.  Supp.  1086. 

[b]  Possession  of  defendant  forcibly 
acquired  from  plaintiff.  Stephens  v. 
Johnson,  255  111.   610,  99  N.  E.  642. 

[c]  Possession  procured  by  fraud 
will  not  avail  as  ground  for  the  main- 
tenance of  an  action  to  remove  a 
cloud.  Holden  v.  Holden,  24  111.  App. 
106. 

[d]  Waiver  of  the  requirement  that 
plaintiff  be  in  possession,  occurs  where 
the  defendant  sets  up  his  own  title  and 
asks  affirmative  relief.  TJ.  S. — Camp- 
bell V.  Farmers'  Mfg.  Co.,  203  Fed. 
571.  Ark. — Goodrum  v.  Ayers,  56  Ark. 
93,  19  S.  W.  97.  Ky.— Vance  v.  Gray, 
142  Ky.  267,  134  S.  W.  181.  Neb. 
Baumann  v.  Franse,  37  Neb.  807,  56 
N    W.   395.      Ore. — Bradtl  v.  Sharkey, 

58  Ore.    153,    113    Pac.    653.      Wis. 


SiedBchlag  v.  Griffin,  132  Wis.  106,  112 
N.  W.  18. 

48.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Wilson, 
118  U.  S.  86,  6  Sup.  Ct.  991,  30  L,  ed. 
110.  Ala. — Daniel  v.  Stewart,  55  Ala. 
278.  Ark. — Miller  v.  Neiman,  27  Ark. 
233.  Conn. — Munson  v.  Munson,  28 
Conn.  582,  73  Am.  Dec.  693.  111.— De- 
laney  v.  O'Dounell,  234  111.  109,  84 
N.  E.  668.  Ky.— Collins  v.  Adams,  167 
Ky.  228,  180  8.  W.  374  (under  stat- 
ute); Floyd  V.  Louisville  K.  Co.,  25 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  2147,  80  S.  W.  204,  under 
statute.  Md. — Eosenthal  v.  Donnelly, 
126  Md.  147,  94  Atl.  1030.  Mass. 
Preston  v.  Newton,  213  Mass.  43,  100 
N.  E.  641.  Mich. — Deer  Lake  Co.  v. 
Michigan  Land  &  Iron  Co.,  83  Mich. 
11,  46  N.  W.  1024.  N.  Y.- Vanderveer 
Crossings  v.  Eapalje,  133  App.  Div. 
203,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  485,  under  stat- 
ute. Va. — Buchanan  Co.  •;;.  Smith's 
Heirs,  115  Va.  704,  80  S.  E.  794; 
Meade  v.  King,  111  Va.  283,  68  S.  E. 
997;  Glenn  v.  West,  103  Va.  521,  49 
S.  E.  671.  W.  Va.— Big  Huff  Coal  Co. 
V.  Thomas,  76  W.  Va.  161,  85  S.  E.  171. 
Wis. — Jones  v.  Collins,  16  Wis.  594. 

49.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Suit  To  Remove  Cloud. — Kan. 
Grove  v.  Jennings,  46  Kan.  366,  26 
Pac.  738.  Ky.— Tucker  v.  Witherbee, 
130  Ky.  269,  113  S.  W.  123.  Mo. 
Sneathen  v.  Sneathen,  104  Mo.  201,  16 
S.  W.  497,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  326.  N.  Y. 
Letson  v.  Letson,  81  App.  Div.  556,  80 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1032.  W.  Va.— Swick  v. 
Eease,  62  W.  Va.  557,  59  S.  E.  510. 
Wis. — Davenport  v.  Stephens,  95  Wis. 
456,  70  N.  W.  661. 

50.  Ala. — Eandolph  v.  Vails,  180 
Ala.  82,  60  S.  W.  159;  Barry  v. 
Stephens,  176  Ala.  93,  57  So.  467.  Ark. 
St.  Louis  Eefrigerator  &  W,  G.  Co.  v. 
Thornton,  74  Ark.  383,  86  S.  W.  852. 
Colo. — Munson  v.  Marks,  52  Colo.  553, 
124  Pac.  187;  Consolidated  Plaster  Co. 
V.  Wild,  42  Colo.  202,  94  Pac.  285.  Fla. 
Sloan  V.  Sloan,  25  Fla.  53,  5  So.  603. 
111.— Mitchell  V.  Shortt,  113  111.  251,  1 
N.  E.  909.  Mich.— Nisbett  v.  Milner, 
159  Mich.  337,  124  N.  W.  22.  Mo. 
Graves  ».  Ewart,  99  Mo.  13,  11  8.  W. 
971.  Vt.— Blondin  v.  Brocks,  83  Vt. 
472,  76  Atl,  184.     Va.— Buchanan  Co. 
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er,^^  or  where  the  land  is  vacant,  unoccupied  and  unimproved  and 
neither  party  is  in  possession,'^  or  where  repeated  ejectment  suits  prove 
unavailing.'^  Moreover,  when  equity  has  acquired  jurisdiction  on  some 
other  ground  it  will,  as  incidental  relief,  quiet  plaintiff's  title  or  re- 
move a  cloud  therefor  though  he  be  out  of  possession.'* 

(B.)    Characteb  of.  —  Where  possession  is  required  to  suppoirt  a  suit 
to  quiet  title  mere  constructive  possession  is  generally  not  sufficient," 


V.  Smith's  Heirs,  115  Va.  704,  80  S.  E. 
794;  Jefferson  v.  Greg6ry,  113  Va.  61, 
73  S.  E.  452.  Wash.— Brodsky  v.  Nel- 
son, 57  Wash.  671,  107  Pac.  840.  Wis. 
Kimball  v.  Baker  Land  &  Title  Co.,  152 
Wis.  44i;  140  N.  W.  47;  Siedsehlag 
V.  Griffin,  132  Wis.  106,  112  N.  W. 
18. 

51.  Ala. — Lewis  v.  Alston,  184  Ala. 
339,  63  So.  1008;  Pies  v.  Eosser,  162 
Ala.  504,  50  So.  287,  136  4m.  St.  Eep. 
61.  Ind. — Schori  v.  Stephens,  62  Ind. 
441,  under  statute.  Ky. — Alley  v.  Al- 
ley, 28  Ky.  L.  Bep.  1073,  91  S.  W. 
291.  Neb.— First  Nat.  Bank  of  Perry 
V.  Pilger,  78  Neb.  168,  110  N.  W.  704, 
126  Am.  St.  Eep.  592.  B.  I.— Keyes 
V.  Ketrick,  25  E.  I.  468,  56  Atl.  770. 

52.  IT.  S.— Prentice  v.  Duluth  Stor- 
age &  F.  Co.,  58  Fed.  437,  7  C.  C.  A. 
293;  Ennis-Brown  Co.  v.  Central  Pae. 
Ey.  Co.,  228  Fed.  46.  Ark.— Moore  v. 
Morris,  118  Ark.  516,  177  S.  W.  6. 
Colo. — Eagan  v.  Mahoney,  24  Colo. 
App.  285,  134  Pae.  156.  Fla.— Morgan 
V.  Dunwoody,  66  Fla.  522,  63  So.  905. 
m. — Stephens  v.  Johnson,  255  111.  610, 
99  N.  E.  642;  Le  Sourd  v.  Edwards, 
236  111.  169,  86  N.  E.  212,  127  Am. 
St.  Eep.  287.  Kan. — Hoffman  v.  Woods, 
40  Kan.  382,  19  Pae.  805.  Md.— Baum- 
gardner  v.  Fowler,  82  Md.  631,  34  Atl. 
537.  Mich. — Messenger  v.  Peter,  129 
Mioh.  93,  88  N.  W.  209.  N".  Y.— Whit- 
man V.  New  York,  85  App.  Div.  468, 
83  N.  T.  Supp.  465.  Okla.— Christy  v. 
Springs,  11  Okla.  710,  69  Pac.  864.  Pa. 
Heppenstall  v.  Leng,  217  Pa.  491,  66 
Atl.  991,  12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   652. 

53.  XT.  S.— Stark  v.  Starrs,  6  Wall. 
402,  18  L.  ed.  925.  Ala.— Ashurst  v. 
McKenzie,  92  Ala.  484,  9  So.  262.  D.  C. 
Marks  v.  Main,  4  Maekey  559.  111. 
Woodward  v.  Seely,  11  111.  157,  50  Am. 
Dee.  445.  Ky. — Scott  v.  Means,  80 
Ky.  460.  IMiss.— Huntington  v.  Allen, 
44  Miss.  654.  Mo. — Patterson  v.  Mc- 
Camant,  '28  Mo.  210.  Nov. — Low  17. 
Staples,  2  Nev.  209.  N.  J.— American 
Bock  &  Imp.  Co.  V.  Public  School,  37 
N.  J.  Eq.   266.     N.  Y.— Huntington  v. 
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Nicoll,  3  Johns.  566.  Ohio. — Marsh  v. 
Reed,  10  Ohio  347.  W.  Va.— White- 
house  V.  Jones,  60  W.  Va.  680,  55  S.  E. 
730,  12  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   49. 

[a]  No  precise  number  of  trials  is 
necessary.  Marsh  V.  Eeed,  10  Ohio 
347. 

54.  U.  S.— Woods  V.  Woods,  184  Fed. 
159.  Ala. — Barry  v.  Stephens,  176  Ala. 
93,  57  So.  467;  Pies  v.  Eosser,  162 
Ala.  504,  50  So.  287,  136  Am.  St.  Eep. 
57;  Peeples  v.  Burns,  77  Ala,  290;  Plant 
V.  Barclay,  56  Ala.  561.  Ark. — Sale  v. 
McLean,  29  Ark.  612.  Fla. — Conaut  v. 
Buesing,  23  Fla.  559,  2  So.  882.  Ga. 
Smith  V.  Burrns,  139  Ga.  10,  76  S.  E. 
362.  111.— Ward '  v.  Clendenning,  245 
111.  206,  91  N.  E.  1028;  Booth  v.  Wiley, 
102  111.  84.  Ky.— Engle  v.  Bond  Foley 
Lumb.  Co.,  173  Ky.  35,  189  S.  W. 
1146;  Cumberland  Co.  v.  Kelly,  156 
Ky.  397,  160  S.  W.  1077;  Newsome  v. 
Hamilton,  142  Ky.  5,  133  S.  W.  952. 
Md.— Polk  V.  Eose,  25  Md.  153,  89  Am. 
Dec.  773.  Mich. — Byles  v.  Eowe,  64 
Mich.  522,  31  N,  W.  463.  Minn.— Ham- 
ilton V.  Batlin,  8  Minn.  403,  83  Am. 
Dec.  787.  Mo. — Sneathen  v.  Sneathen, 
104  Mo.  201,  16  S.  W.  497,  24  Am. 
St.  Eep.  326.  Neb.— Smith  v.  Dean,  15 
Neb.  432,  19  N.  W.  642.  N.  J.— Besson 
V.  Gribble,  39  N.  J.  Eq.  111.  N.  Y. 
Eemington  P.  Co.  v.  O 'Dougherty,  81 
N.  Y.  474;  Letson  v.  Letson,  81  App. 
Div.  556,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  1032.  Ore. 
Hodgkin  v.  Boswell,  57  Ore.  88,  110 
Pae.  487;  O'Hara  v.  Parker,  27  Ore. 
156,  39  Pac.  10O4.  V^.— Jefferson  v. 
Gregory,  113  Va.  61,  73  S.  B.  452; 
Virginia  Coal  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Kelly,  93 
Va.  332,  24  S.  E.  1020.  S.  C— Du  Bose 
V.  Kell,  76  S.  C.  313,  56  S.  E.  968. 
Wis. — Grignon  v.  Black,  76  Wis.  674, 
45  N.  W.  122,  938. 

55.  V.  S.— Elliot  V.  Atlantic  City, 
149  Fed.  849.  Ark.— Goodrum  v.  Ayers, 
56  Ark.  93,  19  S.  W.  97.  Colo.— Chil- 
cott  V.  Hart,  23  Colo.  40,  45  Pac.  391, 
35  L.  R.  A.  41.  HI.— Adams  v.  Black, 
183  111.  377,  55  N.  E.  887.  Kan. 
Hoffman   v.    Woods,   40    Kan.    382,    19 
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unless  made  so  by  statute.^^  The  plaintiff  need  not,  bowe(^er,  actually 
live  upon  the  lands,  since  it  is  sufficient  that  he  have  possession  by  his 
tenant,^''  agent,°^  or  vendee  to  whom  no  conveyance  has  been  made.'* 
b.  Application  of  Bides  to  Particular  Persons.^"  —  The  foregoing 
rules  in  respect  to  the  interest  necessary  to  sustain  a  proceeding  to 
quiet  title  or  remove  a  cloud  therefrom  have  been  construed  to  permit 
such  suit  by  remaindermen,^^  reversioners,*^  one  having  an  inchoate 
right  of  dower,*^  judgment  creditors,"*  a  vendor  or  grantor,"^  a  vendee 


Pae.  805.  Ky. — Dupoyster  v.  Turk,  33 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  320,  110  S.  W.  260.  Md. 
Carter  v.  Woolfork,  71  Md.  283,  17  Atl. 
1041.  Mass. — Eussell  v.  Barstow,  144 
Mass.  130,  10  N.  E.  746.  IMich.— Wat- 
son v.  Lion  Brew.  Co.,  61  Mich.  595, 
28  N.  W.  726.  Minn. — Conklin  i}. 
Hinds,  16  Minn.  457.  Mo. — Cantlin  v. 
Holladay-Klotz  L.  &  L.  Co.,  151  Mo. 
159,  52  S.  W.  247.  Nev. — Scorpion  Sil- 
ver Min.  Co-  V.  Marsano,  10  Nev.  370. 
N.  J.— Sheppard  v.  Nixon,  43  N.  J.  Eq. 
627,  13  Atl.  617.  N.  Y.— Boylston  v. 
Wheeler,  61  N.  Y.  521.  N.  C— Byerly 
V.  Humphrey,  95  N.  C.  151.  Ohio. 
Clark  V.  Hubbard,  8  Ohio  382.  Orft 
Lovelady  v.  Burgess,  32  Ore.  4IS,  52 
Pac.  25.  W.  Va.— Big  HufE  Co.  v. 
Thomas,  76  W.  Va.  161,  85  S.  E.  171. 
Wis.— Stridde  v.  Saroni,  21  Wis.  173. 

56.  Moore  v.  Empire  Land  Co.,  181 
Ala.  344,  61  So.  940. 

57.  U.  S. — Miller  v.  Ahrens,  150 
Fed.  644;  Davis'  Heirs  v.  Hinckley, 
141  Fed.  708.  Ala. — Campbell  v.  Davis, 
85  Ala.  56,  4  So.  140.  Colo. — American 
Bond  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  46  Colo. 
460,  104  Pac.  1040.  Kan. — Smith  v. 
Cooper,  38  Kan.  446,  16  Pae.  958.  Md. 
Stewart  V.  May,  111  Md.  162,  73  Atl. 
460.  Mich. — Butler  v.  Grand  Kapids  & 
I.  E.  Co.,  85  Mich.  246,  48  N.  W.  569, 
24  Am.  Sti  Eep.  84;  Blanchard  v.  Tyler, 
12  Mich.  339,  86  Am.  Dee.  57.  N.  Y. 
Clason  V.  Stewart,  23  Misc.  177,  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1100.  Vt.— Langdon  v. 
Templeton,  61  Vt.  119,  17  Atl.  839.  Wis. 
Krebs  «.  Dodge,  9  Wis.  1. 

[a]  By  Statutory  Provision.— Oal. 
Warren  Co.  v.  All  Persons,  153  Cal. 
771,  96  Pac.  807.  Colo.— Walker  v. 
Pogue,  2  Colo.  App.  149,  29  Pac.  1017. 
Ohio.— State  v.  Griftner,  61  Ohio  St. 
201  55  N.  E.  612.  Ore. — Slater  v. 
Eeed,  37  Ore.  274,  60  Pac.  709.  Wash. 
Moran  &  Co.  v.  Palmer,  36  Wash.  684, 
79  Pac.  476. 

[b]  A  bona  fide  relationship  of 
landlord  and  tenant  required.  IT.  S. 
Van  Deventer  v.  Lott,  172   Fed.   574. 


Ala.— Collier  v.  Carlisle,  133  Ala.  478, 
31  So.  970.  111.— Hardin  v.  Jones,  86 
111.  313.  Mich.— Stetson  v.  Cook,  39 
Mich.  750.  Va.— Meade  v.  King,  111 
Va.  283,  68  S.  E.  997. 

58.  Cal. — Warren  Co.  v.  All  Persons, 
153  Cal.  771,  96  Pac.  807.  Fla.— Sloan 
V.  Sloan,  25  Fla.  53,  5  So.  603.  111. 
Gage  V.  Williams,  119  111.  563,  9  N.  E. 
193.  Mo.— Boot  V.  Mead,  58  Mo.  App. 
477. 

59.  Thomas  v.  White,  2  Ohio  St. 
540. 

60.  Life  tenant,  see  18  Standard 
Peoc.  624. 

61.  Aiken  v.  Suttle,  4  Lea  (Tenn.) 
103.    See  18  Standard  Proc.  630. 

[a]  Against  Life  Tenant. — Blam  v. 
Alexander,  174  Ky.  39,  191  S.  W.  666. 

62.  Lewis  v.  Alston,  184  Ala.  339, 
63  So.  1008;  Haley  v.  Goodheart,  58 
N.  J.  Eq.  368,  44  Atl.  193.  See  18 
Standard  Proc.  630. 

63.  Huntzicker  v.  Crocker,  135  Wis. 
38,  115  N.  W.  340;  Madigan  v.  Walsh, 
22  Wis.  501. 

64.  Ledyard  v.  Chapin,  6  Ind.  320. 

[a]  Where  the  debtor  has  no  other 
property  out  of  which  the  judgment 
can  be  satisfied  the  judgment  creditor 
has  been  permitted  to  maintain  a  suit 
to  remove  a  cloud  from  his  realty. 
Ledyard  v.  Chapin,  6  Ind.  320. 

65.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a] ,  By  Vendor  Who  Has  Warranted 
the  Title. — ^Van  Brundt  v.  Hartford,  21 
Conn.  500.  111.— Coel  v.  Glos,  232  111. 
142,  83  N.  E.  529,  15  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
413;  Langlois  v.  Stewart,  156  111.  609, 
41  N.  B.  177.  Ean.— Farmers'  &  M. 
Bank  v.  Tipton,  98  Kan.  34,  159  Pac. 
1016;  SutliflE  v.  Smith,  58  Kan.  559,  50 
Pac.  455.  Tenn. — Jones  v.  Nixon,  102 
Tenn.  95,  50  S.  W.  740.  W.  Va.— Dud- 
ley V.  Browning,  79  W.  Va.  331,  90  S. 
E.  878.  Wis. — Jackson  Mill.  Co.  v. 
Scott,  130  Wis.  267,  110  N.  W.  184. 

[b]  After  re-entry  upon  breach  of 
condition  by  grantee.  Papst  v.  Hamil- 
ton,  188    Cal.   631,   66   Pae.    10;    Cree 
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or  grantee/'  a  mortgagor'^  or  mortgagee,'^  or  an  executor  or  admin- 
istrator.*' 


V.  Sherfy,  138  Ind.  354,  37  N,  E.  787. 

[c]  A  party  who  has  contracted  to 
sell  the  property  to  another  but  who 
is  still  the  owner  of  the  legal  title 
has  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  to 
quiet  title.  Snodgraas  v.  Parks,  79  Cal. 
55,  21  Pac.  429. 

[3]  Where  grantor  stipulates  to 
quiet  title,  and  payment  of  a  portion 
of  the  consideration  is  conditioned  upon 
hia  30  doing.  SutlifE  v.  Smith,  58  Kan. 
559,  50  Pac.  455;  Styer  v.  Sprague,  63 
Minn.  414,  65  N.  "W.  659.  But  see 
Glos  V.  Goodrich,  175  111.  20,  51  N.  E. 
643. 

[e]  The  conveyance  of  property 
after  the  commencement  of  the  action 
is  not  fatal  to  the  maintenance  of  an 
action  to  quiet  title  where  the  defense 
of  want  of  interest  is  not  raised  in 
the  answer.  Begole  v.  Hershey,  86 
Mich.  130,  48  N.  W.  790. 

[f  ]  But  generally  the  action  cannot 
he  maintained,  by  one  who  has  con- 
veyed the  property  in  question  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  111. 
Johnson  v.  McChesney,  33  111.  App. 
526.  la. — Page  v.  Burlington  &  M.  E. 
Co.,  40  Iowa  520.  Minn. — Styer  v. 
Sprague,  63  Minn.  414,  65  N.  W.  659. 
N.  Y. — Townsend  v.  Goelet,  11  Abb. 
Pr.  187.  Wis.— Pier  v.  Pond  du  Lac, 
53  Wis.  421,  10  N.  W.  686. 

66.     See  infra,  tiis  note. 

[a]  A  vendee  who  has  taken  pos- 
session of  the  property  may  main- 
tain an  action  to  quiet  title  although 
the  property  is  incorrectly  described  in 
the  deed.  laaaeks  v.  Wright,  50  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  312,  110  S.  W.  970. 

[b]  A  purchaser  at  a  judicial  or 
execution  sale  taking  all  the  rights  of 
the  parties  whose  interests  are  sold 
may  bring  .a  suit  to  quiet  title  to  the 
real  estate  purchased  by  him.  TJ.  S. 
Sowles  V.  Eugg,  55  Fed.  163.  Ala. 
Craney  v.  White,  164  Ala.  411,  51  So. 
236.  Ariz. — Copper  B.  Min.  Co.  v.  Glee- 
son,  14  Ariz.  548,  134  Pac.  285,  48 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  481;  Oliver  v.  Dougher- 
ty, 8  Ariz.  65,  68  Pac.  553.  Cal. 
Horn  V.  Jones,  28  Cal.  194.  Colo. 
Pueblo  Stock  Growers'  Bank  v.  New- 
ton, 13  Colo.  245,  22  Pac.  444.  111. 
Gould  V.  SteinbuTg,  84  111.  170.  Ind. 
Sanders  v.  Muegge,  91  Ind.  214.  La. 
Gray  v.  Sprinar,  129  La.  345,  56  So. 
305,  Ann.  Cas.  i913B,  372.    Miss.— Gall- 
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man  v.  Perrie,  47  Miss.  131.  N".  Y, 
Eemington  Paper  Co.  v.  O 'Dougherty, 
81  N.  Y.  474.  Ohio. — Gormley  v.  Pot- 
ter, 29  Ohio  St.  597.  Wash.— Me- 
Manus  v.  Morgan,  38  Wash.  528,  80 
Pac.   786.     Wis. — Siedschlag  v.  Grifian, 

132  Wis.  106,  112  N.  W.  18. 

[c]  But  a  vendee  who  has  not  ac- 
quired the  legal  title  though  in  pos- 
session of  the  land,  cannot  maintain 
such  action.  Thomas  v.  White,  2  Ohio 
St,  540. 

[d]  An  action  against  the  vendor 
to  quiet  title,  cannot  be  maintained  by 
one  who  at  an  execution  sale  has  ac- 
quired an  executory  contract  to  pur- 
chase the  property.     Chase  v.  Cameron, 

133  Gal.  231,  65  Pac.  460. 

67.  Sheffield  v.  Day,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
754,  90  S.  W.  545. 

[a]  As  against  the  holder  of  a  deed 
which  in  fact  is  a  mortgage,  the  mort- 
gagor in  possession  of  the  property 
may  maintain  the  action.  Sheffield  v. 
Day,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  754,  90  S.  W. 
545. 

[b]  But  before  paying  his  debt  a 
mortgagor  has  no  right  to  maintain  an 
action  to  quiet  his  title  against  the 
mortgagee  upon  the  ground  that  the 
right  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  ia 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
Faxon  v.  All  Persons,  166  Cal.  707,  137 
Pae.  919,  L.  E.  A.  1916B,  1209;  Gib- 
son V.  Johnson,  73  Kan.  261,  84  Pac. 
982. 

68.  Ark. — Love  v.  Bryson,  57  Ark. 
589,  22  S.  W.  341.  Ind.— Indianapolis 
V.  Board  of  Church  Extension,  28  Ind.^ 
App.  319,  62  N.  E.  715.  S.  D.— New- 
ton V.  McGee,  81  S.  D.  216,  140  N.  W. 
252. 

69.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  If  entitled  to  possession  of  the 
property  of  the  decedent  during  the 
settlement  of  the  estate  such  pos- 
sessory right  is  sufficient  to  sustain 
an  action  to  quiet  title.  XT.  S. — Quin- 
ton  V.  Neville,  152  Fed.  879,  81  C.  C. 
A.  673.  Cal.— Collins  v.  O'Laverty,  136 
Cal.  31,  68  Pac.  327.  Conn.— Munger 
V.  Doolan,  75  Conn.  656,  55  Atl.  169. 
Ia. — Laverty  v.  Sexton  &  Son,  41  lowo 
435.  Mont. — In  re  Higglns'  Est.,  15 
Mont.  474,  39  Pac.  506,  28  L.  E,  A. 
116.  N".  D.— Blakemore  v.  Eoberts,  12 
N.  D.  394,  96  N.  W.  1029.  Ore.— Ladd 
V,  Mills,  44  Ore.  m,  75  Pac.  141.    S.  D. 
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3.  Defendant.'^''  —  The  suit  or  action  is  maintainable  only  against 
one  asserting  adversely  to  plaintiff,"  an  interest  in  the  property  which 
may  affect  plaintiff's  title,^^  or  against  one  who  is  determined  to  cast 
a  cloud  upon  plaintiff's  title  and  who  is  in  position  so  to  do." 


Berry  v.  Howard,  26  S.  D".  29,  127 
N.   W.   526,  Ann.   Gas.   1913A,  994. 

[b]  Some  statutes  expressly  confer 
(1)  upon  personal  representatives  the 
right  to  maintain  an  action  to  quiet 
title  (Wheeler  v.  Single,  62  Wis.  380, 
22  N.  W.  569),  but  (2)  such  statutes 
being  in  derogation  of  the  common 
law  must  be  strictly  construed.  Paine 
V.  First  Division  St.  P.  &  Pac.  E.  Co., 
14  Minn.  65;  King  v.  Boyd,  4  Ore. 
326. 

[c]  Where  a  personal  representative 
is  directed  to  sell  the  decedent's  prop- 
erty he  is  thereby  authorized  to  main- 
tain an  action  to  quiet  title  prelim- 
inary to  such  sale  in  order  to  properly 
protect  the  interests  of  the  estate. 
Conn.— Hall  v.  Pierson,  63  Conn.  332, 
28  Atl.  544.  Mich. — Marshall  v.  Blass, 
82  Mich.  518,  46  N.  W.  947,  47  N.  W. 
516.  Pa. — Sears  v.  Scranton  Trust  Co., 
228  Pa.  126,  77  Atl.  423.  But  see  Le 
Moyne  v.  Quimby,  70  111.   399. 

[d]  That  the  action  is  not  main- 
tainable by  the  personal  representative, 
see  Ala. — Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
V.  Proctor,  152  Ala.  482,  44  So.  669. 
Colo. — McKee  v.  Howe,  17  Colo.  538, 
31  Pac.  115.  111. — Emmerson  v.  Mer- 
ritt,  249  111.  538,  94  N.  E.  955;  Bailey 
V.  Larranee,  104  111.  App.  662;  Stark 
V.  Brown,  101  111.  395.  Mich. — Jenkins 
V.  Bacon,  30  Mich.  154.  Miss.— McCaa  v. 
Eussom,  52  Miss.  639.  Mo.— Thorp 
V.  Miller,  137  Mo.  231,  38  S.  W.  929. 
IT.  Y. — Stevens  v.  Fogle,  73  Misc.  417, 
130  N,  Y.  Supp.  1082. 

70.  Nature  of  adverse  claim,  see 
supra,  I,  B. 

71.  Cal. — Yoakam  v.  Kingery,  126 
Cal.  30,  58  Pac.  324.  Colo.— Smith  v. 
Schlink,  15  Colo.  App.  325,  62  Pac. 
1044.  Mass. — Gilman  v.  Gilman,  171 
Mass.  46,  50  N.  E.  452;  Loring  v. 
Hildreth,  170  Mass.  328,  49  N..  E.  J52, 

64  Am.  St.  Eep.  301,  40  L.  E.  A.  127. 
Mo. — Garrison  v.  Frazier,  165  Mo_.  40, 

65  S.  W.  229.  N.  Y.— Onderdonk  v. 
Mott,  34  Barb.  106.  Pa.— Kimmel  v. 
ShaflFer,  219  Pa.  375,  68  Atl.  1017. 

72.  IT.  S. — Devine  v.  Lob  Angeles, 
202  TT.  S.  313,  26  Sup.  Ct.  652,  50  L. 
ed.  1046;  Ashburn  v.  Graves,  149  Fed. 
968,  79  C.  C.  A.  478.    Ala.— Henderson 

64 


V.  Holman,  193  Ala.  262,  69  So.  424. 
Fla. — Sloan  v.  Sloan,  25  Pla.  53,  5  So. 
603.  111. — Eagleston  v.  Goodykoontz, 
182  111.  App.  318.  Kan. — Douglass  v. 
Nuzum,  16  Kan.  515.  Md. — Eosenthal 
V.  Donnelly,  126  Md.  147,  94  Atl,  1030. 
Mass. — McArthur  v.  Hood  Eubber  Co., 
221  Mass.  372,  109  N.  E.  162.  ISiinn. 
Maloney  v.  Pinnegan,  38  Minn.  70,  35 
N.  W.  723.  Mo.— -Soharff  v.  Kirkwood 
^umb.  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  184  S.  W.  494. 
Mont. — Hicks  v.  Eupp,  49  Mont.  40, 
140  Pac.  97.  Nev. — Low  v.  Staples,  2 
Nev.  209.  N.  Y. — Whitney  v.  Considine 
Inv.  Co.,  176  App.  Div.  157,  162  N.  Y. 
Supp.  507.  N.  C— McArthur  v.  Griffith, 
147  N.  C.  545,  61  S.  E.  519.  Tex. 
Heath  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  "(Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  32  S.  W.  778.  Wash.— Pacific 
Coast  Pipe  Co.  v.  Hedican,  61  Wash. 
576,  112  Pac.  655,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C, 
833.  W.  Va. — Whitehouse  v.  Jones,  60 
W.  Va.  680,  55  S.  B.  730,  12  L.  E.'  A. 
(N.  S.)   49. 

[a]  The  interest  of  a  mortgagee  is 
an  interest  adverse  to  the  holder  of 
the  legal  title.  Pettengill  v.  Black- 
man,  30  Idaho  241,  164  Pac.  358. 

[b]  Where  inferiority  of  defend- 
ant's title  appears  of  record  no  action 
to  quiet  title  can  be  maintained.  Mo- 
gan  V.  Carter,  48  Minn.  501,  51  N.  W. 
614;  ScharfE  v.  Kirkwood  Lumber  Co. 
(Mo.  App.),  184  S.  W.  494. 

73.  Ala. — Martin  v.  Hewitt,  44  Ala. 
418.  Ark. — Maynard  v.  Henderson,  117 
Ark.  24,  173  S.  W.  831,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917A,  1157.  Cal.— Metropolis  Tr.  & 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Barnet,  165  Cal.  449,  132 
Pac.  833.  Del. — Messick  v.  Johnson, 
98  Atl.  218.  Fla.— Sloan  v.  Sloan,  25 
Fla.  53,  5  So.  603.  HI. — Barnard  v. 
Hoyt,  63  111.  341;  Glos  v.  Cannata,  121 
111.  App.  215.  Ind. — Knightstown  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Deitch,  83  Ind.  131.  la. 
Palo  Alto  Bkg.  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Mahar, 
65  Iowa  74,  21  N.  W.  187.  Me.— Gerry 
V.  Stimson,  60  Me.  186.  Mfl.— Holland 
V.  Baltimore,  11  Md.  186,  69  Am.  Dec. 
195.  Mass. — O'Hare  v.  Downing,  130 
Mass.  16.  Mich. — Folkerts  v.  Power, 
42  Mich.  283,  3  N.  W.  857.  Mmn. 
Contey  v.  Dike,  17  Minn.  457.  Miss. 
Irwin  V.  Lewis,  50  Miss.  363.  Mo. 
Tucker  v.  Wadlow,  184  S.  W.  69.    Neb. 
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4.  Intervener.  —  The  general  rules  governing  the  right  to  inter- 
vene in  an  action  apply  to  actions  to  quiet  title.''*  Persons  interested 
in  the  property  should  be  permitted  to  intervene.'"  An  intervenor 
must  recover  on  the  strength  of  his  own  -title  and  not  on  the  weakness 
of  that  of  his  adversary.'* 

5.  Joinder  of  Parties.  —  a.  Plaintiff."  —  Joint  tenants  may  join 
in  an  action  to  quiet  title  to  their  joint  property.'*  But  one  tenant  in 
common  need  not  join  his  cotenant.''  It  has  been  held  that  several 
parties  who  own  separate  pieces  of  property  may  join  in  an  action  to 
remove  a  cloud  created  by  defendant's  claim  of  interest  which  affects 
the  properties  of  all  of  them.*"  Under  some  statutes  any  two  or  more 
persons  claiming  any  estate  or  interest  in  lands  under  a  common 
source  of  title  may  unite  in  an  action  to  remove  a  cloud  upon  the 
same  ;*^  heirs  at  law  may  maintain  an  action  without  joining  the  per- 
sonal representatives,*^  or  the  personal  representatives  may  maintain 
such  action  without  joining  the  heirs.*' 

b.  Defendants.  —  Who  are  necessary  parties  defendant  depends 
upon  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.**    All  adverse  claimants  may 


Fox  V.  Kountze,  58  Neb.  439,  78  N.  W. 
712.  N.  H. — ^Brooks  v.  Howland,  58 
N.  H.  98.  N.  J.— Morris  Canal  &  Bkg. 
Co.  V.  Jersey  City,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  227. 
N.  y. — King  V.  Townshend,  141  N.  Y. 
358,  36  N.  E.  513;  Clark  v.  Daven- 
port, 95  N.  Y.  477;  Seott  v.  Onder- 
donk,  14  N.  Y.  9,  67  Am.  Dec.  106.  Ohio. 
Culbertson  v.  Cincinnati,  16  Ohio  574. 
Ore. — White  v.  Espey,  21  Ore.  328,  28 
Pae.  71.  S.  0. — Ketehin  v.  McCarley, 
26  S.  C.  1,  11  S.  E.  1099,  4  Am.  St. 
Eep.  674.  Tex. — Eed  v.  Johnson,  53 
Tex.  284;  Barr  v.  Simpson,  54  Tex. 
CiT.  App.  105,  117  S.  W.  1041.  Wash. 
Quinby  v.  Slipper,  7  Wash.  475,  35 
Pac.  116,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  899.  W.  Va. 
Bradley  v.  Swope,  77  W.  Va.  113,  87 
S.  E.  86.  Wis. — Smith  v.  Zimmerman, 
85  Wis.  542,  55  N.  W.  956. 

[a]  Equity  will  prevent  the  execu- 
tion of  a  deed  which  it  would  cancel 
as  a  cloud  upon  title  if  it  were  exe- 
cuted. Maynard  v.  Henderson,  117 
Ark.  24,  173  S.  W.  831,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917A,   il57. 

74.  See  generally  the  title  "Inter- 
vention." 

75.  Ackley  v.  Croucher,  203  HI.  530, 
68  N.  E.  86;  Getzelman  v.  Blazier,  112 
111.  App.  648;  Miller  v.  Boulware,  267 
Mo.  487,  184  S.  W.  1148. 

[a]  A  mortgagee  of  the  land  may 
intervene.  Switz  ».  Black,  45  Iowa 
597. 

76.  Eood  V.  W^llafee,  109  Iowa  5,  79 
N.  W.  449. 

[a]    Wh€*e  ^Uilitiff  Is  In  possession 
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and  the  intervenor  has  no  title,  the 
petition  in  intervention  must  be  dis- 
missed regardless  ,of  the  character  of 
plaintiff's  title.  Eood  v.  Wallace,  109 
Iowa  5,  79   N.    W.   449. 

77.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties." 

78.  Cornwell  v.  Lee,  14   Conn.   524. 

79.  O'Donnell  v.  Mclntyre,  37  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  615.  But  Bee  the  title  "Ten- 
ants in  Common." 

80.  Hinchman  v.  Eipinsky,  3  Alaska 
543. 

81.  Prentice  v.  Duluth  Storage  &  F. 
Co.,  58  Fed.  437,  7  0.  C.  A.  293; 
Superior  Calif.  Fruit  Land  Co.  v.  Gross- 
man, 32  Cal.  App.  357,  162  Pae.  1046. 

82.  Tryon  v.  Huntoon,  67  Cal.  325, 
7  Pac.  741. 

83.  Eussell  v.  Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co., 
68  Tex.  646,  5  S.  W.  686. 

84.  See  the  title  "Parties,"  and 
infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  an  action  to  remove  a  cloud 
and  to  cancel  a  conveyance  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  all  the  parties  to  such 
conveyance  are  necessary  parties  to  the 
action.  Florida  Land  Rock  P.  Co.  v. 
Anderson,  50  Fla.  501,  516,  39  So.  392; 
Crow  V.  Hardridge,  43  Okla.  463,  143 
Pac.  183. 

[b]  A  mortgagee  of  the  defendant 
is  not  a  necessary  party  to  an  action 
to  quiet  title  against  the  defendant 
asserting  an  unfounded  claim.  Snod- 
grass  V.  Patks,  79  Cal.  55,  21  Pac. 
429. 

[c]  The  trfletee  need  not  be  joined 
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be  made .  parties  defendant  even  though  there  is  no  privity  between 
them.^*  It  has  been  held  that  where  various  claimants  assert  title  to 
separate  parts  of  the  property  they  may  all  be  joined  as  defendants,^" 
though  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.''  Generally,  a  party  who 
has  conveyed  his  interest  to  another  is  not  a  necessary  party.*'  And 
where  plaintiff  acquired  the  property  at  an  execution  sale  the  judg- 
ment debtor  is  not  a  necessary  or  proper  party.'® 

D.  Process.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  process,""  and  the  service 
thereof,"^  are  applicable  where  the  suit  is  regarded  as  one  in  rem,  or 
substantially  so ;  service  by  publication  upon  a  non-resident  will  suf- 
fice."^ As  to  unknown  claimants,  service  by  publication  is  sufficient,"^ 
but  to  authorize  such  service  the  persons  must  bB  unknown  in  fact  and 
not  merely  designated  as  such  in  the  pleading."* 

E.  Pleading.  —  1.  Bill,  Petition  or  Complaint.  —  a.  In  General. 
The  bill  or  petition  should  be  drawn  in  accordance  with  the  rules  gov- 
erning bills  in  equity  generally."^  Sufficient  must  appear  to  give  the 
court  jurisdiction,""  and  to  show  plaintiff  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed 
for."' 


as  party  defendant  in  an  action  to 
remove  a  trust  deed  as  a  eloud  upon 
title.  "Wells  v.  Brown,  23  Colo.  App. 
190,  128  Pac.  869. 

[d]  In  an  action  against  a  subse- 
quent grantee  with  notice  of  plaintiff's 
equities  it  is  not  necessary  to  join  any 
other  parties  as  defendants.  McQuitty 
«.  Steekdaub  (Mo.),  190  S.  W.  590. 

85.  Wells  V.  Brown,  23  Colo.  App. 
190,  128  Pac.  869;  Carlson  v.  Curren, 
48  WaBh.  249,  93  Pac.  315. 

[a]  All  the  holders  of  an  adverse 
record  title  must  be  joined.  Johnson 
V.  Thomas,  23  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  141. 

86.  Stemmler  v.  McNeill,  102  Fed. 
660;  Berger  v.  Butler,  159  Ala.  539,  48 
So.    685. 

87.  Moore  v.  Wilson,  1  Utah  187. 

88.  Cunningham  v.  Cunningham,  125 
Iowa  681,  101  N.  W.  470;  Castle  Brook 
Carbon  Block  Co.  v.  Ferrell,  76  W.  Va. 
g'OO,  85  S.  E.  544. 

[a]  The  original  lessee  is  not  a 
necessary  party  to  an  action  to  quiet 
title  brought  against  assignees  of  the 
lease.  Allen  v.  Indianapolis  Oil  Co.,  27 
Ind.  App.  158,  60  N.  B,  1003. 

89.  Mitchell  v.  Lyons,  163  Wis.  399, 
158  N.    W.   70. 

90.  See  the  title  "Process." 

91.  See  the  title  "Service  of  Process 
and  Papers." 

92.  U.  S.— Arndt  v.  Griggs,  134  U.  S. 
316,  10  Sup.  Ct.  557,  33  L.  ed.  918. 
Cal. — McDonald  v.  McCoy,  121  Cal.  55, 
53  Pac.  421.  111.— Cloyd  v.  Trotter, 
118  111.  391,  9  N.  B.  507.    Ind.— Essig 


V.  Lower,  120  Ind.  239,  21  N.  B.  1090. 
Iia. — Bobbins  v.  Martin,  43  La.  Ann. 
488,  9  So.  108.  Mo. — Mitchner  v. 
Holmes,  117  Mo.  185,  22  S.  W.  1070. 
Wash. — Phillips  v.  TomlpSon,  73  Wash. 

78,  131  Pac.  461,  Ann.  CaS.  1914D,  672. 
W.  Va. — Tennant's  Heirs  v.  Pretts,  67 
W.  Va.  369,  68  S.  B.  387,  140  Am. 
St.  Bep.  979,  29  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)   625. 

93.  See  Priest  v.  Trustees  of  Las 
Vegas,  232  U.  S.  604,  34  Sup.  Ct.  443, 
58  L.  ed.  751. 

[a]  tn  iiddition  to  the  publication 
of  summons  against  unknown  defend- 
ants some  'Statutes  require  the  plaintiff 
to  file  a  notice  of  lis  pendens  before 
the  publication  of  the  summons,  and 
a  copy'  of  the  notice  must  be  pub- 
lished together  with  the  summons. 
Such  statute  must  be  strictly  fol- 
lowed. Jensen  v.  ABderson,  123  Minn. 
199,  143  N.  W.  361. 

/94.  Priest  v.  Trustees  of  Las  Vegas, 
232  TJ.  S.  604,  34  Sup.  Ct.  443,  58 
L.   ed.  751. 

95.  See  the  title  "Bills  atid  An- 
swers." 

96.  Hicks  V.  EupJ),  49  Mont.  40,  140 
Pac.  97. 

97.  U.  S. — Eichal-dson  'v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Coal  Co.,  203  !Ped.  743.  Ariz. 
Arizona  Mine  Supply  Co.  v.  Bolman, 
15  Ariz.  604,  140  Pac.  490.  Atfc.— dhap- 
lin  V.  Holmes,  27  Ark.  414.  Cal. 
Aalwyn  v.  Cobe,  168  Cal.  165,  142  Pac. 

79.  Conn. — Welles  v.  Rhodes,  59  Conn. 
498,  22  Atl.  286.  111.  — Emery  v. 
Cochran,  82  111.   65.      Ind.— Brown    v. 
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A  comnlaint  under  the  statute  which  substantially  complies  with  Its 
requirements  generally  is  sufficient,®^  although  it  contains  additional 
allegations  which  are  not  necessary  under  the  statute,'®  or  statements 
of  legal  conclusions  and  demands  for  relief  not  appropriate  to  the 
statutory  action.^ 

b.  Title.  —  Title  or  ownership  in  plaintiff  is  usually  necessary  and 
should  be  averred^  with  sufficient  certainty  to  inform  the  defendant 


Cody,  115  Ind.  484,  18  N.  E.  9.  Minn. 
Hamilton  v.  Batlin,  8  Minn.  4fl3,  83 
Am.  Dec.  787.  Miss. — Gambrell  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Saratoga  Lumb.  Co.,  87  Miss. 
773,  40  So.  485.  Neb.— McDonald  v. 
Early,  15  Neb.  63,  17  N.  "W.  257.  Ore. 
Moores  v.  Clackamas,  40  Ore.  536,  67 
Pac.   662. 

[a]  An  action  to  remove  a  cloud 
may  be  sustained  as  an  action  to  de- 
termine adverse  claims  if  the  complaint 
is  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  Palmer 
V.  Yorks,  77  Minn.  20,  79  N.    W.  587. 

98.  N.  Y. — Hamilton  v.  Hamilton, 
78  Misc.  557,  139  N.  Y.  Supp.  1095. 
N.  D. — ^Blakemore  v.  Roberts,  12  N.  D. 
394,  96  N.  W.  1029.  Okla.— Gerlaeh 
Bank  v.  Allen,  51  Okla.  736,  152  Pac. 
399;  Avery  v.  Hays,  44  Okla.  71,  144 
Pac.  624. 

[a]  The  jurisdictional  facts  (1)  re- 
quired by  the  statute  as  prerequisites 
to  the  maintenance  of  the  action  must 
be  disclosed.  Birmingham  v.  McCor- 
macl,  145  Ala.  685,  40  So.  Ill;  Moore 
V.  Alabama  Nat.  Bank,  139  Ala.  273, 
35  So.  648;  Parker  v.  Boutwell,  119 
Ala.  297,  24  So.  860.  (2)  An  aver- 
ment that  the  land,  the  subject  matter 
of  the  action,  is  located  in  a  certain 
county  is  sufficient  to  show  jurisdiction 
and  the  residence  of  the  parties  need 
not  be  alleged.  City  Loan  &  Banking 
Co.  V.  Poole,  149  Ala.  164,  43  So.  13. 

[b]  Statutory  Provision  for  a  De- 
mand by  Plaintiff  That  Defendant 
Specify  His  Title. — See  Mayer  v.  Calera 
Land  Co.,  133  Ala.  554,  31  So.  938. 

[c]  A  statute  requiring  the  ordi- 
nary course  in  civil  suits  to  be  fol- 
lowed does  not  mean  that  the  rules 
of  pleading  in  ordinary  cases  shall  be 
so  closely  observed  as  to  defeat  the 
main  purpose  of  the  statute  itself,  but 
that  the  general  civil  procedure 
adapted  to  the  peculiar  action  be  fol- 
lowed. Huff  V.  Laclede  Land  &  Imp. 
Co.,  157  Mo.  65,  57  S.  W.  715. 

99.  Aalwyn  v.  Cobe,  168  Cal.  165, 
142  Pac.  79;  Blakemore  v.  Roberts,  12 
N.  D.  394,  96  N.  W.  1029, 
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1.  Jackson  v.  Johnson,  248  Mo.  680, 
154  S.  W.  759. 

2.  Ariz. — Arizona  Mine  Supply  Co. 
V.  Bolman,  15  Ariz.  504,  140  Pac.  490. 
Oal.— Cooper  v.  Birch,  137  Cal.  472,  70 
Pac.  291.  Colo.— Dodge  v.  Millett,  23 
Colo.  App.  64,  127  Pac.  247.  Fla.— Hill 
V.  Da  Costa,  65  Fla.  371,  61  So.  750; 
Jarrell  v.  McRainey,  65  Ela.  141,  61 
So.  240;  Houston  v.  McKinney,  54  Pla. 
600,  45  So.  480.  Ga.— McMullen  v. 
Cooper,  125  Ga.  435,  54  S.  E.  97.  lU. 
Glos  V.  Miller,  213  111.  22,  72  N.  E. 
714.  Ind. — Donaldson  v.  State,  182  Ind. 
615,  101  N.  E.  485;  Corbin  Oil  Co.  v. 
Searles,  36  Ind.  App.  215,  75  N.  E. 
293.  la. — ^Brinton  v.  Seevers,  12  Iowa 
389.  Ky. — Henderson  v.  Clark,  163 
Ky.  192,  173  8.  W.  367.  Minn.— Wake- 
field V.  Day,  41  Minn.  344,  43  N.  W. 
71.  Miss. — Gilchrist-Fordney  Co.  v. 
Keyes,  113  Miss.  742,  74  So.  619;  Jones 
V.  Rogers,  85  Miss.  802,  38  So.  742; 
Tonlmin  V.  Heidelberg,  32  Miw.  268. 
Neb. — Brewer  v.  Merrick  Co.,  15  Neb. 
180,  18  N.  W.  43.  N.  Y.— Austin  v. 
Goodrich,  49  N.  Y.  266.  N.  D.— OTLieary 
V.  Schoenfeld,  30  N.  D.  374,  152  N.  W. 
679.  Pa. — Andrews  v.  Landis,  24  Pa. 
Dist.  876.  Term. — Wilcox  v.  Blackwell, 
99  Tenn.  352,  41  S.  W.  1061.  W.  Va. 
Roberts  v.  Gruber,  74  W.  Va.  550,  82 
S.  E.  367;  Harr  v.  Shaffer,  45  "W.  Va. 
709,  31  S.  E.  905.  Wis.— Van  Hessen 
V.  Chippewa  Val.  Mercantile  Co.,  115 
Wis.  443,  91  N.  W.  1008. 

As  to  the  necessity  of  title,  see 
supra,  II,  C,  2,  a,   (II). 

fa]  Title  at  the  time  of  bringing 
the  action  should  be  alleged  and  an 
allegation  that  plaintiff  was  seized  of 
title  some  time  prior  thereto  does  not 
justify  the  inference  that  he  was  so 
seized  on  the  day  the  complaint  was 
filed.  Parke  v.  Brown,  12  111.  App. 
291;  Clark  v.  Holmes,  31  Okla.  164,  120 
Pac.   642,   Ann.   Cas.   1913D,  385. 

[b]  Ownership  In  fee  simple,  al- 
leged. IT.  S. — Ely  V.  New  Mexico  &  A. 
R.  Co.,  129  V.  S.  291,  9  Sup.  Ct.  293, 
32  L.  ed.  688.     Oal.— Millett  v.  Lago- 
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of  the  nature  of  the  action  brought  against  him.^  A  general  allegation 
of  ownership  is  sufficient;*  and  neither  the  source  of  plaintiff's  title,^ 
nor  the  links  in  the  chain  thereof,"  need  be  pleaded.  But  when  in 
addition  to  an  averment  of  ownership  in  fee  the  facts  which  constitute 
the  title  are  also  set  out  and  they  do  not  show  title  in  the  plaintiff, 
a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  is  proper.'' 

c.  Possession.  —  Possession  in  plaintiff  may,  under  the  circum- 
Btanees,  be  unnecessary  to  the  maintenance  of  the  suit,*  and  so  need 
not  be  alleged.^     Where,  on  the  other  hand,  possession  is  essential  it 


marsino,  38  Pae.  308;  Mora  v.  Le  Eoy, 
58  Cal.  8.  Fla. — West  Coast  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Griffin,  54  Fla.  621,  45  So.  514.  Ind. 
O'Connor  v.  Baum,  54  Ind.  App.  195, 
100  N.  E.  581.  Kan. — ^Parker  v.  Con- 
rad, 74  Kan.  Ill,  85  Pae.  810.  Mo. 
Spore  V.  Ozark  Land  Co.,  186  Mo.  656, 
85  S.  W.  556.  N.  Y.— King  v.  Town- 
shend,  78  Hun  380,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  181, 
60  N.  Y.  St.  739.  S.  C— Shute  v.  Shute, 
79  S.  C.  420,  60  S.  B.  961.  Wis.— Mitch- 
ell Iron  &  L.  Co.  v.  Flambeau  Land 
Co.,  120  Wis.  545,  98  N.  W.  530.  Wyo. 
Durell  V.  Abbott,  6  Wyo.  265,  44  Pae. 
647. 

[c]  Ownership  by  a  complete  equit- 
able title  averred.  D.  0. — Goodman  v. 
Wren,  34  App.  Cas.  516.  Ind. — Stan- 
ley V.  Holliday,  130  Ind.  464,  30  N.  E. 
634.  Ore. — Mascall  v.  Murray,  76  Ore. 
637,  149  Pae.  517. 

3.  Houston  V.  MeKinney,  54  Fla. 
600,  45  So.  480;  Eoberts  v.  Gruber,  74 
W.  Va.  550,  82  S.  E.  367. 

4.  Ala. — ^Love  v.  Coker,  140  Ala. 
249,  37  So.  92.  Cal.— Tilton  v.  Euasek, 
171  Cal.  731,  154  Pae.  860.  Colo. 
Knight  V.  Boring,  38  Colo.  153,  87  Pae. 
1078.  Ind. — Jones  v.  Leeds,  41  Ind. 
App.  164,  83  N.  E.  526.  Neb.— Ander- 
sen V.  Andersen,  69  Neb.  565,  96  N.  W. 
276.  N.  M. — Marques  v.  Maxwell  Land 
Grant  Co.,  12  N.  M.  445,  78  Pae.  40. 
R.  I.— Blackstone  Hall  Co.  v.  Ehode 
Island  Hospital  Tr.  Co.,  39  E.  I.  69, 
97  Atl.  484. 

[a]  But  see  Baker  v.  Briggs,  99  Va. 
360,  38  S.  E.  277,  holding  that  a  mere 
allegation  that  plaintiff  is  the  owner 
of  the  land  without  an  averment  that 
he  has  title  thereto  and  is  in  posses- 
sion thereof  is  insuffleient. 

[b]  An  allegation  of  possession  for 
a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  show  title 
in  the  plaintiff  is  equivalent  to  a  direct 
allegation  of  ownership.  Batehelder  v. 
Baker,  79  Cal.  266,  21  Pae.  754. 

5  Ala. — ^Love  v.  Coker,  140  Ala. 
249,  37  So.  92.     Oal.— Millett  v.  Lago- 


marsino,  38  Pae.  308.  Fla. — West  Coast 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Griffin,  54  Fla.  621,  45 
So.  514.  Ind. — Lafayette  v.  Wabash  E. 
Co.,  28  Ind.  App.  497,  63  N.  E.  237. 

[a]  Unnecessary  allegations  show- 
ing the  source  of  title  of  the  plaintiff 
do  not  render  the  pleading  defective. 
Strong  V.  Buffalo  Land  &  E.  Co.,  203 
U.  S.  582,  27  Sup.  Ct.  780,  51  L.  ed. 
327;  Staoey  v.  Jones,  180  Ala.  231,  60 
So.  823;  Bledsoe  v.  Price,  132  Ala.  621, 
32  So.  325. 

[b]  But  the  statute  may  necessi- 
tate the  source  to  be  pleaded.  Jack- 
son V.  Port  GibBon  Bank,  85  Miss. 
645,  38  So.  35. 

6.  Oolo. — Schlageter  v.  Gude,  30 
Colo.  310,  70  Pae.  428.  Fla.— West 
Coast  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Griffin,  54  Fla.  621, 
45  So.  514.  Minn.— Buffalo  Land  & 
Exp.  Co.  V.  Strong,  91  Minn.  84,  97 
N.  W.  575.  Ore. — Mascall  v.  Murray, 
76  Ore.  637,  149  Pae.  517. 

7.  West  Coast  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Griffin, 
54  Fla.  621,  45  So.  514. 

[a]  Where  patent  void  on  its  face 
is  set  out.  Loekhard  1).  Asher  Lumber 
Co.,  123  Fed.  480. 

8.  Necessity  for  possession,  see 
supra,  II,  C,  2,  a,  (III). 

9.  Ala. — Belcher  v.  Scruggs,  125 
Ala.  336,  27  So.  839.  Ariz.— Ely  v. 
New  Mexico  &  A.  E.  Co.,  2  Ariz.  420, 
19  Pae.  6.  Ark. — Chaplin  v.  Holmes, 
27  Ark.  414.  Ind.— MeCaslin  v.  State, 
99  Ind.  428. 

[a]  Possession  Not  Eeqnired  by 
Statute. — MeCaslin  v.  State,  99  Ind. 
428. 

[b]  Where  complaint  shows  prop- 
erty unimproved  and  vacant,  posses- 
sion need  not  be  pleaded.  Ark. — Math- 
ews V.  Marks,  44  Ark.  436.  Fla. — Eeid 
V.  Grantham,  65  Fla.  500,  62  So.  480; 
Clem  V.  Meserole,  44  Fla.  191,  32  So. 
783.  111.— Delaney  v.  O'Donnell,  234 
m.  109,  84  N.  E.  668;  Glos  v.  Miller, 
213  111.  22,  72  N.  E.  714.  Miss.— Gam- 
brell  Lumber  Go.  v.  Saratoga  Lumber 
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should  appear  from  the  bill  or  complaint/"  either  by  alleging  it  in 


Co.,  87  Miss.  773,  40  So.  485.  If.  Y. 
Whitman  v.  New  York,  85  App.  Div. 
468,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  465.  Okla.— Chris- 
ty V.  Springs,  11  Okla.>  710,  69  Pac. 
864.  Pa. — Heppenstall  v.  Leng,  217 
Pa.  491,  66  Atl.  991,  12  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  '652. 

[e]  If  equity  has  jurisdiction  on 
other  grounds,  and  it'  is  sought  to  re- 
move a  cloud  as  incidental  relief,  pos- 
session need  not  be  alleged.  111. 
Blake  v.  Blake,  260  111.  70,  102  N.  E. 
1007.  Ky. — Engle  v.  Bond  Foley  Lumb. 
Co.,  173  Ky.  35,  189  S.  W.  1146.  Md. 
Polk  V.  Eose,  25  Md.  153,  89  Am.  Dec. 
773.  Mich.— Byles  v.  Bowe,  64  Mich. 
522,  31  N.  W.  463.  Mo.— Sneathen  v. 
Sneathen,  104  Mo.  201,  16  S.  W.  497, 
24  Am.  St.  Eep.  326.  N.  J.— Besson 
V.  Gribble,  39  N.  J.  Bq.  111.  N.  Y, 
Letsou  V.  Letson,  81  App.  Div.  556,  80 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1032.  Ore.— O'Hara  v. 
Parker,  27  Ore.  156,  39  Pac.  1004.  Va. 
Jefferson  v.  Gregory,  113  Va.  61,  7.'. 
S.  E.  452.  Wis.— Grignon  v.  Black,  76 
Wis.  674,  45  N.  W.  122,  938. 

[d]  Where  the  complainant  holds 
an  equitable  title,  he  need  not  allege 

I  possession  '  in  himself.  Ala. — Shannon 
V.  Lohg,  180  Ala.  128,  60  So.  273.  Ariz. 
Ely  V.  New  Mexico  &  A.  E.  Co.,  2 
Ariz.  420,  19  Pao.  6.  Colo.— Mulock 
V.  Wilson,  19  Colo.  296,  35  Pac.  532. 
Fla.— Sloan  v.  Sloan,  25  Ela.  53,  5  So. 
603.  111.— Mitchell  v.  Shortt,  113  111. 
251,  1  N.  E.  909.  Mich.— Nisbett  v. 
Milner,  159  Mich.  337,  124  N.  W.  22. 
Mo. — Graves  v.  Ewart,  99  Mo.  13,  11 
S.  W.  971.  Vt.— Blondin  v.  Brooks,  8? 
Vt.  472,  76  Atl.  184.  Va.— Jefferson  r. 
Gregory,  113  Va.  61,  73  S.  E.  452. 
Wa^. — Brodsky  v.  Nelson,  57  Wash. 
671,  107  Pac.  840.  Wis.— Siedschlag  v. 
Griffin,  132  Wis.  106,  112  N.  W.  18.   ' 

[e]  Where  the  complaint  shows  the 
case  comes  within  the  exceptions  in 
which  the  plaintiff  is  not  required  to 
be  in  possession  a  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  does  not  lie.  Worthington  v. 
Miller,  134  Ala.  420,  32  So.  748. 

10.  Ala. — Thompson  v.  Brown,  76 
So.  298;  Edmonds  V.  CogBdill,  182  Ala. 
309,  62  So.  691;  Birmingham  v.  Mc- 
Cormack,  145  Ala.  685,  40  So.  111. 
Alaska. — ^United  States  v.  North-West 
Trading  Co.,  1  Alaska  5.  Ariz.-^Ely 
V.  New  Mexico  &  A.  E.  Co.,  2  Ariz. 
420,  19  Pae.  6.  Ark.— Mathews  v. 
Marks,     44     Ark.     436;     Chaplin     v. 
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Holmes,  27  Ark.  414.  Colo. — Dodge  v, 
Millett,  23  Colo.  App.  64,  127  Pao, 
247.  Fla. — Eeid  v.  Grantham,  65,  Ela, 
500,  62  So.  480;  Simmons  v.  Carlton, 
44  Pla.  719,  33  So.  408;  Watson  v. 
HoUiday,  37  Fla.  488,  19  So.  640.  Ill, 
Blake  v.  Blake,  260  111.  70,  102  N.  E. 
1007;  Delaney  v.  O'Donnell,  234  111. 
109,  84  N.  E.  668;  Glos  v.  Miller,  213 
111.  22,  72  N.  E.  714.  Kan.— Douglass 
e.  Nuzum,  16  Kan.  515.  Ky. — Hender- 
son V.  Clark,  163  Ky.  192,  173  S.  W. 
367;  Gofe  v.  Lowe,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2176, 
80  S.  W.  219;  Smith  v.  White,  19  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  802,  41  S.  W.  436.  Md.— Liv- 
ingston V.  Hall,  73  Md.  386,  21  Atl. 
49.  Mich. — Berger  v.  Eoe,  179  Miol. 
184,  146  N,  W.  200;  Kilgannon  v.  Jen- 
kinson,  51  Mich.  2^0,  16  N.  W.  390. 
Minn. — Oonklin  v.  Hinds,  16  Minn.  457. 
Mo. — Charm  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Donovan,  14 
Mo.  App.  591.  Mont. — Sklower  v.  Ab- 
bott, 19  Mont.  228,  47  Pao.  901.  N,  Y. 
Austin  V.  Goodrich,  49  N.  Y.  266;  How- 
arth  t:  Howarth,  67  App.  Div.  354,  73 
N.  Y.  Supp.  785.  Ohio.— Clark  v.  Hub- 
bard, 8  Ohio  382.  Ore. — Zumwalt  v. 
Madden,  23  Ore.  185,  31  Pac.  400.  Pa. 
Andrews  v.  Landis,  24  Pa.  Dist.  876. 
Tenn. — Nason  v.  South  Memphis  Land 
Co.,  138  Tenn.  21,  195  S.  W.  761.  Wash. 
McKinley  v.  Morgan,  36  Wash.  561,  79 
Pac.  45.  W.  Va.— Big  Huff  Co.  v. 
Thomas,  76  W.  Va.  161,  85  S.  E.  171; 
Eoberts  v.  Gruber,  74  W.  Va.  550,  82 
S.  E.  367;  Waldron  v.  Waldron,  73  W. 
Va.  311,  80  S.  E.  811.  Wis.— Shaffer 
V.   Whelpley,  37   Wis.  334. 

[a]  A  complaint  (1)  showing  plain- 
tiff not  in  possession  of  the  property 
in  question  is  bad.  Ala. — Harris  v. 
Jones,  188  Ala.  633,  65  So.  956.  111. 
Gage  V.  Schmidt,  104  111.  106.  Minn. 
Mitchell  V.  McFarland,  47  Minn.  535, 
50  N.  W.  610.  N"el).— Snowden  v.  Tyler, 
21  Neb.  199,  31  N.  W.  661.  (2)  Lack 
of  possession  must  clearly  appear  be- 
fore the  complaint  is  demurrable.  TTnion 
Pae.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Meier,  28  Fed.  9.  (3) 
Such  objection  may  be  raised  al«o  by 
the  answer  (Gage  v.  Schmidt,  104  111. 
106; '  Jones  v.  Collins,  16  Wis,  594), 
'but  (4)  it  is  too  late  to  object  to 
the  complain!  upon  that  ground  at  the 
trial  of  the  cause.  Jones  v.  Collins, 
16  Wis.  594.  And'  (5)  where  the  de- 
fendants by  their  answer  ask  for  full 
aflirmative  relief  and  thus  submit 
themBelves  to   the  jurisdiction  of  the 
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terms  or  by  setting  out  facts  from  which  it  follows  as  a  conclusion 
of  law.^^  An  averment  of  mere  constructive  possession  ordinarily 
is  not  sufficient,^^  unless  constructive  possession  is  made  sufficient 
by  the  statute  to  support  an  action  to  quiet  title.^^ 

d.  Adverse  Claim}^  - —  It  is  necessary  to  aver  that  defendant  claims 
an  interest  or  estate  adverse  to  plaintifl^^  which  constitutes  a  cloud 
that  equity  can  remove/^  although  in  suits  to  quiet  title  such  latter 
averment  is  not  necessary.^'  In  some  jurisdictions  the  nature  of  de- 
fendant's claim  must  be  specifically  described  or  a  reason  stated  why 
a  description  cannot  be  given,^^  but  generally,  under  statutes,  the 
character  of  defendant's  adverse  claim  need  not  be  pleaded/^  and  the 


court,  they  cannot  avail  themselves  of 
the  fact  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
in  the  actual  possession  of  a  part  of 
the  land  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.  Mascall  v.  Mur-  , 
ray,  76  Ore.  637,  149  Pao.  517.  | 

[b]  Where  plaintiff  is  in  possession 
of  part  of  the  land  involved  a  demur- 
rer upon  the  ground  of  want  of  pos- 
session as  to  part  of  the  land  must 
be  overruled  as  the  demurrer  goes  to 
the  whole  complaint.  Northern  Pac. 
R.  Co.  V.  Eoberts,  42  Fed.  734. 

11.  Fowler  v.  Alabama  I.  &  S.  Co., 
189  Ala.  31,  66  So.  672. 

[a]  An  averment  that  plaintiff 
owns  a  fee  simple  is  a  sufficient  aver- 
ment of  possession.  U.  S. — Gage  v. 
Kaufman,  133  U.  S.  471,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
406,  33  L.  ed.  725.  D.  C. — District  of 
Columbia  v.  Hufty,  13  App.  Cas.  175. 
Minn. — Donnelly  v.  Simonton,  7  Minu. 
167.  N.  Y. — Andrus  v.  Wheeler,  18 
Misc.  646,  42  N.  Y.   Supp.  525. 

[b]  An  allegation  in  the  complaint 
that  the  possession  had  been  peaceable 
and  hostile  is  not  objectionable  on  the 
ground  that  these  terms  conflict  with 
each  other.  Mascall  v.  Murray,  76 
Ore.  637,  149  Pac.  517. 

12.  Ky. — Smith  v.  Gatiff,  9  Ky.  L. 
Kep.  553,  5  S.  W.  558.  Md.— Carswell 
17.  Swindell,  102  Md.  636,  62  Atl.  956. 
Mich. — Watson  v.  Lion  Brew.  Co.,  61 
Mich.  595,  28  N.  W.  726.  N.  J.— Shep- 
pard  V.  Nixon,  43  N.  J.  Bq.  627,  13 
Atl.  617.  W.  Va.— Big  Huff  Co.  v. 
Thomas,  76  W.  Va.  161,  85  S.  E.  171. 

13.  Moore  v.  Empire  Land  Co.,  181 
Ala.  344,  61  So.  940. 

14.  Nature  of  adverse  claim,  see 
supra,  I,  B.  I 

15.  Oolo. — Smith  v.  Schlinli,  15  Colo.  \ 
App.   325,   62  Pac.  1044.     Ind. — Brown 
V.    Cox,   158   Fed.   364,   63   N.   E.   568; 
Otis  V.  Gregory,  111  Ind.  504,  13  N.  E, 
39;  Se.CQftd  Nat.  Bank  v.  Corey,  94  Ind. 


457.  Ky. — Campbell  v.  Disney,  93  Ky. 
41,  18  S.  W.  1027.  Mich.— Eodgers  v. 
Beckel,  172  Mich.  544,  138  N.  W.  202. 
Mon,-t. — Northern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Haus- 
wirth,  49  Mont.  135.  140  Pac.  516. 
Nev. — Clay  v.  Scheeline  B.  &  T.  Co., 
40  Nev.  9,  159  Pac.  1081.  Ore.— Zum- 
walt  V.  Madden,  23  Ore.  185,  31  Pao. 
400. 

16.  U.  S. — Crocker  v.  Ingersoll  En- 
gineering &  C.  Co.,  205  Fed.  99;  Gold- 
smith V.  Gilliland,  22  Fed.  865,  10 
Sawy.  606.  Ariz. — Arizona  Mine  Sup- 
ply Co.  V.  Bolman,  15  Ariz.  504,  140 
Pac.  490.  Ark. — Chaplin  v.  Holmes,  27 
Ark. '  414.  Gal. — Hibernia  Sav.  &  L. 
Soe.  V.  Ordway,  38  Cal.  679.  Conn. 
Welles  V.  Ehodes,  59  Conn.  498,  22 
Atl.  286.  Haw. — Charman  v.  Charman, 
17  Hawaii  171.  Ind. — Indiana  Natural 
Gas  &  Oil  Co.  V.  Sexton,  31  Ind.  App. 
575,  68  N.  E.  692.  Mich. — Eodgers  v. 
Beckel,  172  Mich.  544,  138  N.  W.  202; 
Jenks  V.  Hathaway,  48  Mich.  536,  12 
N.  W.  691.  Miss.— Gambrell  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Saratoga  Lumb.  Co.,  87  Miss. 
773,  40  So.  485.  Mont.— Hicks  v.  Eupp, 
49  Mont.  40,  140  Pac.  97.  Neb.— Mc- 
Donald V.  Early,  15  Neb.  63,  17  N.  W. 
257.  Ohio. — Lamb  v.  Boyd,  4  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  499,  2  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  672.  Pa. 
Andrews  v.  Landis,  24  Pa.  Dist.  876. 

[a]  The  bill  must  show  that  de- 
fendant's claim  constitutes  a  cloud 
upon  title  and  a  conveyance  void  on 
its  face  is  not  a  cloud.  Prestwood  v. 
Horn,  195  Ala.  450,  70  So.  134. 

17.  Ind. — Chaplin  v.  Leapley,  35  Ind. 
App.  511,  74  N.  B.  546.  Mo.— Jewett 
V.  Boardman,  181  Mo.  647,  81  S.  W. 
186.  N.  Y. — Williams  v.  Ayrault,  31 
Barb.  if64. 

18.  Douglass  V.  Nuzum,  16  Kan.  5l5. 

19.  V.  S. — Ely  V.  New  Mexico  &  A. 
E.  Co.,  129  U.  S.  291,  9  Sup.  Ct.  293, 
32  L.  ed.  688.  CaJ.— Hyatt  v.  Colkins, 
174  Cal.  580,  163  Pac.  1007;  Moore  v. 
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statute  sometimes  provides  for  a  demand  by  plaintiff  in  his  bill  or 
complaint  that  defendant  specify  his  title  in  his  answer.^"  A  com- 
plaint is  not  multifarious  merely  because  it  makes  several  persons 
defendants  whose  claims  have  a  common  source.^^ 

e.  Description  of  Property.  —  The  pleading  should  describe  the 
property  involved  with  sufficient  certainty  to  permit  of  its  identifica- 
tion,^^ and,  if  properly  applied  for  an  amendment  to  set  forth  a  more 
detailed  description  should  be  allowed.^^ 

f .  Offer  To  Do  Equity. '^^  —  An  offer  to  do  equity  by  satisfying  any 
claim  which  defendant  may  have  upon  the  property  is  not  neces- 
sary,^^ unless  the  bill  discloses  facts  showing  defendant  to  be  entitled 
to  consideration  in  equity.''* 


Copp,  119  Cal.  429,  51  Pae.  630;  Castro 
V.  Barry,  79  Cal.  443,  21  Pac.  946.  Colo. 
Mitchell  V.  Titus,  33  Colo.  385,  80  Pac. 
1042;  Schlageter  v.  Gude,  30  Colo.  310, 
70  Pac.  428;  Amter  v.  Conlon,  3  Colo. 
App.  185,  32  Pae.  721.  Ind. — Tollestou 
Club  V.  Clough,  146  Ind.  93,  43  N.  B. 
647;  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  124  Ind.  472, 
24  N.  E.  974;  Eausch  v.  Trustees  ot 
United  Church,  107  Ind.  1,  8  N.  E.  25; 
Stumph  0.  Eeger,  92  Ind.  286;  Indiana 
Nat.  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  Beales  (Ind. 
App.),  74  N.  E.  551.  la.— Hunter  v. 
Amish,  164  Iowa  397,  145  N.  W.  877. 
Ky. — Whipple  v.  Earich,  93  Ky.  121,  19 
S.  W.  237,  14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  85;  Camp- 
bell V.  Campbell,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  869, 
64  S.  W.  458.  Mich. — Holbrook  v.  Win- 
Bor,  23  Mich.  394.  Ner.— Scorpion  Sil- 
ver Min.  Co.  V.  Marsano,  10  Nev.  370. 
N.  J. — Fittichauer  v.  Metropolitan  Fire 
Proofing  Co.,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  429,  61  Atl. 
746;  Monighoflf  v.  Sayre,  41  N".  J.  Eq. 
113,  3  Atl.  397.  Ore.— McMaster  v. 
Euby,  80  Ore.  476,  157  Pac.  782;  Sav- 
age V.  Savage,  51  Ore.  167,  94  Pac. 
182.  Tex.— Smith  v.  Taylor,  34  Tex. 
589.  Wis.— Broderick  v.  Gary,  98  Wis. 
419,  74  N.   W.  95. 

[a]  Surplusage.  —  Where  the  com- 
plaint contains  unnecessary  allegations 
as  to  the  defects  of  defendant's  title 
they  may  be  disregarded  as  surplusage. 
Campbell  v.  Equitable  L.  &  T.  Co.,  14 
S.  D.  483,  85  N.  W.  1015. 

[b]  An  averment  upon  Information 
and  belief  that  the  defendant  makes 
some  claim  adverse  to  plaintiff  is  suffi- 
cient. Arizona  Mine  Supply  Co.  v.  Bol- 
man,  15  Ariz.  504,  140  Pac.  490. 

20.  Mayer  v.  Calera  Land  Co.,  133 
Ala.  554,  31  So.  938. 

21.  Hammontree  v.  Lett,  40  Mich. 
190. 

22.  XT,    S.— Schultz  v.  Highland   G. 
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Min.  Co.,  158  Fed.  337;  Goldsmith  v. 
Gilliland,  22  Fed.  865,  10  Sawy.  606. 
Ala. — Inge  V.  Demouy,  122  Ala.  169,  25 
So.  228;  Ward  v.  Janney,  104  Ala.  122, 
16  So.  73.  Cal.— Eedd  v.  Murry,  95 
Cal.  48,  24  Pac.  841,  30  Pae.  132; 
Head  v.  Fordyce,  17  Cal.  149;  Ghiselli 
V.  Thorstensen,  29  Cal.  App.  379,  155 
Pac.  1015.  Ind. — Pitcher  v.  Dove,  99 
Ind.  175;  Carr  v.  Huntington  Light  & 
F.  Co.,  33  Ind.  App.  1,  70  N.  B.  552. 
Ky. — Henderson  v.  Clark,  163  Ky.  192, 
173  S.  W.  367.  Miss.— Bynum  v.  Stin- 
■son,  81  Miss.  25,  32  So.  910.  N.  Y. 
Parmely  c.  Showdy,  86  Misc.  634,  148 
N.  T.  Supp.  1086.  Ohio. — Howard  «. 
Levering,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  614,  4  Ohio 
Cir.  Dee.  236.  Ore.  —  Kadderly  v. 
Frazier,  38  Ore.  273,  63  Pae.  487.  Tex. 
Smith  V.  Morgan,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
245,  67  S.  W.  919. 

[a]  If  by  the  aid  of  persons  know- 
ing the  location  of  the  monuments 
named  as  points  in  the  boundaries  the 
property  can  be  readily  found,  the  de- 
scription is  sufficient.  O'Connor  v. 
Baum,  54  Ind.  App.  195,  100  N.  E. 
581. 

23.  Hitt  V.  Carr,  62  Ind.  App.  80^ 
109  N.  E.  456. 

24.  As  condition  to  relief,  see  infra, 
n,  G,  1. 

25.  First  Ave.  Coal  &  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
King,  193  Ala.  438,  69  So.  549;  Inge 
V.  Demouy,  122  Ala.  169,  25  So.  228; 
Clark  V.  Darlington,  7  S.  D.  148,  63 
N.  W.  771,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  835. 

26.  Ala. — Interstate  B.  &  L.  Assn. 
V.  Stocks,  124  Ala.  109,  27  So.  506. 
Cal.— Pennie  v.  Hildreth,  81  Cal.  127, 
22  Pac.  398.  m.— Abramowitz  v.  Lang- 
knecht,  195  111.   App.  484. 

[a]  Wlere  defendant  claims  as  a 
mortgagee  and  plaintiff's  pleading 
shows  such  fact  a  court  of  equity  will 
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g.  Prayer  for  Belief."  —  A  prayer  for  the  relief  sought  is  neces- 
sary.^^ 

2.  Plea  or  Answer.^^  —  The  defendant  in  an  action  to  quiet  title, 
in  accordance  with  the  general  equity  rule,  may  plead  as  many  de- 
fenses as  he  has.^°  A  general  denial  in  an  action  to  quiet  title  puts 
plaintiff's  title  in  issue,'^  and  a  denial  of  plaintiff's  ownership,^^  or 
an  averment  inconsistent  therewith,^'  raises  the  issue  of  ownership. 
Affirmative  defenses  must  be  specially  pleaded.^*  "Where  defendant 
claims  title  to  the  property  he  must  set  forth  the  facts  upon  which 
his  claim  is  based.^^ 


not  grant  relief  unless  the  complaint 
contains  an  offer  to  repay  the  con- 
sideration received  from  the  mortgagee. 
Kelly  V.  Coke,  193  Ala.  271,  69  So. 
576;  Grider  v.  American  F.  L.  Mtg.  Co., 
99  Ala.  281,  12  So.  775,  42  Am.  St. 
Eep.  58;  Provident  Mut.  Bldg.-Loan 
Assn.  V.  Schwertnerj  15  Ariz.  517,  140 
Pac.  495. 

[b]  Where  plaintiff  seeks  to  have 
certain  instruments  canceled,  as  consti- 
tuting a  cloud  upon  his  title,  and  does 
not  offer  to  return  the  consideration 
for  the  instruments  a  demurrer  is 
proper.  Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  &  Iron  Co. 
V.  Board  of  Trustees,  130  Ala.  403,  30 
So.  433.  See  also  Hays  v.  Carr,  83 
Ind.  275. 

27.  See  generally  the  title  ' '  Prayer. ' ' 

28.  TJ.  S. — Kennedy  v.  Elliott,  85 
Fed.  832.  Ind. — Cooper  v.  Jackson,  71 
Ind.  244.  Tex.— Walters  v.  Wells,  ~8 
Tex.  202. 

[a]  Prayer  for  Injunction.— tr.  S. 
New  Jersey  &  N.  C.  La^d  &  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Gardner-Lacy  Lumber  Co.,  113 
Fed.  395.  Kan. — Long  v.  Kasebeer,  28 
Kan.  226.  N.  M. — Marquez  v.  Max- 
well Land  Grant  Co.,  12  N.  M.  445, 
78  Pac.  40.  S.  D. — Grant  v.  Colonial 
&  U.  S.  Mtg.  Co.,  3  S.  D.  390,  53  N. 
W.  746.  Tex. — Weaver  v.  Emison  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  153  S.  W.  923.  See  also 
the  title  "Injunctions." 

[b]  Prayer  for  Receiver. — Miller  v. 
Oliver,  174  Cal.  407,  163  Pac.  355; 
Harrington  v.  Foley,  108  Iowa  287,  79 
N.  W.  64.  See  also  the  title  "Re- 
ceivers. '  * 

fc]  Cancellation  of  the  instrument 
which  casts  a  cloud  upon  his  title 
prayed  for  in  action  to  quiet  title. 
Pettengill  v.  Blackman,  30  Idaho  241, 
164  Pac.  358;  Lees  v.  Wetmore,  58 
Iowa  170,  12  N.  W.  238. 

rd]  Damages  as  Incidental  Relief. 
Sherrin  v.  Flinn,  155  Ind.  422,  58  N. 
E.    549. 


[e]  Unless  the  action  is  brought 
under  the  code,  in  which  case  the  court 
may  award  the  appropriate  relief 
though  no  special  prayer  therefor  ia 
made.      Johnson   v.   Murray,    112    Ind. 

154,  13  N.  E.  273,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  174; 
Stockton  V.  Loqkwood,   82  Ind.   158. 

29.  See  the  titles  "Bills  and  An- 
swers;" "Answers;"  "Pleas;"  "Pleas 
in  Equity;"  and  other  titles  dealing 
with  particular  pleas. 

30.  Flint  V.  Dulany,  37  Kan.  332, 
15  Pac.  208.  See  4  Standabd  Peoc. 
169. 

[a]  Must  Be  Consistent.  —  Empire 
Ranch  &  C.  Co.  v.  Chapin,  22  Colo. 
App.  538,  126  Pac.  1107.  See  also  4 
Standard  Proc.  169.  Compare  2  Stand- 
ard Proc.  26. 

[b]  A  general  denial  and  a  defense 
of  estoppel  may  be  joined.  Blodgett 
V.  McMurtry,  39  Neb.  210,  57  N.  W. 
985. 

31.  O'Leary  v.  Sehoenfeld,  30  N.  D. 
374,   152   N.   W.   679. 

32.  Butterfield  v.  Graves,    138    Cal. 

155,  71   Pac.  510,  though  possession  is 
not  specifically  denied. 

33.  See  7  Standard  Proc.  36. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  defend- 
ant is  the  owner  of  the  property  (1) 
is  sufficient  to  raise  an  issue  on  plain- 
tiff's claim  of  title.  Foster  v.  Gray,  24 
Colo.  App.  247,  133  Pac.  146.  (2)  An 
answer  showing  that,  the  defendant  is 
the  owner  of  part  of  the  property  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint  and  disclaim- 
ing any  interest  in  the  residue  is  suffi- 
cient.    Porter  v.  Mitchell,  82  Ind.  214. 

34.  Pettengill  v.  Blackman,  30  Idaho 
241,  164  Pac.  358;  Johnson  v.  Barton, 
23  N.  D.  629,  137  N.  W.  1092,  44  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  557,  that  the  property  is 
a  homestead. 

35.  Colo. — Lewis  V.  Weitbrec,  58 
Colo.  147,  143  Pac.  1037;  MeCroskey 
V.  Mills,  32  Colo.  271,  75  Pac.  910.  111. 
Gage  V.  Smith,  142  111.  191,   31  N.  E, 
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3,  Cross-Complaint  and  Counterclaim.^^  —  The  defendant  in  an 
action  to  quiet  title  may  interpose  a  cross-complaint  or  counterclaim 
asserting  legal  title  to  the  property  and  asking  for  a  determination 
thereof."  Such  cross-complaint  must  set  forth  all  the  facts  which  are 
required  to  be  alleged  in  a  eomplaint,^^  and  must  show  that  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  such  affirmative  relief  against  the  plaintiff  as  will 
defeat  the  latter 's  right  either  in  whole  or  in  part  to  have  the  cloud 
upon  his  title  removed.'® 

4.  Replication  or  Reply.*"  —  Only  where  new  matter  is  set  up  by 
defendant  need  plaintiff  reply,*^  and  even  in  such  case  the  defendant 


430.  Ind. — Young  v.  Wiley  (Ind.  App.), 
102  N.  E.  54.  Mich. — MoKenzie  v.  A. 
P.  Cook  Co.,  113  Mich.  452,  71  N.  W. 
868.  Mo. — Bryan  v.  MoCaskill,  175  S. 
W.  961.  S.  D.— Grace  v.  Ballou,'  4  S. 
D.  333,  56  N.  W.  1075.  Tex.— Harle 
V.  Texas  So.  By.  Co.,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
43,  86  S.  W.  1048. 

[a]  Where  the  plaintiff  alleges  that 
he  does  not  know  the  exact  nature  or 
extent  of  the  defendant's  claim  the 
duty  is  placed  upon  the  defendant  to 
state  his  claim,  whatever  it  might  be. 
Parker  v.  Conrad,  74  Kan.  Ill,  85  Pac. 
810. 

[b]  Where  defendant  intends  to 
avail  himself  of  an  equitable  title  as 
against  the  legal  title  of  the  plain- 
tiff, such  title  must  be  specifically 
pleaded.  United  Land  Assn.  v.  Pacific 
Imp.  Co.,  139  Cal.  370,  69  Pac.  1064, 
72  Pac.  988. 

[c]  A  title  acquired  by  the  defend- 
ant subsequently  to  the  commencement 
of  the  action  must  be  set  forth  in 
the  answer.  Euoker  v.  Jackson,  180 
Ala.  109,  60  So.  139,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C, 
1058. 

36.  See  the  titles  "Oross-Bill;" 
' '  Cross-Complaint ; "  "  Set-Off,  Coun- 
terclaim and  Recoupment." 

37.  U.  S. — Greenwalt  v.  Duncan,  16 
Fed.  35,  5  McCrary  132.  Ala.— Jenkins 
V.  Jonas  Schwab  Co.,  138  Ala.  664,  35 
So.  649.  But  see  Mayer  v.  Calera  Land 
Co.,  133  Ala.  554,  31  So.  938.  Cal. 
Winter  v.  McMillan,  87  Cal.  256,  25 
Pac.  407,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  243;  Brooks 
V.  White,  22  Cal.  App.  719,  136  Pae. 
500.  Ind. — Barnes  v.  Union  School,  91 
Ind.  301.  Mich. — McKenzie  v.  A.  P. 
Cook  Co.,  113  Mich,.  452,  71  N.  W. 
868.  Ur.  D.— Betts  v.  Sisrnor,  7  N.  D. 
399,  75  N".  W.  781.  Wis.— Wille  v. 
Mass,  156  Wis.  274,  145  N.  W.  783. 

fa]  A  defendant  out  of  possession 
cannot  maintain  a  cross-complaint  after 
dismissal   of  the   complaint,   since    he 
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has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law.  Mayer 
V.  Calera  Land  Co.,  183  Ala.  554,  31 
So.  938. 

[b]  As  Conferring  Jurisdiction. — The 
filing  of  a  cross-bill  in  a  suit  to  quiet 
title  alleging  possession  in  defendant 
and  praying  that  his  own  title  be  es- 
tablished and  quieted,  confers  jurisdic- 
tion on  a  court  of  equity  to  determine 
the  question  of  title,  although  the  fact 
that  plaintiff  was  not  in  possession 
would  have  defeated  the  jurisdiction 
upon  the  original  bill.  XJ.  S. — Sanders 
V.  Riverside,  118  Fed.  720,  55  C.  C.  A. 
240.  Ark. — Goodrum  v.  Ayers,  56  Ark. 
93,  19  S.  W.  97.  Neb.— Mollie  c. 
Peters,  28  Neb.  670,  44  N.  W.  872. 
Okla.— Davenport  v.  Wolf,  158  Pae. 
382.  Wis.— Siedschlag  V.  Griffin,  132 
Wis.  106,  112  N.   W.  18. 

38.  U.  S. — Jackson  v.  Simmons,  98 
Fed.  768,  39  C.  C.  A.  514.  Ala.— Dren- 
nen  v.  White,  191  Ala.  274,  68  So.  41. 
Colo. — Tucker  v.  McCoy,  3  Colo.  284. 
Ind. — Conger  v.  Miller,  104  Ind.  592,  4 
N.  E.  300. 

[a]  That  the  plaintiff's  claim  is  ad- 
verse to  the  defendant's  claim  must 
appear.  Kitts  v.  Wilson,  106  Ind.  147, 
5  N.  E.  400;  Allen  v.  Douglass,  29 
Kan.  412. 

39.  Colo.— Lewis  r>.  Weitbrec,  58 
Colo.  147,  143  Pac.  1037.  Ind.— Donald- 
son V.  State,  182  Ind.  615,  101  N.  E. 
485.  Utah. — Glasmann  v.  O'Donnell,  6 
Utah  446,  24  Pao.  537.  Wis.— Wilson 
V.  Hooser,  76  Wis.  387,  45  N.  W.  316. 

40.  See  the  title  "Replication  and 
Reply." 

41.  Messenger  v.  Peter,  129  Mich. 
93,  88  N.  W.  209. 

[a]  Where  defendant  asserts  title  in 
himself  and  denies  plaintiff's  title,  the 

■  plaintiff  under  some  statutes  must  re- 
I  ply.  Messenger  v.  Peter,  129  Mich.  93, 
,  88  N.  W.  209;  Bailey  v.  Galpin,  40 
j  Minn.  319,  41  N.  W.  1054. 

[b]  No  reply  is  necessary  where  de- 
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may  waive  a  reply  by  treating  the  new  matter  as  traversed  and  at 
issue.*^    In  his  reply  the  plaintiff  should  avoid  a  departure.*^ 

F.  Trial  or  Hearing."  —  1.  Variance.  —  The  general  rules  as  to 
variance,  elsewhere  treated,*^  are  fully  applicable  to  proceedings  to 
quiet  title.  Some  particular  rulings  as  to  what  have  been  considered 
immaterial,*^  as  well  as  material*^  variances  are  collected  in  the  notes. 

2.  Directing  Issues  to  Jury.*^  —  Under  some  statutes  whenever  a 
defendant  asserts  possession  in  himself  or  otherwise  denies  the  juris- 
dictional requirements  named  in  the  statute  and  demands  an  issue 
of  law  on  the  question  of  title,  a  preliminary  hearing  to  determine 


fendant  merely  sets  forth  facts  in  his 
answer  showing  the  invalidity  of 
plaintiff  and  asks  for  afSrmaHve  re- 
lief. Walker  v.  Sioux  City,  ete.  Land 
Co.,  66  Iowa  751,  24  N.  W.  563. 

42.  Power  v.  Bowdle,  3  N.  D.  107, 
54  N.  W.  404,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  511, 
21  L.  R.  A.  328. 

43.  Mascall  v.  Murray,  76  Ore.  637, 
149  Pac.  517.  See  the  title  "De- 
parture." 

[a]  There  is  no  departure  where 
(1)  the  reply  states  facts  which  tend 
to  defeat  the  title  set  up  by  the  de- 
fendant (Schlageter  v.  Gude,  30  Colo. 
310,  70  Pae.  428),  even  though  (2)  thu 
plaintiff  in  the  reply  admits  the  legal 
title  asserted  by  defendant  and  states 
facts  showing  that  he  is  entitled  to 
equitable  relief  as  against  such  legal 
title.  Neve  v.  Allen,  55  Kan.  638,  41 
Pae.  966;  School  District  No.  73  v.  Wra- 
beck,  31  Minn.  77,  16  N.  "W.  493. 

44.  See  generally  the  titles  "Hear- 
ing;"  "Trial." 

45.  See  the  title  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

46.  Smith  v.  Prall,  133  111.  308,  24 
N.  B.  521. 

[a]  A  variance  in  the  description  of 
the  conveyance  as  put  in  evidence,  from 
the  allegations  of  the  complaint  in  re- 
gard thereto,  is  not  material  where  the 
description  given  in  the  complaint  is 
sufficiently  certain  to  identify  the  prop- 
erty. Berrendo  Stock  Co.  v.  Kaiser,  66 
Tex.  352,  1  S.  W.  257. 

[b]  Proof  of  ownership  less  than  in 
fee  under  an  allegation  of  ownership. 
Gordon  v.  Cadwalader,  172  Gal,  254,  156 

Pac.   471. 

[c]  Time    of    Ownership. — And    an 

averment  that  plaintiff  was  the  owner 
of  land  from  a  certain  date  and  up 
to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
the  action  is  sufScient  to  warrant  ^roof 
of  his  ownership  at  any  time  within 


that  period.     Erwin  v.  Perego,  93  Fed. 
608,  35  C.  C.  A.  482. 
;      [d]     Possession  by  plaintiff's  tenants 
will  sustain  an  allegation  of  possession 
j  in  plaintiff.    Krebs  v.  Dodge,  9  Wis.  1. 
I      [e]    Proof  of  title  by  adverse  pos- 
session is  sufficient  under  an  allegation 
I  of  ownership  in  fee.     Mascall  v.  Mur- 
ray, 76  Ore.  637,  149  Pac.  517. 
I      [f]     Proof    of    a    trust    agreement 
I  under  an  allegation  that  the  defendant 
holds  a  deed  which  in  fact  is  a  mort- 
gage,   creates    no    material    variance. 
Halloran  v.  Holmes,  13  N.  D.  411,  101 
N.  W.  310. 
I      47.    Sears  v.   Willard,  165    Cal.    12, 
130  Pac.  869;  McDonald  v.  McCoy,  121 
Cal.  55,  53  Pac.  421. 
I      [a]    Proof  that  ^he    premises   were 
I  vacant  and  unoccupied  is  a  fatal  vari- 
I  ance,  where  possession  is  alleged  and  is 
I  necessary.     Glos   v.    Bouton,     170     111. 
249,  48  N.   E.   949;    Messerschmidt    ». 
Baker,  22  Minn.  81. 

[b]  An  averment  that  the  land  is 
vacant  and  has  always  been  so,  is  not 
sustained  by  proof  that  it  was  vacant 
several  months  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.  Johnson  v.  Huling, 
127  111.  14,  18  N.  E.   786. 

[o]  Proof  of  an  equitable  title  un- 
der an  allegation  of  ownership  in  fee 
constitute'a  a  fatal  variance.  Hersey  v. 
Lambert,  50  Minn.  373,  52  N.  W.  963; 
Mascall  v.  Murray,  76  Ore.  637,  149  Pac. 
517.  But  see  Oliver  v.  Dougherty,  8 
Ariz.  65,  68  Pae.  553. 

[d]  Proof  that  the  property  was 
purchased  by  defendant  and  several 
other  persons  does  not  sustain  an  al- 
legation of  the  complaint  that  the 
property  was  purchased  by  the  defend- 
ant.    O'Neal  i:  Boone,  82  111.  589. 

48.  Right  of  trial  by  jury  in  suits 
to  quiet  title,  see  16  Standard  Pboc. 
891. 

Submission  of  issues  to  jury  in  equity 
generally,  see  14  Standard  Proc.  526. 
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the  jurisdictional  facts  becomes  a  necessity.*®  Where  it  appears  that 
plaintiff  has  no  title  to  the  property  it  is  not  necessary  to  pass  upon 
defendant's  title.^" 

3.  Dismissal  and  Disclaimer.^^  —  The  suit  may  properly  be  dis- 
missed where  defendant  disclaims  any  interest  in  the  property ,^^  or 
where  it  appears  that  the  possession  in  plaintiff  requisite  to  the  court's 
jurisdiction  is  wanting.^' 

4.  Findings.^*  —  The  court  need  but  find  the  ultimate  facts^^  upon 
all  the  material  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings.^"  It  is  necessary  that 
the  findings  be  within  the  issues  thus  raised,^^  and  be  supported  by 


49.  Pioneer  Min.  Co.  v.  Paeifle  Coal 
Co.,  4  Alaska  388;  McGrath  v.  Nor- 
-cross,  83  N.  J.  Eq.  355,  93  Atl.  801; 
Fittiehauer  v.  Metropolitan  Fire  Proof- 
ing Co.,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  429,  61  Atl.  746; 
Beale  v.  Blake,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  668,  18 
Atl.  300. 

50.  San  Francisco  v.  Ellis,  54  Cal. 
72. 

51.  See  the  title  "Dismissal,  Dis- 
continuance and  Nonsuit. " 

52.  New  American  Oil  &  Min.  Co. 
V.  Troyer,  166  Ind.  402,  76  N.  E.  253, 
77  N.  B.  739;  Howard  v.  Davis,  6  Tex. 
174. 

Aa  to  disclaimer  generally,  see  7 
Standabd  Proc.  491,  et  seq. 

[aj  A  disclaimer  as  to  part  of  the 
property  involved  will  authorize  a  dis- 
missal of  the  action  as  to  the  part  so 
disclaimed.  Packer  v.  Doray,  100  Cal. 
xviii,  34  Pac.  628;  Lahaina  Agr.  Co. 
V.  Poaha,  18  Hawaii  494. 

[b]  But  the  fact  that  a  defendant 
claims  no  interest  in  the  property  is 
not  sufficient  ground  for  dismissal  where 
instead  of  filing  a  disclaimer  the  de- 
fendant answers  denying  plaintiff's 
ownership  and  right  to  the  possession 
of  the  property.  Johnston  v.  Baker, 
167  Cal.  260,  139  Pac.  86. 

53.  Gage  v.  Schmidt,  104  III.  106; 
McEee  v.  Gardner,  131  Mo.  599,  33 
8.  W.  166. 

54.  See  the  title  "Findings  and 
Conclusions." 

55.  Cal.— Dam  v.  Zink,  112  Cal.  91, 
44  Pac.  331.  Minn.— -Fitchette  v.  Vic- 
toria Land  Co.,  93  Minn.  485,  101  N. 
W.  655;  Mitchell  v.  McParland,  47 
Minn.  535,  50  N.  W.  610.  IT.  D. 
Chaffee  Miller  Land  Co.  v.  Barber,  12 
N.  D.  478,  97  N.  W.  850.  S.  D.— Naddy 
V.  Dietze,  15  S.  D.  26,  86  N.  "W.  753. 

[a]  Incidental  and  evidentiary  mat- 
ters which  go  to  prove  or  disprove  the 
ultimate  questions  at  issue  need  not  be 
recited.     Cal. — Dam   v.   Zink,   112   Cal. 
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91,  44  Pac.  331;  Traverse  v.  Tate,  82 
Cal.  170,  22  Pac.  1082.  Ind.— Lytton 
V.  Baird,  141  Ind.  446,  40  N.  E.  1063. 
Minn. — ^Fitchette  v.  Victoria  Land  Co., 
93  Minn.  485,  101  N.  W.  655. 

[bj  A  finding  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  the  owner  of  the  property  in  con- 
troversy at  the  time  the  action  was 
commenced  and  was  not  entitled  to 
the  possession  thereof  is  sufficient  and 
the  facts  going  to  prove  such  owner- 
ship need  not  be  found.  Daly  v.  Soroc- 
co,  80  Cal.  367,  22  Pac.  211. 

[c]  More  specific  findings  must  be 
requested  in  the  trial  court  and  the 
party  cannot  raise  the  question  of  ad- 
ditional findings  for  the  first  time  on 
appeal.  Naddy  v.  Dietze,  15  S.  D.  26, 
86  N.  W.  753. 

56.  Smith  v.  James,  131  Ind.  131,  30 
N.  E.  902;  Hall  v.  Sauntry,  72  Minn. 
420,  75  N.  W.  720,  71  Am.  St.  Rep. 
497.     But  see  8  Standard  Pboc.   1045. 

[a]  It  Is  not  prejudicial  error  to  re- 
fuse to  make  a  particular  finding  where 
there  are  sufficient  findings  to  which 
no  exception  has  been  taken  to  support 
the  judgment.  Naddy  v.  Dietze,  15 
S.  D.  26,  86  N.  "W.  753. 

[b]  A  general  finding  that  all  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint  are  true 
is  suflScient  to  support  a  decree.  Meyer 
V.  O'Eourke,  150  Cal.  177,  88  Pac. 
706. 

[c]  That  defendant  had  no  interest 
in  the  property  need  not  be  found 
where  the  defendant  denied  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint  but  set  up  no 
claim  or  title  to  the  property.  Batchel- 
der  V.  Baker,  79  Cal.  266,  21  Pac.  754. 

[d]  If  plaintiff  fails  to  establish 
ownership  in  himself,  as  alleged,  a 
finding  as  to  defendant's  title  or  de- 
fenses, is  unnecessary.  San  Jose  Land 
&  W.  Co.  V.  San  Jose  Eanch  Co.,  129 
Cal.  673,  62  Pac.  269. 

57.  Daly  v.  Soroceo,  80  Cal.  367.  22 
Pac.  211.  ' 
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the  evidenee.^^ 

G.  Judgment  or  Decree/^  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  judgment  or 
decree  must  be  predicated  upon  the  pleadings  and  issues  raised  and 
be  supported  by  the  proof,*"  and  under  some  statutes  should  be  in 
favor  of  the  party  showing  the  best  title. °^  As  in  equity  proceedings 
generally,^^  a  decree  quieting  title  may  be  conditioned  upon  the  pre- 
vailing party  doing  equity.*^  For  example  the  owner  may  be  com- 
pelled to  reimburse  the  innocent  holder  of  a  tax  title/*  or  of  a  mort- 


[a]  Where  title  in  fee  is  pleaded  by 
plaintiff  the  court  may  find  a  right  or 
ownership  in  the  nature  of  an  easement 
as  the  greater  title  includes  the  lesser. 
Bashore  v.  Mooney,  4  Cal.  App.  276,  87 
Pac.  553. 

58.  Eeid  v.  Eobreeht,  102  Cal.  520, 
36  Pac.  875. 

59.  See  the  titles  "Decrees;" 
"Judgments." 

60.  V.  S. — Sharon  v.  Tucker,  144  U. 
S.  533,  12  Sup.  Ct.  720,  36  L.  ed.  532. 
Ala. — Fowler  v.  Alabama  Iron  &  Steel 
Co.,  154  Ala.  497,  45  So.  635.  Ark. 
Listen  V.  Chapman  &  D.  Land  Co.,  77 
Ark.  116,  91  S.  W.  27.  Conn.— Mun- 
son  v.  Munson,  28  Conn.  582,  73  Am. 
Dec.  693.  Dl.— Gage  v,  Curtis,  122  111. 
520,  14  N.  E.  30.  md. — Satterwhite  v. 
Shirley,  127  Ind.  59,  25  N.  E.  1100; 
Hunter  «.  McCoy,  14  Ind.  528.  la. 
Bolton  V.  Eggleston,  61  Iowa  163,  10 
N.  W.  62.  Kan.— English  v.  English, 
53  Kan.  173,  35  Pac.  HOT.  Mo.— Mc- 
Guire  v.  Nugent,  103  Mo.  161,  15  8.  W. 
551.  Neb. — MeCauley  v.  Ohenstein,  44 
Neb.  89,  62  N.  W.  232.  N.  O.— Peacock 
V.  Stott,  104  N.  C.  154,  10  S.  E.  456. 
S  D. — ^Farm  &  Colonization  Co.  v.  Me- 
loy,  11  S.  D.  7,  75  N.  W.  207.  Team. 
Wilcox  V.  Blackwell,  99  Tenn.  352,  41 
S  W.  1061.  Wis. — Magnuson  v.  Clith- 
ero,  101  Wis.  551,  77  N.  W.  882. 

[a]  Wiere  the  title  to  part  only  of 
the  property  in  question  is  put  in  issue 
by  the  pleadings,  the  title  to  such  part 
only  can  be  determined  and  adjudicated 
in  the  action.  Taylor  v.  McConigle,  120 
Cal.  123,  52  Pac.  159. 

61.  Collier  v.  Alexander,  138  Ala. 
245  36  So.  367;  Brooks  v.  Eoberts 
(Mo.),  195  S.  W.  1019. 

fa]  The  title  of  defendant  may  in 
a  proper  case  be  quieted.  Al*.— Collier 
V  Alexander,  138  AlS.  245,  36  So.  367. 
la— Kraft  v.  JkmesJ  64  Iowa  159,  19 
N.  W.  894.  Ky.^Lipps  «  Turner  164 
Kv  626,  176  S.  W.  42.  Mich.— Miller 
,;  Steele,  146  Mich.  123,  109  N  W 
37.     Miss.— People's  Bank  v.  West,  67 


Miss.  729,  7  So.  513,  8  L.  R.  A.  727 
N.  J. — Blatohford  v.  Conover,  40  N.  6 
Eq.  205,  1  Atl.  16,  7  Atl.  354. 

[b]  Where  both  parties  establish  a 
valid  interest  In  the  property  in  con- 
troversy, the  respective  interests  must 
be  determined  and  defined  by  the  court. 
Peterson  v.  Gibbs,  147  Cal.  1,  81  Pac. 
121,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  107. 

62.  See  6  Standaed  Peoc.  774. 

63.  Ariz.  —  Provident  Mut.  Bldg.- 
Loan  Assn.  v.  Schwertner,  15  Ariz.  517, 
140  Pae.  495.  Cal.- Boyce  v.  Pisk,  110 
Cal.  107,  42  Pac.  473;  Benson  v.  Shot- 
well,  87  Cal.  49,  25  Pac.  249;  Booth 
V.  Hoskins,  75  Cal.  271,  17  Pac.  225. 
D.  C— Buchanan  v.  MacFarland,  31 
App.  Cas.  6.  HI. — Ames  v.  Sankey,  128 
111.  523,  21  N.  E.  579;  Abramowitz  v. 
^Langknecht,  195  111.  App.  484.  Ind. 
Reed  v.  Kalfsbeck,  147  Ind.  148,  45 
N.  E.  476,  46  N.  E.  466.  la.— Buckley 
V.  Early,  72  Iowa  289,  33  N.  W.  769. 
Ky.— Penn  v.  Rhoades,  124  Ky.  798, 
100  S.  W.  288.  Neb. — Henry  v.  Henry, 
73  Neb.  746,  103  N.  W.  441,  107  N. 
W.  789.  N.  Y. — Williams  v.  FitzhugL, 
37  N.  Y.  444.  Ohio. — Butler  v.  Brown's 
Heirs,  5  Ohio  St.  211.  Wash. — Kane  v. 
Borthwick,  50  Wash.  8,  96  Pac.  516, 
18  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  486.  Wis.— Krug- 
meier  v.  Hackett,  134  Wis.  57,  113  N. 
W.  1103. 

64.  U.  S. — Whitehead  v.  Farmer^' 
L.  &  T.  Co.,  98  Fed.  10,  39  C.  C.  A. 
34.  Arl£.— Coats  v.  Hill,  41  Ark.  14'9. 
Oal.— Grant  v.  Cornell,  147  Cal.  565,  82 
Pac.  193,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  173.  Oolo. 
Buchanan  v.  Griswold,  37  Colo.  18,  86 
Pac.  1041.  Conn. — Adams  v.  Castle,  30 
Conn.  404.  Ga.— Pioquet  v.  Augusta, 
64  Ga.  254.  Idaho. — Hole  v.  Van  Duzer, 
11  Idaho  79,  81  Pac.  109.  Ind.— Reed 
V.  Kalfsbeck,  147  Ind.  148,  45  N.  E. 
476,  46  N.  E.  466.  la. — Buckley  v. 
Early,  72  Iowa  289,  33  N.  W.  7Mj 
Gardner  v.  Early,  69  Iowa  42,  28  N.  W. 
427.  Kan. — Black  v.  Johnson,  63  Kan. 
47,  64  Pac.  988,  Me.— Briggs  v.  John- 
son, 71  Me.  235.    Md. — Steuart  v.  Mey- 
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gage,®^  or  the  purchaser  at  an  execution  sale,®^  or  one  who  in  good 
faith  has  incurred  expenses  in  connection  with  the  property."^ 

2.  Nature  and  Extent  of  Relief. —  The  relief  will  be  adapted  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,°^  but  it  cannot  go  beyond  the  scope  of 
the  statute  under  which  the  action  is  brought/®  The  rights  of  the 
parties  in  the  premises  should  be  fixed  and  settled  by  the  decree,^"  and 
if  necessary  to  complete  relief,  possession  may  be  awarded  to  the 
party  entitled  thereto.'^     As  an  incident  to   the  relief  sought,  the 


er,  54  Md.  454.  Mich. — Aztec  Copper 
Co.  V.  Auditor  General,  128  Mich.  615, 
87  N.  W.  895.  Minn.— Eyan  v.  Euff,  90 
Minn.  169,  95  N.  W.  1114.  Miss.— Rags- 
dale  V.  Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co.,  67  Miss. 
106,  6  So.  630.  Mo. — Yeaman  v.  Lapp, 
167  Mo.  61,  66  S.  W.  957.  Neb.— Payne 
V.  Anderson,  80  Neb.  216,  114  N.  W. 
148.  N.  J.— Baldwin  v.  Elizabeth,  42 
N".  J.  Eq.  11,  6  Atl.  275.-  N.  D.— Een- 
ton  V.  Minnesota  Title  Ins.  &  Tr.  Co., 
15  N.  D.  365,  109  N.  W.  363,  125, 
Am.  St.  Eep.  599.  S.  D. — Pettigrew  v. 
Moody,  17  S.  D.  275,  96  N.  W.  94. 
Term. — ^^Hamilton  v.  Brownsville  G.  Co., 
115  Tenn.  150,  90  S.  W.  159.  Wash. 
Cordiner  v.  Pinch  Inv.  Co.,  54  Wash. 
574,  103  Pae.  829.  W.  Va.— Collins  v. 
Eeger,  62  W.  Va.  195,  57  S.  E.  743. 
Wis. — Maxcy  v.  Simonson,:  180  Wis. 
650,  110  N.  W.  80?. 

[a]  But  not  where  the  tax  sale. is 
void  ab  initio.  U.  S. — Gage  v.  Kauf- 
man, 133  U.  S.  471,  10  Sup.  Ct.  406. 
33  L.  ed.  725;  Barnes  v.  Bee,  138  Fed. 
476.  Cal.— Harper  v.  Eowe,  53  Cal. 
233.  111.— Glos  V.  Shedd,  218  111.  209, 
75  N.  E.  887.  Kan.— West  v.  Cameron, 
39  Kan.  736,  18  Pae.  894.  Me.— Mor- 
rill V.  Lovett,  95  Me.  165,  49  Atl.  666, 
56  L.  E.  A.  634.  Mich.— Kent  v. 
Auditor  General,  138  Mich.  605,  101  N. 
W.  805.  Minn. — ^Burdick  v.  Bingham, 
38  Minn.  482,  38  N.  W.  489.  Mo. 
Nichols  V.  Eussell,  141  Mo.  App.  140, 
123  S.  W.  1032.  N.  D.— State  Finance 
Co.  V.  Trimble,  16  N.  D.  199,  112  N. 
W.  984.  Ore.— Ferguson  v.  Kaboth,  43 
Ore.  414,  73  Pae.  200,  74  Pae.  466. 

65.  Boyce  v.  Fist,  110  Cal.  107,  42 
Pae.  473. 

66.  Herndon  v.  Eiee,  21  Tex.  455. 

67.  Clark  v.  Brown,  70  Iowa  189,  30 
N.  W.  46. 

[a]     One  who  has  made  repairs  and 

improvements  in  an  honest  belief  that  I 
he  owned  the  property.  Clark  v.  Brown,  ' 
70  Iowa  139,  30  N.  W.  46;  Thomas  : 
r.  Evans,  105  N.  T.  601,  12  N.  E.  571,  I 
59  Am.  Eep.  519.  I 
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[b]  But  a  defendant  who  pays  taxea 
on  the  property  without  being  in  pos- 
session is  not  entitled  to  be  reimbursed 
for  such  payments.  Dawson  v.  Girard 
L.  Ins.  A.  &  T.  Co.,  27  Minn.  411,  8 
N.  W.  142. 

68.  Sharon  v.  Tucker,  144  U.  S.  533, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  720,  36  L.  ed.  532. 

[a]  Under  a  prayer  for  general  re- 
lief (1)  the  court  in  an  action  to  quiet 
title  may  grant  any  relief  consistent 
with  the  issues  made  in  the  case  (Van 
Zanten  v.  Van  Zanten,  269  111.  491,  109 
N.  E.  986;  Primm  v.  Eaboteau,  56  Mo. 
407),  unless  (2)  it  is  expressly  pro- 
vided by  the  statute  that  where  plain- 
tiff seeks  further  relief  beyond  the  de- 
termination of  title  he  must  specifically 
ask  for  it  in  the  pleadings.  Eegal 
Eealty  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Gallagher  (Mo.), 
188  S.  W.  151. 

[b]  It  will  set  aside  the  instru- 
ments which  constitute  the  alleged 
cloud  upon  title.  Sehultz  v.  Schultz, 
274  111.  341,  113  N.  E.  638;  Conwell 
V.  Watkins,  71  111.  488;  Eucker  v. 
Dooley,  49  111.   377,  95  Am.  Dec.   614. 

[e]  Where  a  mortgage  has  been  sat- 
isfied the  mortgagee  may  be  compelled 
to  execute  a  release  thereof.  BroJwn 
V.  Stewart,  56  Md.  421. 

[d]  Specific  performance  of  an 
agreement  to  convey  the  property  in 
question  will  not  be  decreed.  Killey 
V.  Wilson,  33  Cal.  690. 

[e]  Refusal  to  decree  the  execution 
of  a  conveyance  to  plaintiff  by  defend- 
ant who  holds  the  property  in  trust 
for  him.  Von  Drachenfel's  v.  Doolittle, 
77  Cal.  295,  19  Pae.  518. 

69.  Powell  V.  Crow,  204  Mo.  481,  102 
S.  W.  1024. 

70.  Cal.  — Quint  v.  McMullin,  103 
Cal.  381,  37  Pae.  381.  Idaho.— Petten- 
gill  V.  Blackman,  30  Idaho  241,  164 
Pae.  358.  Neb. — Dolen  v.  Black,  48 
Neb.  688,  67  N.  W.  760.  N.  J.— Blatch- 
ford  V.  Conover,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  205,  1 
Atl.  16,  7  Atl.  354.  N.  C— Smith  v. 
Smith,  173  N.  C.  124,  91  S.  E.  721. 

71.  Landregan  v.   Peppin,    94    CaL 
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court  may  require  an  accounting  for  damages  to  the  land  in  con- 
troversy," but  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  disputed 
premises  for  the  time  defendant  was  in  possession  can  ordinarily  not 
be  recovered/^ 

3.  Costs.''*  —  The  prevailing  party  ordinarily  is  entitled  to  judg- 
ment for  costs  of  suit/^  but  where  defendant  has  filed  a  disclaimer  the 
court  has  no  right  to  render  a  decree  against  him  for  costsJ^ 

4.  Operation  and  Effect.  —  A  decree  quieting  plaintiff's  title 
against  the  defendant  does  not  add  his  claim  to  that  already  possessed 
by  the  plaintiff  and  brings  plaintiff  no  new  and  independent  right 
which  he  may  assert  against  a  stranger.''^  It  is  not  binding  upon 
one  who  was  not  a  party  or  in  privity  with  a  party.'^  But  such  decree 
destroys  all  liens  and  claims  of  the  parties  to  the  action  unless  ex- 
pressly excepted  therein,'^  and  a  decree  which  determines  the  in- 
validity of  the  conveyances  in  question  has  the  effect  to  remove  the 
cloud  resulting  from  their  execution  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  ex- 
pressly set  them  aside.^" 

H.  Enfoecement  of  Judgment  or  Decree. ^^  —  "Where  a  judgment 
declares  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties  the  court  may  make  such 


465,  29  Pae.  771;  Kitts  v.  Austin,  83 
Cal.  167,  23  Pae.  290;  "Wyland  v.  Men- 
del, 78  Iowa  739,  37  N.  W.  160;  Lees 
V.  Wetmore,  58  Iowa  170,  12  N.  W. 
238. 

[a]  Where  defendant  seeks  no  af- 
firmative relief  it  is  error  to  render  a 
decree  giving  defendant  possession  of 
the  property  involved  in  an  action  to 
quiet  title.  Hungarian  Hill  G.  Mim.  Co. 
V.  Moses,  58  Gal.  168;  Spradlin  v.  Pat- 
rick, 23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1156,  64  8.  W. 
840. 

72.  Ala. — Lockett  v.  Hurt,  57  Ala. 
198.  Fla.— Gasque  v.  Ball,  65  Fla.  383, 
62  So.  215.  HI.— Haworth  v.  Taylor, 
108  111.  275.  la.— Buckley  v.  Early,  72 
Iowa  289,  33  N.  W.  769.  *enn.— Bains 
V.  Perry,  1  Lea  37.  Tex.— Bryson  v. 
Boyce,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  415;  92  S.  W. 
820. 

73.  Polack  V.  Gurnee,  66  Cal.  266, 
5  Pae.  229,  610;  Robinson  v.  Jones,  65 
Miss.  520,   5  So.   102. 

[a]  The  decree  cannot  go  farther 
than  to  quiet  the  title  and  inquire  into 
the  rents  and  profits  received  during 
the  wrongful  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant- but  such  possession  is  a  trespass 
for 'which  there  is  a  remedy  at  law. 
Fitzhugh  V.  Barnard,  12  Mich.  104. 

74.  See  the  title  "Costs." 

75.  HI. — Converse  v.  Eankin,  115 
111  398  .4  N.  E.  504.  Ind. — ^BothWell 
V  Millikan,  104  Ind.  162,  2  N.  E.  959, 
3  N.  E.  816.    Sy. — Moore  v.  Boner,  7 


Bush  26.  N.  y.— Eugen  v.  Collins,  8 
Hui(  384.  Utah. — Dudley  v.  Facer,  8 
Utah  403,  32  Pae.  668. 

76.  Cal. — Summerville  v.  Marsh,  142 
Cal.  554,  76  Pae.  388,  100  Am.  St.  Eep. 
145.  Conn. — Foote  v.  Brown,  78  Conn. 
369,  62  Atl.  667.  Ind. — New  American 
Oil  &  M.  Co.  V.  Troyer,  166  Ind.  402, 
76  N.  E.  253,  77  N.  E.  739.  la. 
Deacon  v.  Central  Iowa  Inv.  Co.,  95 
Iowa  180,  63  N.  W.  673.  Mich.— Mun- 
roe  V.  Winegar,  128  Mich.  309,  87  N. 
W.  396. 

[a]  The  disclaimer  must  be  un- 
oLualified  and  refer  to  the  whole  prop- 
erty in  controversy.  Moore  v.  Wallace, 
16  Okla.  114,  82  Pae.  825. 

77.  Loekwood  v.  Meade  Land  &  0. 
Co.,  71  Kan.  739,  81  Pae.  496. 

78.  Weed  Sewing  Machine  Co.  v. 
Baker,  40  Fed.  56  (one  in  possession 
under  contract  to  purchase  from  de- 
fendant, not  bound  if  not  a  party) ; 
Jasper  v.  Sparham,  125  Iowa  464,  lOl 
N.  W.  134.  See  generally  the  titles 
"Judgments;"    "Ees  Judicata." 

[a]  Not  binding  or.  a  mortgagee 
who  was  not  made  a  party  to  the 
action.  McDonald  v.  McCoy,  121  Cal. 
55,  53  Pae.  421. 

79.  Watkins  .  Winnings,  102  Ind. 
330,  1  N.  E.  638. 

80.  Gibbons  v.  Peralta,  21  Cal.  629; 
Empire  Eaneh  &  C.  Co.  ».  Wilson,  24 
Colo.  App.  83,  131  Pae.  779. 

81.  See  the  title  "Judgments  and 
Dera^ees,  Enforcement  of." 
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orders  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  its  judgment  into  execution.** 
III.  STATUTORY  PROCEEDING  TO  COMPEL  CLAIMANT  TO 
TRY  TITLE.  —  Under  some  statutes  an  adverse  claimant  may  be  sum- 
moned to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  bring  an  action  to  try  his 
alleged  title  to  real  property.*^  Such  a  proceeding  is  preliminary 
merely  and  the  court  cannot  try  the  title  or  make  a  decree  which  will 
operate  as  a  conclusive  adjudication  thereon.**  Plaintiff  must  be  in 
possession  of  the  real  property;*"  constructive  possession,*^  or  merely 
nominal  possession  obtained  under  circumstances  tending  to  show  a 
trespass,*^  is  not  sufficient.  The  petitioner  must  show  exclusive"  pos- 
session.** It  must  be  made  to  appear  that  the  defendant's  claim  is 
such  that  it  may  be  conclusively  adjudicated  in  the  suit  or  action 
which  may  be  directed,*^  though  the  form  of  action  in  which  such 


82.  Smith  V.  Miller,  66  Tex.  74,  17 
S.  W.  399. 

[a]  Injunction. — ^While  a  decree  in 
an  action  to  quiet  title  need  not  take 
the  form  of  an  injunction,  the  latter  is 
a  proper  remedy  to  enforce  the  decree. 
Cal.— Wolf  V.  Gall,  174  Cal.  140,  162 
Pae.  115.  La. — Craig  v.  Lambert,  44 
La.  Ann.  885,  11  So.  464.  ■  Minn.— Con- 
key  V.  Dike,  17  Minn.  457.  Neb. 
Whitaker  17.  McBride,  5  Neh.  (TJnof.) 
411,  98  N.  W.  877.  N.  Y.— Stamm  v. 
Bostwick,  30  Hun  70,  65  How.  Pr.  358, 
2  McCarty  Civ.  Proc.  467.  Ohio. 
Bartholomew  v.  Lutheran  Congregation, 
35  Ohio  St.  567. 

[b]  Writ  of  Assistance. — The  court 
may  enforce  a  decree  awarding  posses- 
sion to  defendant  by  a  writ  of  as- 
sistance. Brady  v,  Carteret  Realty  Co., 
82  N.  J.  Eq.  620,  90  Atl.  257,  Ann.  Cais. 
1915B,  1093.  See  generally  the  title 
"Assistance,  Writa  of." 

83.  Me. — Ginn  v.  ITlmer,  105  Me. 
286,  74  Atl.  635;  Poor  v.  Lord,  84  Me. 
98,  24  Atl.  583.  Mass!— Weld  v.  Clarke, 
209  Maas.  9,  95  N.  E.  651.  Mo.— Col- 
line  Eeal  Estate  &  B.  Assn.  v.  John- 
son, 120  Mo.  299,  25  S.  W.  190;  Webb 
V.  Donaldson,  60  Mo.  394.  Pa. — Clark 
V.  Clark,  255  Pa.  574,  100  Atl.  457: 
Putt  V.  Africa,  232  Pa.  182,  81  Atl. 
203;  Pifer  v.  Berkey,  229  Pa.  394,  78 
Atl.  990. 

[a]  The  object  of  such  statutory 
proceeding  being  to  enable  a  party  in 
possession  who  can  bring  no  possessory 
action  to  compel  an  adverse  claimant 
to  institute  an  action  to  determine  the 
title.     Webb  v.  Donaldson,  60  Mo.  394. 

84.  Weld  V.  Clarke,  209  Mass.  9,  95 
N.  B.  651;  Dyer  v.  Baumeister,  87  Mo. 
134. 

[a]    The  inquiry  Is  confined  to  the 
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questions  of  plaintiff's  title  and  pos- 
session and  the  existence  of  the  ad- 
verse claim,  but  the  validity  of  de- 
fendant's claim  is  not  in  issue  in  such 
proceeding.  Colline  Beal  Estate  &  B. 
Assn.  V.  Johnson,  120  Mo.  299,  25  S. 
W.  190. 

85.  First  Baptist  Church  v.  Harper, 
191  Mass.  196,  77  N.  E.  778;  Munroe 
V.  Ward,  4  Allen  (Mass.)  150;  Dyer 
V.  Baumeister,  87  Mo.'  134;  Eutherford 
V.  Ullman,  42  Mo.  216. 

[a]  A  mere  right  or  title  to  an  ease- 
ment or  to  any  other  interest  without 
possession  is  not  enough  to  compel  an 
adverse  claimant  to  bring  an  action  to 
determine  the  claim  and  interest.  Bos- 
ton Mfg.  Co.  V.  Burgin,  114  Mass.  340; 
Bowditch  V.  Gardner,  113  Mass.  315. 

86.  Von  Phul  v.  Penn,  31  Mo.  333. 

87.  Dyer  v.  Baumeister,  87  Mo.  134. 

88.  Orthodox  Cong.  Soe.  17.  Green- 
wich, 145  Mass.  112,  13  N.  E.  380; 
Leary  v.  Duff,  137  Mass.  147;  India 
Wharf  V.  Central  Wharf  &  W.  D.  Corp., 
117  Mass.  504. 

89.  Me.— Smith  v.  Libby,  101  Me. 
338,  64  Atl.  612.  Mass.— Boston  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Burgin,  114  Mass.  340.  Mo. 
Burt  17.  Warreii,  30  Mo.  App.  332; 
Bredell  17.  Alexander,  8  Mo.  App.  110. 

[a]  The  defendant  must  have  a  sub- 
sisting right  of  action  by  which  he  can 
have  his  right  adjudicated,  but  suit 
may  be  required  upon  a  claim  to  »n 
equitable  as  well  as  a  legal  title.  Col- 
line Eeal  Estate  &  B.  Assn.  17.  John- 
son, 120  Mo.  299,  25  S.  W.  190. 

[b]  Where  the  adverse  claim  la 
merely  of  a  remainder  and  does  not 
conflict  with  plaintiff's  possession,  the 
case  is  not  within  the  provisionB  of 
such  statute.    Tisdale  v.  Brabrook,  102 


QUIETING  TITLE 


1025 


title  or  claim  of  adverse  interest  can  be  asserted  is  immaterial.'" 
The  statutory  proceeding  being  only  preliminary  to  a  suit  to  be 
brought  the  rules  of  pleading  which  govern  actions  to  quiet  title  need 
not  be  strictly  followed.®^  The  adverse  claim  may  be  alleged  in  the 
language  of  the  statute,*^  and  an  averment  of  petitioner's  information 
and  belief  that  the  defendant  makes  an  adverse  claim  is  sufficient.'^ 
The  description  of  the  property  need  not  be  exact,'*  provided  that  it 
be  sufficiently  definite  to  give  notice  to  the  defendant  to  what  property 
the  petition  refers.'^  "Where  defendant  disclaims  all  right  and  title 
to  the  land  the  proceeding  thereby  is  put  to  an  end.''  Where  de- 
f  endant  does  not  disclaim,  he  may  by  answer  show  cause  why  he  should 
not  be  compelled  to  bring  an  action  to  try  title.'^ 


Mass.  374;  Webb  v.  Donaldson,  60  Mo. 
394. 

[o]  A  party  who  has  only  an  ease- 
ment and  who  does  not  complain  that 
his  rights  have  been  interfered  with 
cannot  be  compelled  under  such  statute 
to  bring  an  action  to  try  his  alleged 
right.  Smith  v.  Libby,  101  Me.  338,  64 
Atl.  612;  May  v.  New  England  E.  Co., 
171  Mass.  367,  50  N.  E.  652. 

[d]  Aa  unassigned  dower  interest  is 
an  adverse  claim  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  Benoist  v.  Murrin,  47 
Mo.  537. 

90.  Cook  V.  Von  Phul,  55  Mo.  App. 
.  487. 

91.  Ginn  v.  Ulmer,  105  Me.  286,  74 


Atl.  635;  Blanchard  v.  Lowell,  177 
Mass.  501,  59  N.  E.  114. 

92.  Ginn  v.  Ulmer,  105  Me.  286,  74 
Atl.  635. 

93.  Oliver  v.   Look,   77   Me.   585,   1 
Atl.  833. 

94.  Ginn  v.  Ulmer,  105  Me.,  286,  74 
Atl.  635. 

95.  Oliver  v.  Look,   77   Me.   585,   1 
Atl.  833. 

96.  Jordan  v.  Stevens,  55  Mo.  361. 
[a]    A  denial  of  plaintiff's  title  by 

defendant  who  disclaims  any  adverse 
right  or  title  is  surplusage  and  does 
not  call  for  a  determination  of  such 
issue.     Jordan  v.  Stevens,  55  Mo.  361. 

97.  Cook  V.  Von  Phul,  55  Mb.  App. 
487. 


QUI  TAM  ACTION.  — See  Penalties,  Forfeitures  and  Fines. 
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